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The aff’s version of intellectual property is inextricably capitalist—it relies on commodification and maintenance of capitalist structures
Bracha 20
Oren, Howrey LLP and Arnold, White & Durkee Centennial Professorship in Law @ UT Austin. “The History Intellectual Property as The History of Capitalism.” Case Western Reserve Law Review. Vol 71: Issue 2. 2020. Pp 572-583. //InTr
Most fundamentally, the history of intellectual property should be understood as part of the process of commodification. The appearance of the set of legal relations we call today intellectual property was, first and foremost, part of the relentless and all-encompassing process of expanding the commodity form, as applied to various kinds of information. This process happened on the ground in changing practices of increasingly subjecting information to general market exchange. But it also involved a conceptual change—a new specific way of understanding information. Both the practice and the concept had a distinctive structure consisting of three different conceptual elements. First, to become a commodity, information had to become a “thing” or an object. In premodern times, various kinds of information were understood in fluid terms as living human knowledge, a dynamic process, or even as an aspect of persons.139 Before information could become an object of market exchange, a thing to be bought and sold, this dynamic character had to be wrestled to the ground—it had to become an object. The first phase of creating intellectual property then was constructing the relevant informational objects. Second, these informational objects had to be “first transformed into bars in the head and in speech before they are exchanged for one another.”140 In other words, informational objects had to be understood as reducible to their abstract and commensurable exchange value and as produced in order to extract this value from any possible market. A third and last aspect was the question of drawing borders: what kinds of information were to be subjected to this form and what kinds had to be left outside it? The distinctive structure of commodified information gradually came to be embedded in the applicable legal forms. It is this embodiment of the commodity form as applied to information which distinguishes the unique phenomenon of intellectual property. Information was far from completely unregulated prior to the appearance of intellectual property, as attested by many premodern institutional arrangements such as guild regulation of craft secrecy, restrictions on the immigration of skilled craftsmen, patronage, and censorship. 141 What separates these and many other forms of regulating the production and dissemination of information from the later-coming intellectual property is exactly the commodity form. Commodification, then, is a powerful concept for understanding the development of the distinctly modern phenomenon of intellectual property. At the same time, commodification was neither a preordained uniform structure nor an unchanging, static one once appearing. The process of development was rife with contestation and negotiation, rather than the progressive extension of a readymade structure. Each of the three conceptual dimensions of commodifying information gave rise to many puzzles such as what exactly was the object of exchange, how was its value to be measured, what exactly could be owned or bought and sold, and what constituted interference with property rights. There was also friction with deeply held ideological commit– ments, most prominently various forms of aversion to ownership of knowledge. And often there was resistance from various interested groups who resorted to both the conceptual loose ends and countervailing ideology. The result was specific and unique patterns of commodifying information, patterns that were not identical in all contexts or places and remained dynamic over time. This history accounts for both the conceptual unity and the internal diversity of the area of intellectual property: the field’s overarching principle is the commodification of information while its different subfields are marked by the different patterns of commodification as those developed historically (with further variation within each field). The development of these patterns is a rich vein to be mined by historians. And the story to be told is threefold, encompassing the emergence of: the general, distinctively modern, framework of commodifying information, i.e., intellectual property; the carving out of the general sub-areas within it; and also the phenomenon of incomplete commodification. The latter refers to the fact that, in some contexts, ideological resistance and interest groups’ tussles produced incomplete commodification: the demarcation of certain kinds of information as residing outside the domain of commodification.142 Some examples of this include news,143 basic scientific research, 144 and what came to be known as “moral rights” that in the continental tradition emerged as extra-territorial islands deliberately designed to insulate certain human interests from market commodification. 145 Again, these different patterns of incomplete commodification, their negotiation and dynamic shift over time, as well as their geographical migration and cross-influence, holds promising prospects for historical exploration. A second element of situating the history of intellectual property within the history of capitalism is uncovering the development of how this area came to play a constitutive role in important junctures of the structure of modern economic relations. The rise of intellectual property was not limited to the creation of a mechanism for the market exchange of information as a consumer good. In various ways, intellectual property rights acquired a deeper structural role in the organization of economic relations. As Michael Zakim observes: “The knowledge economy is not . . . a ‘post-industrial,’ and certainly not a ‘postcapitalist,’ development.” 146 In other words, the growth and transformation of business in the nineteenth century was, in fact, the first information age with “the capital of mind” playing a major role in it.147 This was true of applied knowledge pertaining to the material world that was the basis of the physical infrastructure of capitalism: everything from innovations such as railroads, telegraphy, and telephony that constituted the transportation and communication revolutions, to the designs of the new machines and chemical processes that powered factories.148 It was also true of new knowledge of manip– ulating the social and commercial spheres such as accounting and filing systems, business statistics, or financing schemes that constituted the business revolution.149 Ownership under intellectual property rights was potentially relevant for all of those infrastructural assets. In some cases, this meant straightforward extension of proprietary rights, most commonly patents and trade secrets.150 Other cases, such as business statistics 151 or accounting systems, 152 involved struggles, sometimes resulting in incomplete commodification. The point is that intellectual property rights came to play a structural role on this deeper level of the system’s knowledge infrastructure. Commodification of information unfolded not just with respect to consumer markets but also as a regulative principle of the system’s infrastructure. Intellectual property rights also played a structural role with respect to business organization. Until after the Civil War, assignment of patent shares played a major role in structuring business partnership around innovative technologies. 153 In the absence of general incorporation that became available only around the mid-century, assigning patent shares was the direct vehicle for molding business structure.154 Similarly, geographical licensing supplied the foundations for a form of territorial franchising in an age where nation-wide operation by a single business entity was rare.155 Somewhat later, patent pools that created schemes for licensing a multitude of rights necessary for particular technologies began to play a broader organizational role in shaping and regulating the operation of entire industries.156 Both share-assignments and pools, rather than limited to being mechanisms for overcoming transaction costs in transferring ownership or permissions from sellers to buyers, were more fundamental important instruments of structuring business. Around the turn of the twentieth century, business organization mushroomed dramatically in scope and scale with the corporate R&D lab becoming a central mode of innovation.157 In this context, patents, which now were often held in portfolios, became instruments of corporate security.158 Firms used such portfolios to try to obtain predictability and “rationality,” draw the borderlines of their zones of operation and negotiate industry-wide arrangements.159 As a top official of an AT&T subsidiary put it in 1926, referring to patent licensing arrangements: The regulation of the relationship between two such large interests as the American Telephone & Telegraph Co. and the General Electric Co. and the prevention of invasion of their respective fields is accomplished by mutual adjustment within “no man’s land” where the offensive of the parties as related to these competitive activities is recognized as a natural defense against invasion of the major fields.160 In copyright, the structural role of rights in business organization was developed later. As relevant industries as well as the applicable copyright framework grew more complex, this structural role became more significant. One early example is the music industry, where early in the twentieth century right portfolios were the vehicle of maneuvers to try to control the industry161 and where later organizational patterns of businesses and intermediaries came to revolve around the copyright framework. One last structural role of intellectual property worth mentioning here pertains to trademark law. In this area, the structural role with respect to general patterns of economic activity is exactly the line dividing traditional trademark law as a form of anti-fraud protection from its gradual propertization, meaning its becoming truly a branch of intellectual property (which is still contested even today). 162 Goodwill, that elusive asset that shrewd businessmen began to sell and license around the mid-nineteenth century,163 is a double abstraction. It is the commodification of business success. Commodification took here its usual two-step course: first, reducing the dynamic and evanescent character of everything that made a business successful into an object, securing it in place by mooring it to a symbol; then, making this new object the subject of market exchange. Through the market exchange of a new object called goodwill, commodification came to be applied not only to informational consumer goods and various elements of capitalism’s infrastructure, but to business success itself. Trademark law built around goodwill supplied the constitutive legal forms. The somewhat younger cousin of goodwill—the brand—and its legal form further extended this process to encompass a particular key feature of business success: the power to cultivate and channel human desire. To succeed, businesses needed to harness human desire to buy. A major development of capitalism, embodied in the rise of the advertisement industry, was erecting a systematic mechanism for cultivating and channeling preferences or “needs.”164 Brands emerged as semiotic receptacles for the product of this mechanism: petrified crystals capturing and mooring down the dynamic process of channeling human desire. The (incomplete) extension of trademark law to protect the value of brands and facilitate their market exchange was the process of commodifying the value of molded human desire as embodying selling power.165 Commodifying selling power as captured by semiotic commercial devices laid, in turn, the foundation for yet another business organization form heavily reliant on intellectual property: the modern franchise.166 The third distinctive aspect of intellectual property studied as part of the history of capitalism is conceptual. The context of ownership of information had been one where basic latent assumptions characteristic of a market society that usually remain silent were often challenged, wrestled with, or at least momentarily forced to the surface. In other words, ownership of information is where naturalization tends to burst at the seams. The reason for this is that ownership of intangibles destabilizes one widespread strategy of naturalization, meaning: physicalization. Physicalization is the representation of a social relation between people as a physical (and hence “natural”) relation between things or between things and people. 167 Property is an area where physicalization abounds, where legal relations between people masquerade as physical relations between people and things.168 But this has never worked smoothly with intellectual property. As the name implies, intellectual property, at least once understood as such, wears its nonphysicalism on its sleeve. In the words of Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes Jr., these are rights “in vacuo” that create “a prohibition of conduct remote from the persons or tangibles of the party having the right.”169 And this obvious intangibility of the object of property tended to disrupt the disguise of the property relation as a physical one. The upshot of this dynamic was that in some moments intellectual property’s disruption of the physicalist naturalization extended to all property rights170 and indeed to all legal relations.171 This is not to say that physicalization has ever been banished from the area of intellectual property. Nevertheless, it is less stable and more prone for disruption in the context of ownership of information. Thus, intellectual property has been an area where occasionally a window had opened offering a view beyond at least some of the naturalizing assumptions of a market society and forcing participants to wrestle with the questions that then came into view. It is therefore an opportune area of study for the historian of capitalism. The above are three reasons why there is a remarkable fit between the frame of the history of capitalism—properly understood—and the subject of intellectual property. First, the history of intellectual property is a fascinating case study of capitalism’s basic unit: commodification. It demonstrates both the general logic and how the specific context in which it unfolds matters a great deal. Second, in various ways, intellectual property has played an important structural role in the consolidation and development of capitalist economic organization. Finally, intellectual property is a context where some of the naturalizing assumptions of a capitalist society, at least in some specific moments, tend to float to the surface and be laid bare to contend with, both for the historical actor and the historian. Other reasons for this remarkable fit may occur to the reader.
Capitalism causes everything from child labor to climate change—it’s try or die for the alt
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A World Bank study shows that climate change is already costing developing countries billions of dollars each year. The cost of climate change is expected to rise to $210 billion per year by 2050. Similarly, a report by Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change shows that the industrial sector is responsible for 37% of global greenhouse gas emissions. This sector includes manufacturing, construction, and energy production. Multinational firms are the biggest emitters of greenhouse gases. The economic system values that profit and growth above everything else, leading to constant consumption, production, and resource extraction. The effects are disastrous, with natural habitats being destroyed, resources depleted, and greenhouse gas emissions skyrocketing. Multinational corporations are some of the biggest culprits when it comes to capitalism's impact on climate change. These companies prioritise profit over environmental sustainability, and their actions reflect this priority. For instance, oil and gas companies have been known to engage in practices such as fracking and offshore drilling, which release substantial amounts of methane and carbon dioxide into the atmosphere. The impact of climate change caused by capitalism is not limited to the environment. It also has a significant impact on communities around the world, particularly those in developing countries. Climate change has led to food and water scarcity, increased poverty, and more frequent natural disasters. These impacts disproportionately affect marginalized communities who have little access to resources and lack the means to adapt to a changing climate. Developing world bears the brunt Despite the overwhelming evidence of capitalism's impact on climate change, many governments and corporations continue to prioritise profit over the environment. The Paris Agreement, which was signed by 196 countries in 2015, aims to limit global warming to well below 2 degrees Celsius. However, many of the world's largest emitters, including the United States and China, have failed to meet their commitments under the agreement. The devastating impact of industrialisation and capitalism on the environment and society, especially in developing countries, cannot be ignored. Developed nations have been exploiting the cheap labor and lax environmental regulations of these countries, using them as dumping sites for their hazardous waste and electronic garbage. While they have benefited from increased profit margins, developing countries are left to grapple with the environmental and health hazards caused by this unethical practice. Developed countries and multinational corporations have a dirty secret: they dump their waste and pollutants on developing countries. Electronic waste or e-waste is often shipped to these countries, and can contain toxic materials like lead, mercury, and cadmium. The impact of this waste on the soil, water, and air can be devastating. Unfortunately, countries like Ghana, Nigeria, and India have become dumping grounds for this waste, and workers there are forced to dismantle the electronics without proper protection from these harmful materials. The issue of e-waste Multinational corporations such as Apple, Samsung, and Microsoft have been accused of contributing to this problem by failing to properly dispose of their e-waste. In 2018, a study by the Basel Action Network found that electronic waste from these companies was being illegally exported to developing countries, where it was often dumped in landfills or burned, releasing toxic fumes into the air. Similarly, textile factories in developing countries such as Bangladesh, India, Pakistan, and Cambodia are contracted by multinational brands to produce clothing for the global market. However, these factories often release untreated wastewater into rivers and other bodies of water, contaminating the water supply and harming the health of local communities. In 2013, the Rana Plaza factory collapse in Bangladesh killed over 1,100 people, mostly garment workers who were producing clothing for multinational corporations such as Walmart and Benetton. The building's collapse was caused by poor safety standards and overcrowding, which were driven by the demand for cheap clothing produced in developing countries. The oil and gas industry could be another example, which often operates in developing countries with lax environmental regulations. Companies such as Chevron, ExxonMobil, and Shell have been accused of polluting water sources, releasing toxic fumes into the air, and causing soil contamination in countries such as Nigeria and Ecuador. In Nigeria, for example, oil spills have contaminated water sources and destroyed fishing communities, leading to food insecurity and health problems. In Ecuador, Chevron was found liable for causing widespread pollution in the Amazon rainforest, which has had devastating consequences for the health and livelihoods of Indigenous communities. The case of Pakistan According to the Pakistan Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), over 70,000 used vehicles were imported into Pakistan in 2017, from Japan and South Korea. These vehicles often do not meet the emission standards set by the Pakistani government, leading to increased air pollution and negative health impacts for the population. The EPA report also highlights that most of these vehicles are not properly maintained, leading to increased emissions and further environmental degradation. Similarly, international fashion brands such as Nike, Adidas, and H&M have also been accused of using suppliers in Pakistan that engage in forced and child labor. Furthermore, Pakistan has become a dumping ground for electronic waste, with over 100,000 tons of e-waste imported into the country each year. This e-waste often contains hazardous materials such as lead, mercury, and cadmium, which can contaminate soil, water, and air. People feel the impacts of climate change all over the world, but the most vulnerable populations tend to be those living in developing countries. These populations often have less access to resources and infrastructure to adapt to the changing climate and are more likely to suffer from the negative effects of extreme weather events, such as droughts, floods, and storms. Furthermore, these vulnerable populations are often not responsible for most of the greenhouse gas emissions that cause climate change. Developed countries, which have historically been responsible for most emissions, bear a significant responsibility for addressing the impacts of climate change. Who should pay for climate change? Deciding who should shoulder the costs of climate change has gained serious attention in academia. Wealthier nations must support poorer countries with money and technology since they are often the most vulnerable to its impacts. At the same time, developing nations should take action to reduce their emissions and adapt to the changing climate. Finding a fair balance between these responsibilities is crucial for a united global effort in tackling climate change head-on. Climate change is a global problem, and everyone must do their part to address it. Developed countries have a responsibility to help developing countries, which are often the most vulnerable to the effects of climate change. However, developing countries also have a responsibility to take action to reduce their emissions and adapt to the changing climate. Developed countries have historically been the biggest emitters of greenhouse gases, and they have benefited the most from economic growth that has come at the expense of the environment. It is therefore only fair that they should take the lead in addressing climate change. This includes providing financial and technological support to developing countries so that they can also reduce their emissions and adapt to the changing climate. Capitalism can be held responsible for climate change due to its inherent focus on profit-driven growth and consumption. In a capitalist system, industries compete to maximize profits, often prioritizing short-term gains over long-term sustainability. This drive for endless economic expansion promotes resource extraction, overproduction, and excessive consumption, all of which contribute to greenhouse gas emissions and environmental degradation. Furthermore, capitalism's emphasis on individualism and free markets hinders collective action and regulation, impeding the implementation of effective climate policies. The relentless pursuit of profit, coupled with the lack of systemic checks and balances, makes capitalism a key driver of climate change.
The alternative is compeeirsm—compeerist communing offers lines of flight outsides capitalist structures key to organizing and chaotically ending capitalism
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As explained at the outset of this book, the compeerist outlook is best understood as an amalgamation and sharpening of existing thought. Hence, while it embraces the P2P position that commons-centred, collaborative production has the potential to outcompete and ultimately replace our current mode of production, such a process is also seen, in line with most autonomous Marxists, as far from easy or straightforward given that capital currently infiltrates almost every aspect of our socio-economic reality. In thus seeking to answer how an evolutionary turn from capital to the commons could unfold, we can start by revisiting the insightful work of autonomists Massimo De Angelis and John Holloway. For Holloway, our reality within capitalism is seen as dominated by abstract labour, understood as work that is stripped of all meaning for the worker beyond its value as a commodity, what we have posited in this book as a consequence of the apparatus of capture (Holloway, 2010; 2012). Holloway goes on to point out that abstract labour, which has far-reaching material and psychological consequences, is largely inescapable as long as capitalist social relations dominate. For De Angelis, in turn, who broadly accepts Holloway’s starting point, alienated labour makes up an integral component of the broad ‘middle class’, defined as a ‘stratified field of subjectivity’ that is fundamentally formed by, and complicit in, capital’s ‘disciplinary markets, enclosures, governance and … profit seeking enterprises’ (De Angelis, 2010, p 960). Also naturally included in such a subjectivity, we should add, is the acceptance of ‘consumerism as a way of life that contains its own self-reproducing end values’ (Carroll, 2010, p 190). In other words, De Angelis’s specific understanding of the middle class encompasses the majority of the populace living by the dictates of capitalism. Given how entwined we are in capitalism’s logics and mechanisms, the imperative to have an ‘outside’ space (both mental and physical) from where resistance can be envisioned and pursued, takes centre stage. For both scholars such an ‘outside’ is hard to come by but not impossible. Importantly, for Holloway, it is not to be found by positioning ourselves in relation to socially constructed, reified ‘things’, like money, capital, or the state, as these simply lead us to become ‘entrapped within an organizational and conceptual prison that effectively strangles any aspirations for revolutionary change’ (Holloway, 2010, p 917). Instead, Holloway’s answer, which resonates with many other anarchist and autonomist approaches to the commons, is that the outside to capital is essentially achieved through a continuous, prefigurative act of often local or site-based ‘doing’, where work is reclaimed for the purpose of creating use-value. De Angelis similarly points to the need for Holloway’s ‘doing’, which he calls instantiations of ‘commoning’. Importantly, for De Angelis and many others, ‘commoning’ must here not be conflated with simply engaging in collective work organized from the top down. It is only in the pursuit of a commons that is democratically conceived and governed according to community-established values, such as fairness, charity, and sustainability, that actual ‘commoning’ is being conducted (Caffentzis and Federici, 2014; Dyer-Witheford, 2015; De Angelis, 2017b). De Angelis and Holloway, however, also recognize that such genuine, counter-capitalist efforts of ‘doing’ and commoning must achieve some form of critical mass to effect larger, systemic change, but details here are scarce. Holloway (2010; 2012) posits how the many acts of ‘doing’ must be multiplied to form the ‘millions of cracks’ needed to overcome capitalist domination. The accumulation of these prefigurative cracks, which align quite well with our lines of flight, is ultimately to be achieved via a ‘chaotic and fragmented … movement of movements’ (Holloway, 2010, p 918). Yet, beyond referencing the cracks that would comprise such a movement, there is little that Holloway is willing to say regarding its emergence, coalescing, and ultimate dynamics. De Angelis, in turn, offers a somewhat more specific proposal by suggesting the need to figuratively explode the ‘middle class’ mental framework to create a consciousness that can think beyond taken-for-granted capitalist assumptions (De Angelis, 2010). In his view, such rogue consciousness would entail the mental internalization of some key insights that are actively repressed by current middle class subjectivity. These include: 1. recognizing the increasing irrationality of our collective work in the service of capital (leading, for instance, to artificial scarcity and environmental meltdown); 2. understanding that this service to capital is leading to stagnant and even slipping wealth and wellbeing for most; and 3. realizing that the threatening ‘other’ we have been made to blame for our growing insecurity/unhappiness is, in fact, a myth spawned by the ulterior motivations of vested, powerful actors. De Angelis further explains that a full ‘explosion’ of the middle class would express itself in a ‘proper movement’, describing it as a ‘socio-cultural shockwave’ (De Angelis, 2010, p 968). At the same time, however, he also honestly concedes to not knowing how such an explosion would actually be triggered and sustained.
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Copyright are a mechanism of capitalist dispossession which exploits artists for market profit.
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On Sept, 2020, Kanye West opened up a conversation about the exploitive nature of record contracts. While Kanye is an imperfect messenger, he is the latest in a long line of recording artists who demonstrate the harmful effects of these contracts. My favorite example is the metaphor of recording artists as sharecroppers by Courtney Love because of the connection to medieval serfdom. In fact, my book Getting Signed: Record Contracts, Musicians, and Power in Society explores the way record contracts have similar effects to the British land enclosure acts that jump-started capitalism. In Capital Vol. I, Karl Marx described “primitive accumulation” as the process through which capitalism developed through the British land enclosure acts. The land enclosure acts created private property and kicked the serfs off the land, forcing them to work for capital. Similar to what Marx argued, record contracts create enclosure for musicians to foster the expropriation of their creative work to be sold on the market by record labels. Capitalism only works because workers do not own the means of production, and therefore have to sell their labor-power to someone else in order to earn money to meet their needs. While the means of musical production include musical instruments (and their accessories), sounds systems, mixers, microphones, computers, studio facilities, etc., the primary means of musical production are musical instruments. Since most musicians own their musical instruments, they own their means of musical production. This leaves capital very little room to exploit musicians. If the cost of the musical means of production are so low, why do musicians become laborers? How does the system of musical production encourage musicians to sell their labor-power? To exploit musicians, record labels use record contracts to entice musicians to sign over their copyrights. Two hundred years after the land enclosure acts created property, forced feudal peasants from the land, and helped change the economic mode of production to capitalism, the British government established an additional form of property enclosure: copyright. Passed by the British Parliament in 1709, the Statue of Anne granted two types of copyright. First, it gave authors a copyright for their books. Second, it reinforced existing copyright statutes that gave a printer exclusive rights to print copyrighted books.[1] By securing rights for the author, the Statute of Anne established the first legal justification that ideas could be considered a type of property. Primitive accumulation can help to explain how enclosure in other sectors changed the relations of production to bring other sites of production into the capitalist economy. For instance, Mark Andrejevic describes the recent “digital enclosure” as a process whereby we generate capital through surveillance by providing massive amounts of data about our online usage to companies.[2] When the Internet developed, no apparent form existed for companies to generate revenue from the Internet apart from charging for access to the network. However, Andrejevic argues that the Internet was enclosed through surveillance technologies that track our every move on the World Wide Web. Copyright enclosure is not entirely different from land enclosure. The first commonality is the thought that copyright is “intellectual property.” John Locke’s “‘labor theory’ of property, which conceived the fruits of one’s labor as one’s own property” established the idea that creators conduct labor and own the rights what they produce.[3] In other words, that which people create is their property. James Boyle discusses “an intellectual land grab” brought about by new technologies.[4] While Boyle explains that intellectual property is not a property right, the term remains useful for analyzing copyright. Furthermore, the analogy to property rights proves useful for thinking about copyright as enclosure. Rosemary Coombe alludes not only to the creation of private property, but also to the idea of “fertile fields.” These connections are not accidental, as property possesses this long tradition connected to labor in the fields. Second, copyright expropriates the labor of a group of people, and forces them into a market economy. Musicians, who want to earn a living performing music, need to participate in the economy through recording, performing, and publishing music. These three areas of activity in which musicians participate require musicians to have some relationship to copyright because copyright encloses the production of music. For musicians to perform or record a song, they must secure the right to perform a song. If the musician composed the song, then they can perform it, unless they have a publishing deal—in which case they still need permission from the publisher. Without this permission, musicians violate copyright law. Whether or not musicians want to participate in the copyright system, the law already establishes the order, so they music participate in it if they want to earn a living through music. Finally, there is not enough room for everyone who hopes to earn a living from producing music. If everyone could produce, record, distribute, promote and sell music, music would be overproduced driving the value of each recording down. Therefore, most people who produce copyrighted material will not be able to meet their needs through this system. Just like land enclosure, copyright enclosure creates a reserve army of labor because those who control the copyrights limit who they record, promote, and distribute. When landowners forced feudal serfs from the land, they flocked to towns and cities in England in search of work. However, there were not enough jobs for the emigrating masses to fill; this drove down the cost of labor. Musicians want to perform music to earn a living despite the lack of opportunities for them to work, and this creates a reserve army of labor. If one musician is not willing or able to take a gig, another musician can easily take their place. This has the general effect of driving down wages across the music industry. In a record contract, musicians exchange their copyrights for an advance. They must repay (i.e. recoup) the advance on their portion of the sales (i.e. royalties). Few recording artists ever come close to recouping their advances, let alone earning money from their albums. Frequently, artists receive advances, record albums, and the label shelves their albums. However, these artists can’t leave the label to produce and sell their music elsewhere. Kanye is upset he doesn’t own the master recordings of his album—his friend Taylor Swift is upset about this, too. Virtually all musicians lose the rights to their master recordings when they sign a contract. However, the situation of most recording artists is far more dire than the top selling artists. Copyright enclosure provides the mechanism on which labels exploit artists.
Copyright & Patents
Copyright and patents are a form of manufactured scarcity—this enclosure of resources towards profit for the ruling class sustains capitalism
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In terms of scarcity, controlling material supply, where this is competitively feasible and legal, has long been a capitalist strategy to boost prices, as in the production of oil. Yet, the pursuit of imposed, manufactured scarcity has become most critical in the realm of immaterial, and theoretically infinite, (digital) value, which now comprises the brunt of the post-industrial economy. Consider, for instance, that intangible assets, which include research and development, code, data, and other intellectual property are estimated to make up 90 per cent of the S&P 500’s value (Durden, 2020). These assets are intentionally kept scarce, mostly through the use of copyrights and patents, to preserve their profit value for the capitalist owner. In some instances, as with technical know-how, these protections are meant to keep certain competitive advantages secret, while in other cases, as in end-user products (consumer goods), the aim is to extract royalties and rents. The process of making scarce is also directly related to the strategy of enclosure. Here value is captured from currently non- or under-monetized assets within communities and nature with the intent to privatize and repackage them as something in short supply that needs to be purchased. Since the turn to neoliberalism, which entailed the ratcheting back of the state to allow capital greater control of the economy, this process has taken the form of a renewed ‘accumulation by dispossession’ (Harvey, 2013). This is often done by disempowering targeted populations, largely through monetary and financial means, at which point capital swoops in to control and privatize critical resources and services. Examples include the continuous expansion of resource extraction into Indigenous lands, the privatization of essential services, and the copyrighting of biological genetic code. Now, digital technologies are being developed to expand this enclosure. For instance, blockchain-enabled smart-contracts, which are executed when if then conditionalities are met, can be used to commoditize urban resources that were previously considered ‘public’, such as establishing microcharges for the individual usage of roads, parks, bridges and other urban infrastructure (Garrod, 2016). Yet, the enclosure of resources goes beyond just the physical realm; it also encompasses social and cultural productions, interactions, and information/ knowledge, much of which is being facilitated and captured in digital form. This is essentially the general intellect that exists as commons. Here too capital is continuously on the march to capture and transform anything innovative or useful into profit (Hardt and Negri, 2009). This can include, for instance, copyrighting and patenting work that has been communally produced, or using commons-sourced labour and data on digital platforms to garner advertising revenue (Vercellone et al, 2019). Capital has also begun to incorporate and profit from commons-based forms of organization, such as crowdsourcing innovation and engaging in other peer-production methods (Papadimitropoulos, 2018; Birkinbine, 2021). In this sense, the digital commons serve as an increasingly important area of growth potential, offering a wellspring of value to be harnessed and enclosed in the form of carefully managed commodities. A final way in which capital has responded to its current predicament of mounting, yet difficult-to-achieve growth demands, has been the expansion of the finance and banking sector, which have evolved far beyond the role of simply greasing the wheels of productive capitalist endeavours. Going back to the work of Magdoff and Sweezy (1987), financialization is seen as the process of using banking/finance to counteract the diminishing rates of profit in production. One obvious opening for capital here pertains to the profitability of interest-bearing credit, the need for which increases as carefully managed scarcity pushes prices higher. Beyond banking, however, another key opening pertains to the widespread adoption of financial instruments, referred to by Marx (1993) as fictitious capital. What Marx meant is that these paper assets, such as stocks, are not productive, they are merely claims on the wealth of future production. In creating such financial instruments, then, opportunities are not only created to raise capital, but an entirely new financial realm of speculation and risk management is brought about with its own significant prospects for accruing profit without actually having to produce anything. Yet, an important development worth noting here has been that the claim to revenue generating future production, generally associated with fictitious capital, has itself been increasingly replaced by a claim on the ability of specific corporations to simply manage scarcity and manipulate demand to profitable ends (Gorz, 2010). This situation is well captured in the concept of an ‘asset-based economy’ where power and wealth are not measured in terms of actual productive capabilities, but on the capacity – denoted in financial assets – to garner profit through such extractive, yet ultimately nonproductive strategies (Adkins et al, 2020). Indeed, the growing disconnect between stock-market capitalization and GDP appears to be indicative of this trend (World Bank, 2021). Clearly, the establishment of such an asset-based economy represents the complete neglect of use-value in the economy. In other words, if the actual production of goods/services is not the path to greatest profit, it will not be pursued, even if these goods and services are needed. The ultimate consequence of this predicament is a massive misallocation of resources and the ossifying of wealth differentials within society (Adkins et al, 2020). Nonetheless, despite the increasingly abstract and ephemeral qualities that characterize contemporary capitalism, as just laid out, it is important that we do not completely dismiss the role being played by the traditional capitalist exploitation of labour in actual production. Indeed, the continued use of22 sweatshops in the Majority World and the rise of low-paying service-sector jobs in the Minority World; the related emergence of easily exploitable gig workers; and the enclosure of the general intellect via a highly skilled, white-collar workforce are all a testament to labour’s continuing importance, even if this importance is slowly eroding. More specifically, it is essential to acknowledge here that engineering scarcity and subsequently capturing higher prices, rents, fees, interest and royalties are still rooted in actual material things and services. The point being made, therefore, is not that traditional capitalism, and its foundational ability to exploit labour, has ceased to exist, rather it is that this capitalism, which has begun to reach certain internal limits, now depends on a massive superstructure of scarcity, enclosure, and finance to keep profits flowing.
Patents
Patents are not neutral objects, but tools of capital that limit scientific information
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Patents have acquired meanings that have little to do with their legal functions.6 One way of tracing how this may occur is by considering a patent’s form and its circulation. Forms act both as the substance and the vehicle of significance. Such an approach raises questions, such as, are patents text or an image? What kind of ‘images’ of patents circulate in different contexts? In this section, I focus on two aspects of patents as legal forms: first, the meaning and function of the patent document that is constituted by a rigid legal form; and second, the practice of circulation and administration of the patent document in a digitally mediated network. The analysis will help to contrast a patent’s legal mode of existence and non-legal ones. First, with respect to the substance of a patent document, its content is primarily legal and contains limited scientific information, when compared to a scientific journal article. Although Ouelette’s empirical analysis indicates that scientists do read them (2017), it is not entirely clear if her analysis distinguishes between different motivations and definitions of reading, such as whether scientists consult patent documents for legal reasons rather than scientific ones, and what the practice of reading entails in detail. It is well-known that a patent document contains unverified scientific and ‘prophetic’ inventive information which may not exist in physical reality.7 As many scholars have analyzed and observed, the quality of disclosure of inventive information in the written description section of the patent document is poor (Fromer 2009; Rai et al. 2009). The requirement that the specifications (the sections of written description and claims in a patent document) must enable a person skilled in the arts to make and use the claimed invention is notoriously lax in practice. A patent can be granted without the applicant having reduced the invention to practice (for a recent prominent example, see patents granted to Theranos: Carreyrou 2018). When scientists consult patent documents today, it may be for commercial and legal reason to see who has filed for an application and received grant, as well as to check for freedom to operate without infringing others’ patent rights, rather than for the purpose of seeking scientific information contained in the document. The rise of scientist-entrepreneurs in the non-commercial research and university settings makes it more difficult to separate scientific from legal and commercial motivations for reading a patent. In its original legal context, a patent document is not only a record of a property title, a deed, but also the central technique through which the property right itself arises. It is important to recognize the constitutive relationship between the peculiar form of the patent document and a patent’s substantive meaning. That is why a scientist had trouble recognizing his own invention in the patent document (Myers 1995). To know what is owned, the patent document outlines the object of the property right, the invention. The invention for which a patent is sought must be first described and then claimed as the property object. As in the rhetorical meaning of inventio as the capacity or material to create an argument, from a legal point of view, the patented invention comes into being through textual claims, a separate section within a patent document. Whilst it is understandable that the most accessible part of a patent document for a patent novice is the patent drawing, it does not form part of the property object. A patent document underlies rigid format and drafting requirements, and thus it needs to be read in a diagrammatic manner (Drucker 2013; Kang 2019). One cannot interpret and understand a patent without knowing the meaning and functions of the different documentary parts, as well as the specific legal-internal writing conventions. Second, the documentary function of patent documents is primarily for patent bureaucracy and administration. There is much historical evidence for the mundane bureaucratic and practical motivations that shaped the ways in which a patent document was designed and drafted (Pottage and Sherman 2010), administered once it arrived at the patent office, and finally filed for storage and retrieval (Kang 2012). The rigidity of the form that I’ve described above is connected to patent law’s substantive rationale and workings: its rationale is to ascertain priority of novelty now claimed against the background of novelties past. And in order to do so the patent documents need to be uniform in order to be comparable. In this specific context, the patent document functions as a Peircean icon of the patented invention, which becomes significant as an indexical representation in classificatory structures. The identification of a patent document’s primary legal administrative function does not mean that there aren’t other ones. Beyond its existence as a legal file, other kinds of para- (technological, economic, historical) or meta-information (commercial, second-order data analytics) can be extracted, isolated, and recombined from it. Such a large-scale datafication and the field of ‘patent information’ have become more possible since the digitization drive of patent offices since approximately 2000, and the development of a network between major patent offices’ bureaucracies. It is arguably through the recombinatory potential of patent documents’ data that the documents have started to resemble some sort of scientific information. Patent professionals primarily use the private providers’ databases, such as Derwent World Patent Index, in their work, but for a free overview of the patent offices’ internal filings and patent status, the Five IP Offices’ Global Dossier digital file wrappers are also useful.8 Patent drawings matter little in the daily workings of patent practice, and in the increasingly monetized patent analytics business, particularly because they cannot be easily analyzed and recombined as data and yield no meta data. Eva Hemmungs-Wirtén has interpreted the history of patent documents from the viewpoint of history of documentation and analyzed how the practices and knowledge of documentation have shaped the current understanding of patent as documents (2019). Such a non-legal focus on patents as documentation points to the differences and convergences between patent forms (textual and/or pictorial), their substantive contents (property right, indexical information, and/or data), and their aesthetics (bureaucratic, legalese, or retro-technofuturistic). The act of documentation makes information contained in a document mobile, but arguably it is not concerned with the substantive contents or quality of the documents (as seen in the making of a new patent class, Kang 2012). Such a difference in the explanatory function of what at first sight appears to be the same object—a patent—reflects diverse analytical perspectives and raises questions about what an analysis explains and why it would matter. Different contexts and uses of the same object may yield the conclusion that the resulting identity, or the substance of the analyzed object, may be not the same, despite sharing the same name and form. For example, from an epistemological point of view, a patent as a medium of documentation is a different object than a patent defined as a legal property right, or as a cultural sign, as I will discuss later on. It is not clear whether one talks about the same object, as the analyzed identities will vary considerably, depending on the contexts, practices of interpretation, and usage. Another way of interpreting such diverse levels of analysis would be to assign multiple identities to one object whilst asserting a core identity. Star and Griesemer’s concept of a boundary object (1989) posits that the substance of objects remains stable despite their different uses. Stipulating such a central stable identity to an object like a patent may be plausible if one took a material approach, but as a contemporary patent is abstract in triple sense (it is an abstract legal property right in intangibles, now immaterial in the sense of its physicality as a digital file), understanding patents as boundary objects may only make much sense if one adopted a definition of patent that is physicalist-materialist or historical materialist. Whatever the vantage point of analysis one may take, one should clarify one’s own understanding of patents as either fundamentally plural alterities or as boundary objects. In the analysis here, I would contend that the concept of the boundary object is stretched to a limit through patents’ circulating plural meanings. Understanding patents as malleable, multiple, or pluralistic objects may itself be a hegemonic ideological conceit.
Patents are tools of aesthetic control under capitalism—they are a glorified PR game played by the rich
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In contrast to the promotion of IP as an ingredient of knowledge economy by governments, what has been interesting to observe is that much of popular cultural interest in patents does not seem to relate much to the political and economic effects of the legal monopoly right of a patent, but rather to the weirdness of patented inventions, especially the patent drawings. There are not many, if not any, other legal documents or formats that enjoy as much geeky popular appeal and are reproduced as decorative posters (Fig. 6 below).9 Such visual representations of ‘patents’ revolve around the images of inventions in the format of patent drawings, and they appear to be based on an aesthetic affect than legal relevance. The drawings are easy on the eye; they are orderly and uniform due to the exacting detailed drawing requirement which require draughtsmanship expertise. The enjoyment of patent drawings does not require special training for searching and reading the patent document as a diagrammatic text (Kang 2019). The aesthetic form of patents as images is impervious to the complex legal textual mediation and the digital infrastructure that I outlined in the previous section. This section explores the relations between the erasure of the patent text, the decontextualization of patent drawing from its documentary context, and the aesthetic forms of patents circulating in non-legal specialist discourses today. I think with Sianne Ngai’s work on capitalism and aesthetic theory, especially the aesthetic categories of ‘zany’ (2012) and a ‘gimmick’ (2020), which afford an analysis of patents as images and as particular capitalist aesthetic forms. The discrepancy between the digital format and information infrastructure sustaining patents and the stylization of patent drawings in what seem to be mostly nostalgic reproductions points to a particular entanglement of patents’ legal and economic functions in the broader context of post-industrial cultural economies. The popularization of analog, historical patent drawings as icons evoke technological nostalgia for analog times, such as the once-technological novelty of familiar household items like the Bialetti Mokka maker. Considering that patents as intellectual property rights were intimately connected to the rise of industrial mass production, these images embrace both the fetishization of technological, inventive essence as authentic, as well as the industrial mass commodification of authentic technicity.10 It is particularly in light of these parallel realities—analog technicity reproduced on paper as aesthetic objects in contrast to the reality of digitized patent practice— that the patent offices’ choice of what to promote in their public relations is interesting. Throughout the Covid-19 pandemic, official patent office communications avoided addressing, or even acknowledging the raging TRIPS waiver debate, as well as the human and social cost of pharmaceutical patents which have been at the center of patent policy debates for the last twenty years (Fig. 7). Choosing to ignore the elephant in the room, the patent offices jarringly continued to promote the narrative of patents as rewards for inventors and being indispensable incentives for ‘innovation’ (see Fig. 2: WIPO’s promotion ‘#NoTimeToDieForGlobalInnovators’). Many of their publicity (‘education’) campaigns stipulated an undefined association between the history of innovation and patents (for a detailed historical refutation, see Moser 2012). Symptomatic of the broad brush-stroke association of intellectual property with entrepreneurship, the UK Intellectual Property Office continued to publish its blog about the BBC reality TV show, Dragon’s Den, a variation of the UK and US television shows, The Apprentice, on its official gov. uk website. ‘Dragon’s Den: the Intellectual Property blog’ (Fig. 8) associates a patent grant with a start-up’s success, but does not spell out the fact that the patent is no guarantee for commercial success. During the pandemic years in which the lethal effects of patents were debated, patent offices also continued to promote historical patent drawings, which admittedly provided entertaining novelty factor from the past, as well as a light relief from having to engage with arguments that ‘patents kill people’ (Fig. 7). The annual list of WIPO’s ‘Patent Picks—Weird and Wonderful’ engages in the celebration of past wacky inventions and cajoles: ‘[i]f ever proof were needed that innovation knows no bounds, look no further than our list of out-of-the-ordinary patents’ (2021). I have found it difficult to describe the sensation of seeing silly patent drawing being reproduced into a poster or social media posts (Fig. 8) during the pandemic years, but Sianne Ngai’s categorization of zaniness as a post-Fordist aesthetic category comes closest to describing it. Ngai’s work on the specificity and transformation of aesthetic experience in modern and post-modern capitalism combines Marxist cultural and economic theory with aesthetic theory. By linking modern and post-modern aesthetic categories to the specific types of labor and methods of production in late capitalist political economy, her work allows us to reflect on the role of intellectual property law in contemporary capitalism. For example, zaniness, the feeling that the Dragon’s Den UK IP Office blog invoked, she defines as ‘an aesthetic [which is, my insertion] more explicitly about the politically ambiguous convergence of cultural and occupational performing under what Luc Boltanski and Eve Chiapello call the new “connexionist” spirit of capitalism: the dominant ideology of a capitalism that has absorbed and adjusted to the “artistic critique” of the 1960s … there is something strained, desperate, and precarious about the zany that immediately activates spectator’s desire for distance.’ (Ngai 2012, pp. 7-8). An example of a zany film is Charlie Chaplin’s Modern Times. A contemporary example of the ambiguous zany person would be Clive Sinclair, or maybe also Elon Musk: ‘the zany object or person is one we can only enjoy—If we do in fact enjoy it or her—at a safe or comfortable distance.’ (Ngai 2012, p. 9). Similarly, many strange patent drawings invoke the feeling of fascination and unease because of their subsequent failure that we know about with hindsight, or because they are useless inventions that someone must have thought is useful, or at least interesting, to expend labor on it and undertake the effort of applying for a patent. Many inventions simply try too hard. As the above invention depicted from the WIPO’s ‘Patent Picks—Weird and Wonderful’ (Fig. 9) curated collection, patent drawings combine aspects of painstaking labor (technical draughtsmanship and inventive labor) with a doomed aspiration to a technical function (industrial application or utility). This combination precisely invokes a zany affect, a ‘performative aesthetics,’ which denotes the increasing blurring boundary between labor and play. It suggests a comical ability to flip between work to play, from seriousness to light heartedness. No matter how serious or silly the depicted invention may be, the aesthetic form of the patent drawing stays the same. The tightly regulated form of patent drawings highlights the mechanical nature of the depicted inventions according to highly normed aesthetic standards. In other words, the aesthetic quality of zaniness arises in the context of WIPO’s chosen patent drawings because the form is serious, but the contents are ridiculous. From a sociological point of view, patent drawings appeal to a geeky sensibility, with its appeal to technicity rather than artistic aesthetics. Both in their sociological and aesthetic forms, patent drawings provide a record of uniform, mechanical past—a sense of futurity in retrospect—in today’s networked, reversible, digital times. Despite the entertainment value that they provide, it is not clear why patent offices deploy zany patent drawings as examples of innovation. They are not exactly the socially important innovations that it claims to promote and be indispensable for. A patent drawing, especially if the invention depicted in it is comically useless, makes an intriguing gimmick (Fig. 10). This is perhaps because it is severed and alienated from its very textual context, when there are arguably very few other legal artefacts that are as formally and textually coded and its contents far removed from everyday language as a patent document. Reflective of contemporary capitalism in which paradoxes like planned obsolescence and routinized innovation exist simultaneously, Ngai defines a gimmick as a ‘temporally sensitive and fundamentally unstable form’ (2020, p. 6): ‘We call things gimmicks when it becomes radically uncertain if they are working too hard or too little, if they are historically backward or just as problematically advanced, if they are wonders or tricks’ (2020, p. 49). Whereas zany objects work too much and seem contrived, gimmicks exert a more ambiguous aesthetic effect. They hover between being ‘too easy’ and ‘too difficult’ (2020, p. 48). Gimmicks are examples of capitalist disenchantment equivalent of revealing magic’s know-how. Relatedly, patents as gimmicks are instances of capitalist disenchantment rather than enchantment. As Ngai points out, they are ‘a conjunction of transparency and opacity’ (2020, p. 84). In my analysis, I ought to be careful to distinguish gimmicky inventions (the object of patent right) from the transformation of the very legal form of patent into a gimmick. Many patented inventions fit the definition of gimmicks, but this is not a novel insight. The focus of the analysis has been rather on the cultural meaning of patents as aesthetic and cultural forms. The pressing question is then what the representation of legal monopoly rights - the very legal aesthetic form as gimmicks - effects. The discussion in the previous sections presented a constellation in which the textual and the image-based forms of patents yield a proliferation of contradictory meanings. The focus on images facilitates the dissemination of a technical field of law concerned with technology into popular culture. But the banality of patents as images keeps out of view the modes of production, the material and immaterial labor that produced the inventions, and as well as patent law’s complex digital network that enact legality. It distracts from patent’s legal force as an abstract monopoly right. It blends out the reality of patents as formal, stratified documents written in a highly legal internalist language that requires know-how of drafting and interpretation. Rather the patent drawings—which actually depict inventions rather than patents – have the effect of isolating patents as wacky artefacts of zany or gimmicky aesthetic qualities. They elicit fascination and uneasy sympathy for erroneous directions and valiant failures in the long road to progress. In sharp contrast to present political and legal debates that have fulminated over intellectual property rights and the monopolies that they enable, as cultural signs, patents circulate as playful gimmicks: ‘At the #USPTO, we think #patent protection is the cat’s meow’ (Fig. 11).
Patents – Innovation
The 1AC mythologizes patents as both the source and evidence of innovation—this sign obscures the material reality of patents
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Stuart Hall wrote that ‘[o]ne always begins to grapple with and analyze difficult political situations using one’s experiences and understandings. But one draws upon theories to break into experience, to open to investigation the problematic nature that such political situations present to us to better understand what is going on and how to respond’ (2016, Preface). My intention when starting this paper was to find out what makes patents fascinating or even likeable to people who have little understanding of patent law.13 I was puzzled by the mythical power that the association of patents, or IP generally, with ‘innovation’ seemed to hold in the minds of people who could not see a problem with pharmaceutical monopolies that were exacerbating vaccine hoarding, inequitable distribution, and thus causing over a million deaths as a result of vaccine nationalism (Ledford 2022). Such a willingness to sacrifice present lives for an abstract, ill-defined idea of innovation for which IP rights are allegedly essential is what one might appropriately define as ‘IP fundamentalism’ (Dutfield 2006). Understanding how patents circulate as cultural signs via legally irrelevant images provides a beginning for a cultural economic analysis of patents. It gives clues about why the trope of ‘innovation’ persists so much and how ‘innovation theology’ (Godin 2019a, b) has mutated into IP fundamentalism and its acceptance by what seems to be broad parts of the public. For example, the proponents of an IP maximalist regime, such as the pharmaceutical lobby and their political and legal supporters (the European Commission and other national governments) have repeatedly invoked the under-defined concept of ‘innovation’ against attempts to limit IP rights for the duration of the pandemic (IFPMA 2022). They accused opponents of an IP maximalist legal regime and TRIPS waiver supporters of making an ‘ideological’ argument, thus effectively perverting the Marxist meaning of ideology which is grounded in material relations. Such mutations and fluid positions of ideology/ counter-ideology, even amounting to the invocation of ideology itself as a derogatory term, reveal patents not only as capitalist aesthetic forms, but as contemporary hegemonic forms (Laclau and Mouffe 1985; Hall 1988) which blur the boundaries between legal, economic, and cultural spheres of signification. But how can such hegemonic discursive power co-exist with the circulation of patents as aesthetic forms that are represented as wacky gimmicks? Are they not too zany to be taken seriously? The analysis showed the contradictory dynamics of simultaneously understanding patents as both too legal-technical textual forms and also as aesthetically zany forms of techno-nostalgic, or dystopian projections. Patents appear to operate in two overlapping and ambiguous temporal modes: a linear future perfect in claims that associate ‘innovation’ with patents and the past of linear future perfects in depictions of patents as gimmicks. Although patents drawings as aesthetic artefacts have no legal force and are insignificant in the context of the legal form of patents, they circulate as both zany (the examples of patent office PR) and also threatening (the example of the Institute of Patent Infringement project) cultural signs. These contradictory meanings are figured by patents’ different aesthetic forms (image or text) and they reflects Toscano and Kinkle’s observation on the limits of observing capitalist society: ‘[a] social theory of capitalism as a totality, and the imaginations and aesthetics that strive toward it, could only be marked by an excess of coherence—as its opponents see it—to the extent that it papered over the incoherence (or contradictoriness, difference, unevenness) in its object’ (2015, quoted in Ngai 2020, p. 33). The political economic reality of patents as both monopoly rights and sources of monopoly profit exists side by side with circulation of patents as gimmicks, which give the viewer a pleasure of re-immersing into harmless, retro-modernist futures. Patents as cultural aesthetic forms signify ‘gimmicks’—commodities about which we are not certain ‘if they are working too hard or too little, if they are historically backwards or just as problematically advanced, if they are wonders or tricks’ (Ngai 2020, p. 49). But as legal signs, patents do not function as gimmicks, at all; they are legally sanctioned monopoly rights. Such a discrepancy between the substance of patent as a legal property and the cultural signification of patents as gimmicks as capitalist aesthetic forms points to a process which Guy Debord called as ‘the image as the final form of commodity reification’ (Jameson 1991, p. 277). This particular process of commodification differs from the recognition that a patent turns an invention (or knowledge) into a private or market commodity, which is the mainstream liberal critique of patent law. What Debord describes, in the context of this analysis, is that the abstract ‘patent’ itself has become a commodity through its re-materialization into an image.14 Such a shift in a patent’s aesthetic form and substance—from technical text to a zany image— transmutes patents into a myth. And as Benjamin wrote, a myth is ‘the objective character of the alienated commodity itself’ (Adorno, Benjamin 1935/2020, p. 125). As signs in contemporary capitalist economy, a patent has become an image of itself.
The aff’s invocation of the innovation narrative surrounding patents is a mystification of the bourgeois’ patent regime designed to maintain profit
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There are incongruous representations of patents circulating today, both in the medium of text and of a pictorial image.1 On the one hand, there is an increase in the popular aestheticization of patent drawings. A patent drawing decontextualizes and simplifies an abstract legal monopoly right into a pictorial representation of an invention. But an isolated patent drawing removed from its original document context has no legal meaning or force in the sense of ascertaining, codifying or even understanding the contours of a patent as an intellectual property right. Patent drawings seem to be valued mainly for the aesthetic pleasure or familiar ‘novelty’ factor that they may generate (as seen in Fig. 3). On the other hand, in contrast to patent drawings’ popularity, efforts towards the full digitization of patent bureaucracy are continuing with networked distribution of patent documentation and examination practice (Kang 2019). Patent law drives and relies upon databases of digital documentation and networks. These have also engendered a tertiary service of information provision. These comprise private providers such as Clarivate, which merged the leading private IP ‘intelligence’ services, such as Derwent and CompuMark, as well as the free, publicly available databases of the World Intellectual Property Organization, European Patent Office, or the US Patents and Trademark Office.2 Such an international network of digital patent ‘information’ is the possibly the largest legal networked bureaucratic information infrastructure, and it remains below the public radar. In contrast to public imagination of patent with geeky inventions depicted in technical drawings, the legal system is not particularly concerned with patent drawings. Its primary mode of representation of an invention is that of a text. The main genre of a patent’s representation is that of a document. The document in turn serves as a medium in the form of an indexical file in the overall system of patents as data management (Kang 2012). Such a wide gap between the cultural representation of patents and their legal form remains underdiagnosed and underexplained. Analyzing IP’s effects on cultural signification and practices, Rosemary Coombe wrote her influential book, The Cultural Life of Intellectual Properties: Authorship, Appropriation, and the Law in the 1990s. The book’s analytical gaze was socio-legal by foregrounding the inquiry on law’s effect on society and culture, and not so much the other way around. The proliferation and adoption of patent drawings as cultural artefacts, however, indicates novel cultural imaginaries of patents, which shape the ways in which patent law is understood and legitimized. Furthermore, the realm of science, associated with patents in modern IP law’s subject matter division between arts and sciences, remained underexamined in Coombe’s treatment, perhaps because it was seen as being separate and/or extraneous to the cultural realm. The stipulated division between arts and sciences in modern intellectual property law runs along the legal divisions of copyright and patent laws. They conceal how sciences occupy a central role in contemporary cultural imaginaries of development and progress (Kim 2017). Sciences are not outside their cultural and social environments.3 University and industrial sciences, financial capitalism, and economic nationalism are closely intertwined with the privatization of sciences (Mirowski 2011). Close links between university technoscience, understood as interrelated scientific, business and cultural practices, and financial speculation underpin the Silicon Valley culture of venture capitalism and its adoption at a national(ist) scale by authorities through their ‘high tech’ and ‘start-up nation’ agendas (Daub 2020; see Stadler, Steuwer, Wulz 2021, for a historical contextualization of university policies and right-wing knowledge politics).4 In such a context of speculative, finance-driven capitalism, patent law has not only acted as techniques of commodification, but also of financial assetization: patents are not only used for raising capital, but also act as capital themselves (Kang 2015, 2020). Glossing over questions of causality, patents are associated with ‘innovation’ and are used as indicators of national ‘innovativeness’ in rankings, such as in the WIPO’s Global Innovation Index. There are many reasons why this is problematic (for an overview, see Biagioli 2019). But the notion of innovation and IP continue to be bundled and associated together. For example, the 2022 European Commission’s ‘A New European Innovation Agenda’ states as its aim ‘deep tech innovation’ and lists ‘cutting edge science, technology and engineering’, large scale venture capital financing, and intellectual property as some of its most necessary ingredients (European Commission 2022). Symptomatic of the conflation of meanings of innovation, patents and science, the Commission’s Agenda lists these three very distinct concepts—originally historical/sociological, legal, and academic—without a deeper understanding of the specificity of their relations. It also disregards the mixed effect of venture capitalist funding on ‘innovation’ (Lee 2022). If innovation was understood as an overall benefit to a notion of a global public, IP rights, especially patents held by biotechnology and pharmaceutical industries, have arguably proven detrimental to it by creating monopoly rights in essential medicines and vaccines, as observed in the context of the TRIPS obligations during the Covid- 19 pandemic (Thambisetty, McMahon, MacDonough, Kang, Dutfield 2022) and the resulting vaccine nationalism (Kang 2021). Despite the 2001 Doha Declaration on TRIPS agreement and Public Health that specified the rights of the WTO member states to take appropriate measures to ‘protect public health’ and to ‘promote access to medicines for all’ (WTO 2001), IP law gives private monopoly rights to pharmaceutical companies not only in the form of the power of capital, but also what Max Weber diagnosed as ‘the purchase of privileges from the political authority’ (quoted in Schwartz 2022) that result in the corporate capture of the ‘public’ institutions and political actors. Weber wrote: ‘Capitalist interests are intent to pursue the continuous extension of the free market up and until some of them succeed, either through the purchase of privileges from the political authority [politischen Gewalt] or exclusively through the power exerted by their capital [kraft ihrer Kapitalmacht], in obtaining a monopoly for the sale of their products or the acquisition of their means of production and in this way close the market for themselves alone’ (1978, p. 108). Indeed, this is the narrative that the pharmaceutical lobby, International Federation of Pharmaceutical Manufacturers and Associations (IFPMA) advanced: ‘the system that built a coronavirus vaccine in record time relies on robust intellectual property protections’ (Cueni 2020). Yet it has been well known that IP rights present significant barriers to vaccine development (Chandrasekharan et al. 2015). Vaccine development was also well-known as an example of ‘market failures’ because of the little monetary incentive that vaccines, especially for neglected tropical diseases, provided for pharmaceutical companies to invest in their research and development (Lezaun and Montgomery 2014). The vaccine makers, especially BioNTech, Pfizer, Moderna and Curevac, mobilized layers of intellectual property rights—patents, trade secret, and copyright—in order to prohibit the sharing of knowledge and know-how related to medicines and regulatory data about the vaccines. At the same time, they argued that the scarcity of vaccines was not caused by intellectual property rights, but by a plethora of other factors, such as supply chain issues and other logistical difficulties. When India and South Africa proposed to a waiver of the TRIPS obligations in Covid-19 related health technologies for the duration of the pandemic in October 2020, the pharmaceutical companies and their national governments, such as Germany, Switzerland, UK, as well as the European Union, pushed back intensely to maintain the status-quo. The battle around the Waiver was not only conducted at the WTO level but at multiple fronts, especially as political lobbying and public relations campaigns. Pfizer, a big lobbying spender and co-producer of BioNTech’s Cominarty Covid vaccine, intensified its lobbying expenditure in 2021 and 2022 against the TRIPS waiver initiative (Brennan 2022; Bragman 2023). Symptomatic of the perversion of meanings that could be observed in in the battle for public opinion around IP’s role in vaccine inequity, Pfizer co-opted the concept of ‘Equity’ and science. The campaign which was published across a full New York Times page is photographed in Fig. 4 and features a trademarked the sentence ‘Science will win™’. Pfizer registered the sentence and was granted the trademark after the outbreak of the Covid-19 pandemic.5 Pfizer’s invocation of ‘Equity.’—Equity with a full stop—resembles an admission of guilt by denial. Whereas the whole page ad does not mention patents or IP, its title, the defensive text, and the prominence of sheer space of a whole page in a leading U.S. national newspaper only gives an intimation of how acutely Pfizer must have been aware of the need to sway public opinion amidst the background of criticism of IP monopoly rights in a pandemic; and it did so by precisely invoking the opposite concept of what it was accused of. Pfizer’s PR campaign suggests that intellectual property, and in particular patents, do not only act as technocratic economic regulatory tools and trade instruments (Bowrey 2005; Sell 2003, 2011) but also as cultural and political hegemonic forms (Gramsci 1971) around which a battle in the court of public opinion is fought. These representations and discourses engender what Raymond Williams called a ‘structure of feeling’ (1958), and they condition and promote a distinct set of affects and beliefs around intellectual property. Some of these feelings and beliefs – rather than legal or economic functions—may be contradictory in their logic, such as the broad brushstroke statements that are the opposite of each other: for example, ‘patents= death’ vs. ‘patents save lives through life science innovation’. In IP law itself, critique and its co-option can be found in the notions of ‘progress of arts and science’, ‘public domain’ as the opposite concepts of private monopoly rights, or most prominently in patent law’s justification of a ‘bargain’ in which private and public interests are supposedly balanced, without not being really clear what exactly is being balanced (Biagioli 2019). These tropes of ‘public’ could be understood as part and parcel of the IP hegemonic form, which absorb such logical and ethical contradictions by incorporating them internally as part of legal doctrine, and thereby have the effect of neutralizing dissent (Laclau & Mouffe 1985). Although hegemonic forms can harbor critical potentials, it remains unclear how much of democratic contestations from civil society would be needed for structural change at the legal and political economic level. The full politics of interplay between the legal technocratic patent form and popular representations and contestations of patents is something to be worked out at a finer level at a different time, but this article hopes to contribute by considering one part of such lattice that has so far been under the radar: patents’ power of affect as aesthetic capitalist forms. From the present vantagepoint after the TRIPS waiver battle of 2020–2, an optimistic reading of the critical debates of the Covid-19 pandemic could be that the TRIPS waiver discussion and the campaigns by the well-organized umbrella coalition of civil society groups, especially The Peoples’ Vaccine Movement or Feminists for Peoples’ Vaccines, introduced a crack in the façade of the hegemonic norms of IP monopoly rights. Another interpretation is that the legal TRIPS waiver discussion shifted the terrain and terms of the discourse by re-politicizing highly technical IP and trade law fields. A more sober reading of the debate, however, is that the overlap of Covid-19 pandemic with the political economy of IP reflected the normally under-the-radar status-quo of the contemporary “intangible economy” (Haskel and Westlake 2017) rather than representing an unprecedented event (Kang 2021). The legal enablement of the monopolistic nature of the material conditions of vaccine production, or more generally of much of pharmaceutical production, was laid bare in these discussions and prompted moral outrage and strategic acknowledgments of this being problematic, such as by the EU Commission. However, the preservation of the IP status-quo, despite the apparent unethical and appalling injustice of the pandemic handling at the level of vaccine distribution, equally demonstrated the stickiness and stability of the hegemonic norms of IP, as well as their ideological power. IP’s hegemonic ideology needs explanation beyond the political liberal deliberation of whether IP is good or bad for the ‘public’ overall.
Adv Links
Ag
Land accumulation link—the aff’s arguments about sustainable agriculture and carbon syncs are the vanguard for colonial repossession of land for capitalists
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GREAT TRANSITIONS AND LAND CLIF and the Rifkin GND are largely silent on agriculture. But land use is key for their plans, as large capital wants to alchemize arenas now simply poisoned and pulverized with “externalities” into new assets and new use-values, from organic CO2 pumps to capitalized nature. To put a green spin on such world-scale ecological-financial engineering, hand-of-god fantasies about Half Earth are gaining ground, imagining half of “Nature” immured from hordes of polluting souls – the annoying human components of the “Anthropocene” – through wide-scale conversion of human-inhabited areas to CO 2 -drawdown farms and fortress conservation in which the wealthy world can luxuriate through luxe safaris, while clustering humans into the other half.51 This would be a bad idea even were it to be carried out by liberal humanists who carry in their intellectual satchel endless unseen and unexamined colonial baggage. But big finance and meta-social engineers are not letting melioristic if slightly misanthropic liberal biologists decide what should be done with land which is not remotely “empty” but filled with biodiversity preserving Indigenous people, pastoralists, and peasants. They have their own ideas and bankroll their own platforms upon which to publish them. Mark Lynas, for example, on the website of the Gates-funded Cornell Alliance for Science, demands that “we” intensify agriculture, and corral off half of Earth to stave off starvation.52 As we shall see, food production is not an issue and will not be an issue, so arguing for further industrialization of agriculture might be the Gates agenda, but has no humanist-scientific grounding – nor does fortress conservation itself.53 Elsewhere, the Nature Conservancy and its partners posit a “financing gap” of close to a trillion dollars to put an appropriate value on ecosystem services, including biodiversity – a new arena of commodification for capital currently sitting in low or negative return bonds, and another state “crowding in” of investment.54 Another use of nature is biofuels. The means to empty out such lands are Half-Earth fantasies and primitive accumulation of pastoral and grazing lands. By now, it has become faddish to focus on the merits of vegetarianism and veganism for climate change and health alike. Tellingly, then, when it comes to agriculture, these ruling-class institutions reduce the ecological and nutritional Armageddon of industrialized agriculture to methane and other CO2 and CO2-equivalent emissions from large ungulates. As with all colonial atrocity, this civilizing mission is said to be for love of humanity. They hide behind the scientific parapet of the EAT-Lancet report, and demand “plant or culture-based meats,” which now rely on tremendous inputs of energy, and according to lifecycle assessments, may be more carbon-intensive than cows.55 Such Frankensteinian lab-meats, grown in mammoth vats or bio-reactors, do have the merit of something rustic and landrace cows, goats, bison, and sheep do not: they are patented, the property of private corporations, and have big venture capital behind them clamoring to enclose and commodify what is now primarily a petty commodity or peasant-based form of production and turn it into a new high-tech monopoly. They also claim the newly liberated land could be reserved for “increased forest cover and biodiver sity or if needed to bioenergy production.” However, as shown below, the technology is hardly neutral. If the problem is industrial animal agriculture, why not simply produce meat using non-industrial methods? And if the problem is we can’t produce enough, we ought to match up consumption with capacity for metabolically restorative forms of animal husbandry, rather than imagine that US leftists can simply “nationalize” venture capitalist enterprises, which will gobble up ever more energy at a moment when the crucial issue is suppressing, not boosting, aggregate energy use. Furthermore, EAT-Lancet calls for potential “afforestation”: putting forests where they have historically not existed. Or reforestation, referring to restoration of felled forests.56 They sidestep that, historically, afforestation has been the green veil behind colonial advance.57 Even now, planting trash-tree monocrops that may rampage over existing ecologies, severely damaging water tables, is a mechanism of colonial destruction of ecosystems, as in Palestine.58 Additionally, the Edenic vistas of the past which justify such massive socio-ecological engineering may be largely imaginary.59 Europe may never have been the land of blanket forests that lurks behind ideas of large-scale reforestation to put landscapes back to their “natural” state. Finally, these damages are not at all hypothetical: converting grazed grasslands into monoculture timber plantations has pushed the alabaster Indian Gaolao cattle breed close to extinction, destroying gossamer ecosystems and starving households of incomes.60 Once again, we should consider where bad ideas come from. They are not just the fruit of bad thinking. We should follow the money. The report was backstopped by EAT, a non-profit founded by the Stordalen Foundation, funded by Norwegian hotel billionaires, and the Wellcome Trust, on whose Board of Governors sit inter alia Eliza Manningham-Buller, president of the imperial think-tank Chatham House, and Richard Gillingwater, the chair of the renewables conglomerate SEE.61 Others like the World Business Council for Sustainable Development are jumping on the regenerative-agriculture and “vegan” tractor, ensuring it does not enter red-marked domains such as agrarian reform on a global scale. That group, in its own words, is a global, CEO-led organization of over “200 leading businesses working together to accelerate the transition to a sustainable world,” including Unilever, Nestle, and Royal Dutch Shell.62 Alongside the Gates-funded Alliance for a Green Revolution in Africa, they published a report behind the veil of the innocuous Food and Land Use Coalition, calling for “the right kind of investment in alternative proteins,” alongside REDD+ and carbon pricing.63 And indeed, the EAT-Lancet report makes many reasonable suggestions for dietary shifts. But within the Trojan Horse of erasing hunger through healthier food is a call for “a Half Earth strategy for biodiversity conservation,” and as they add, “In-vitro meat production from cultured animal stem cells is being developed as an alternative to traditional meat.” (Agrarian reform as an “alternative” to increase access to food in poor countries is not on the Lancet menu).64 Furthermore, the IPCC, merely mandated with supposedly non-normative technical evaluations, puts great stock in bioenergy with carbon capture and storage for many of its transition plans. Such plans are purportedly speculative. But they sketch out and in turn make reasonable or even thinkable certain futures.65 This is so even though the IPCC always assiduously notes biofuels enter direct contradiction with people’s need for food, the reason they have attracted the scorn of Third World peasant and popular movements. The Energy Transitions Commission, an industry future-sketching outfit committed to green growth, draws up similar plans for forests, fields, and grasslands. On the ETC sit a pantheon of those most invested in fossil capitalism: Dominic Emery, the Chief of Staff of BP, John Holland-Kaye, the CEO of Heathrow Airport, and Chad Holliday, the Chairman of Royal Dutch Shell, the sectors most enthralled and in thrall to a permanent growth model, given gargantuan assets stored in the energetic source of future destructive growth. They do indeed gesture at how biofuels can compete with food, carbon drawdown, and biodiversity – a mandatory homage to the IPCC report, and a customary force field of caveats erected around any discussion of biofuels. But their program pointedly states, “Sustainable biofuels or synthetic fuels will need to scale up from today’s trivial levels to play a major role in aviation and perhaps shipping,” a slippage from cautionary notes to full-throttle embrace, inevitable if these programs are implemented. Likewise, the ETC national manifesto for the Australian leap to sustainability states, “Full decarbonisation for industries such as steel, cement and chemicals require the use of electrification, hydrogen, bioenergy and carbon capture and storage (CCS).”66 The EU’s energy transitions plan calls for massively increasing the biofuel mix in hard-to-decarbonize sectors like maritime and airborne transport.67 The plan from the US Senate’s Special Committee does too, alongside calling for afforestation.68 For India, where farmland for food has been dragooned into use for tropical export crops while Indian peasants starve, biomass is blocked out as a possible input into Indian metallurgy.69 Using land for growing biofuels and planting trees for the express purpose of pulling in CO2 from the atmosphere means not using such land for crops. Even under the most optimistic scenarios, shifting all of the world’s hydrocarbon use to biofuels would cut savagely into agricultural production and water use. Furthermore, the slippage is not hypothetical. One quarter of the bio-based industry (BBI) projects are based on agricultural biomass, while a huge portion of the money from EU projects goes to agriculture-based biomass initiatives. Just 10 percent of biomass-based industries paid coordinators have anticipated positive results from biodiversity, and just a hair more than a quarter anticipate more sustainable management of planetary natural resources.70 The ETC also leans hard on carbon capture and storage: grabbing the CO 2 as carbon sources are incinerated or otherwise deployed and injecting it into huge caves underground. More ambitious yet is deploying capture and storage sky-vacuums as carbon scrubbers, pulling CO2 directly from the atmosphere. In its big scope sketches, the ETC calls for capturing and storing “6 to 9.5 Gt of CO2 per year by 2050.” That would require building 20 Mt of capacity monthly for 360 months. In total, carbon capture and storage (CCS) now captures just 33 Mt carbon annually.71 A small hiccough: roll-out of CCS has stalled since it seems neither environmentally nor technologically prudent nor feasible. No less than BNP Paribas’s investment counselor warns the great majority of CSS projects reinject the gas into oil wells in order to enhance recovery, a kind of Ouroboros of fossil capitalism.72 But then, the ETC is helmed by the oil industry. Big money making more bad ideas. CSS apostles run cover for the fossil fuel industry’s desire to wring every last bit of profit from its petroleum holdings and infrastructure. Yet the broader buy-in relates to broader eagerness to maintain the physicalindustrial infrastructure of modern capitalism, and to justify massive state investment in CCS with an eye towards preservation corporate valuations. And the emerging use for the physical land bases of Africa, Asia, and Latin America as carbon farms and for biofuels will allow for CO 2 offsets of whatever cannot be decarbonized and may allow for the continuation of a fuel-based modern and hierarchical order, at least for a few of the planet’s people.
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Failure to act causes cyber-scientific management that optimizes every second of every day for maximum profit
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Relating outcomes to competences, which are then optimised through machine learning, and the rise of ‘use sovereignty’ are ways in which learning is displaced from the individual worker and increasingly from work-based learning in terms of collectives of workers. Paradoxically, learning seems to be occurring everywhere in the contemporary factory but it is not happening at a human level as epistemologically CBET and machine learning are distinct from what we would understand by learning. This displacement of learning might occur not in terms of a single computational or organisational ‘mind’ co-ordinating activities but rather as a system of AIs and machine intelligences that collectively seek to optimise profit and cost functions determined by the employer who ‘wireheads’ these into the organisation. In terms of human outcomes, AIs work to build up a ‘grammar’ of outcomes, behaviours and combinations. This is the new ‘scientific management’ where humans are ‘chopped up’ into outcome entities, either individually or collectively, foreshadowed by Marx in Grundrisse: The worker's activity, reduced to a mere abstraction of activity, is determined and regulated on all sides by the movement of the machinery, and not the opposite. The science which compels the inanimate limbs of the machinery, by their construction, to act purposefully, as an automaton, does not exist in the worker's consciousness, but rather acts upon him through the machine as an alien power, as the power of the machine itself. The appropriation of living labour by objectified labour – of the power or activity which creates value by value existing for-itself – which lies in the concept of capital, is posited, in production resting on machinery, as the character of the production process itself, including its material elements and its material motion. The production process has ceased to be a labour process in the sense of a process dominated by labour as its governing unity. Labour appears, rather, merely as a conscious organ, scattered among the individual living workers at numerous points of the mechanical system; subsumed under the total process of the machinery itself, as itself only a link of the system, whose unity exists not in the living workers, but rather in the living (active) machinery, which confronts his individual, insignificant doings as a mighty organism. In machinery, objectified labour confronts living labour within the labour process itself as the power which rules it; a power which, as the appropriation of living labour, is the form of capital. (Marx, 1993, p. 693, my italics) What is relevant in the above quote is not just how machinery colonises labour (the ‘acting upon’ of machinery) but also how labour unity both between and within the individual labourer is ‘scattered’ among the individual workers. As the British philosopher Nick Land describes the process of AI takeover in industry: [Page 647]Modern production seems like a dream of cyborg colonization work, a dream that makes the nightmare of Taylorism seem idyllic. Industrial machines dismantle the actuality of the proletariat, displacing it in the direction of cyborg hybridization, and re the plasalizingticity of labour power. The corresponding extraction of tradable value from the body sophisticates at the interface, dissociating exertion into increasingly intricate functional sequences, from pedals, levers and vocal commands through the synchronization of production-line tasks and time-motion programs, to sensory-motor transduction within increasingly complex and self-micromanaged artificial environments, capturing minutely adaptive behavior for capital. Autocybernating market control guides the labour-process into immersion. (Land, 2018, p. 435, my italics) Here, Land takes further Marx's 19th-century considerations of what is happening to labour in the process of industrial production. Labour in all its forms (mental and physical) becomes ‘dismantled’ into discrete components through AI realising the myriad ways in which it can be combined (its plasticity) where human behaviour is captured. In each of these quotes, the idea is that labour is consistently pushed to the limits of human embodiment as it becomes captured by machinery into a ‘grammar’ of human labour far surpassing the ideas of scientific management. In these scenarios learning at work does not exist within human entities but in ‘chopped up’ human assemblages that would be integrated with machines and data in many different forms. The learning takes places within various AIs in terms of a ‘skill bank’ whereby various entities would be charged with ‘producing’ types of behaviour. As stated above, this would be an impoverished conception of human learning where learning would become reconceptualised as pure outcome. In the field of consumption, AI is already building up data on our behavioural patterns through platform capitalist tools such as Facebook, Twitter and Google. Reactions and behaviours are quantified and used to build up a profile not only of our individual behaviour but of a model of human behaviour. Existent disciplines such as Psychology and Sociology in universities appear to be rather insignificant compared to how accurately social media giants can predict (and modify) attitudes and behaviours based on the predictions of ‘Big Data'. In the workplace, quantification also gathers and uses data on how workers behave and respond. As considered above, in many ways this is an extension of scientific management whereby the movements of workers were laboriously logged and tested in a series of scientific experiments. Photography was used to map and chart each human movement as part of a production process so that each factory worker was subject to optimisation and eventually computer technology developed more complex techniques of process and production management which were used to record and simulate worker behaviour. As technology improves, modes of quantification have become increasingly extensive (Moore et al., 2017). High performance digital cameras and sensors are used to record worker movements at sub-perceptual levels. Smartwatches can record worker biometrics and allow instant feedback on worker attitudes. Worker interactions and vocalisations can be measured by using Alexa-type devices in the workplace. Employee sentiment can be measured by conducting text analysis of their social media posts. Such devices can also be used to measure worker resistance (including union organisation) and the worker's capacity for disruptive activity. These are all forms of worker surveillance. Through these means, labour power production is becoming even more extensive to reflect not only a wider variety of physical and mental attitudes and behaviours, but also worker attitudes and emotions. Compliance and satisfaction can be measured not only through a periodic worker satisfaction survey but constantly and [Page 648]consistently during every moment of an employee's day. This is not just a process of quantifying each individual worker, it also involves building up a model of human behaviour in general. Zuboff (2019) argues that ‘Surveillance Capitalism’ is not just a method of increasing productivity in certain circumstances but also a method for producing a residue, or surplus, from these surveillance activities in which workers are dispossessed of skills. Zuboff refers to this activity as ‘behavioural surplus': Surveillance capitalism begins with the discovery of behavioral surplus. More behavioral data are rendered than required for service improvements. This surplus feeds machine intelligence – the new means of production – that fabricates predictions of user behavior. These products are sold to business customers in new behavioral futures markets. The Behavioral Value Reinvestment Cycle is subordinated to this new logic. (Zuboff, 2019, p. 97) Zuboff primarily considers the realm of consumption in her analysis of Surveillance Capitalism, but it is also possible to apply this work to the behavioural surplus acquired in the workplace. Surveillance produces streams of data which can be combined with other data pools and resources to produce (through machine learning) insights into aspects of human labour that could not be gained by a single observation alone. Owners of this data (who might not be the employer who uses the technology) can create new ways of understanding the mechanisms of worker productivity and the ‘nudges’ by which the labour power of workers can be enhanced. These can be combined with AI knowledge of other entities in the production process to specify minute interactions between those entities to optimise production. This is what Zuboff (2019, p. 97) refers to as the ‘Behavioural Reinvestment Cycle', whereby behaviour is used to build platforms that are reintegrated into the production process to further optimise worker behaviour. One existing example of this is the use of so-called ‘fatigue functions’ to optimise human performance in production. A ‘fatigue function’ is a mathematical equation derived from empirical observation which shows when a human worker is reaching the point of ‘failure’ in terms of being unable to carry on with their task successfully. At present fatigue functions are usually determined by using existing data on worker fatigue so that a production process can be optimised. Studies which have tested worker fatigue in real manufacturing environments under experimentally controlled conditions can be used to specify how workers should behave in reality. With the advent of consistently gathered biometric and behavioural data on workers in real time, fatigue can be measured consistently, and the worker is consistently experimented on by AI that can ‘nudge’ workers towards better performance. The accumulation of intelligence through surveillance on each individual worker is reinvested constantly into a superior system. It must be noted that the idea of an intelligence that can catalogue and build a grammar of individual skills and capacities to be used in the workplace is not a new one. The early years of the Soviet Union produced a number of experiments in creating a catalogue of human skills and abilities, with their origins in the work of Alexi Gastev. Gastev sought to record and catalogue all manifestations of physical labour (Ings, 2016, p. 79) which could be combined in a ‘performance'. Through this manual cataloguing performances could be choreographed, and workers would learn through rehearsal to prepare for factory work. In the 1980s there were similar attempts in terms of CBET to create a universal database of competences that could be used for any occupation. Plans were made for a vast lexicon of computerised records which could be used to select exactly the right set of competences for a particular work task (Preston, 2017, p. 34). These early experiments foreshadow the contemporary situation where individual behaviours are under surveillance and disaggregated, but the essential difference is that learning is transferred from the worker to the AI, and that the real learning that takes place in the workplace [Page 649]is occurring at the level of machines rather than at the level of humans. This evolution and confluence of workplace learning with AI and machine learning is increasingly making the prospect of ‘cloud-based’ services for skills more likely. Rather than individuals possessing knowledge of discrete skills, the organisation uses ‘Behavioural Value Reinvestment’ to create a consistently evolving learning platform regarding worker behaviour. However, there is no reason why this evolving knowledge of skills and abilities should remain at the level of the individual organisation. As is the case with other services which can be accessed by a digital organisation, there are plans for ‘skills clouds’ whereby employers of various types could ‘draw down’ the particular skills components that they require in their workplace. For example, Workday, a NASDAQ-listed company with a market capitalisation of $40 billion, has produced a ‘skills cloud’ system that uses machine learning to categorise skills between organisations in order to form a common ‘skills language': Cristina Goldt, vice president, HCM products, Workday commented: ‘Nearly every organization wants to develop and reskill their workforce to grow their people and their business, but they lack a fundamental understanding of the skills they have and the skills they need. Our skills cloud tackles this issue head on with machine learning algorithms that bring calm to the chaotic language of skills. This will ultimately help customers connect skills to people in a more meaningful way to improve how they get work done, develop existing workers, and allocate talent to better meet evolving business needs. (Source: www.enterprisetimes.co.uk/2018/10/03/workday-unveil-skills-cloud/) The capacity for ‘skills clouds’ to grow is not only premised on technology but also on the growth of new forms of precarious employment. Recruitment agencies, who often act to ‘sift’ employees to large employers make use of skills tests, using AI and machine learning, to filter workers into job positions and in doing so gain wider behavioural knowledge of worker skills and abilities. Similarly, the growth of ‘platform capitalism’ in terms of employers who use mobile applications to track and reward workers (such as Uber or Deliveroo) gain constant data on employee behaviour and skills. This leads to a number of separate ‘skills clouds', with the possibility of amalgamation at a higher level. The implication of this for learning at work is clear in that learning is disappearing not just from workers, but potentially also from employers as it is integrated into the ‘skills cloud’ by multinational companies. 
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The aff’s magnification of bioterror justifies preemptive control, allowing the neoliberalist US to invade, racialize, and worsen “threats” to US security.
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The investigation’s findings were consistent with bioterrorism’s historical pattern in the United States as a phenomenon carried out almost exclusively by domestic sources, specifically, white men.5 While the federal government did not commission any political or other social scientific studies of white male violence, it continued to invest vast resources in soliciting scholars to study Arab and Muslim cultures as part of the war on terror.6 (In fact, profilers in the anthrax investigation continued to focus on Al Qaeda and Iraq even after evidence pointed toward involvement by a U.S. government lab scientist.)7 The lack of scrutiny of white male violence was consonant with dominant ideas about white masculinity as sources of authority and protection, ideas particularly entrenched during the war on terror (Shepherd 2006). As has been theorized by cultural studies scholars, discourse— or ways of speaking about the world—constrains and limits the way that knowledge is constructed. Cultural theorist Stuart Hall defines discourse as “a group of statements which provide a language for talking about—i.e. a way of representing—a particular kind of knowledge about a topic. When statements about a topic are made within a particular discourse, the discourse makes it possible to construct the topic in a certain way. It also limits the other ways in which the topic can be constructed” (Hall 1992, 291). Dominant discourse marginalizes explanations—in this case the culpability of white masculinity—that do not fit its dictates. Discourse is connected to power: knowledge production promotes some power arrangements over others. Again I cite Hall, who draws on social theorist Michel Foucault to explain the connection between thought and action, between language and practice: “Discourse is about the production of knowledge through language. But it is itself produced by a practice: ‘discursive practice’— the practice of producing meaning. Since all social practices entail meaning, all practices have a discursive aspect. So discourse enters into and influences all social practices” (Hall 1992, 291). Discourse, then, has material effects; it is in fact formative of the material. Failure to problematize white masculinity in the anthrax case supported existing arrangements keeping white men in power—in the high-level U.S. biodefense industry, and at the helm of the U.S. national security apparatus more generally.8 Discourse surrounding the anthrax mailings not only marginalized the culpability of white masculinity; it also carefully bounded discussions about the vast research industry from which the anthrax came. The biodefense research apparatus spanned government, university, and industry labs, where bioscientists, mainly microbiologists, toil away on dangerous pathogens—in the name of national security. Over the course of the nearly nine-year anthrax investigation, the mass news media brought attention to the industry’s ongoing lab accidents—accidental exposures, lab leakages, and unintentional shipments of live germs instead of dead ones. Media attention peaked in 2006, when several lab workers at Texas A&M University were exposed to and infected with Q fever and brucellosis, resulting in the lab’s temporary suspension of activities. In response, federal officials insisted that the gains for national security outweighed the costs; security pundits concentrated on better training for scientists to reduce accidents. Absent among the proposed solutions, however, was a deeper questioning of the merits of the industry itself: What purpose does an active U.S. biodefense program serve? Bio-Imperialism seeks to unravel the discursive edifices of U.S. biodefense: assumptions about bioterrorism and U.S. vulnerability, about germs and technoscientific capabilities to control them. It examines, moreover, the constitutive role that gender and race, along with U.S. imperial ambitions, play in U.S. bioterror and disease response. The focus on Al Qaeda and Iraq during the anthrax investigation highlights the role of the racial Other in dominant national security discourse. The end of the Cold War saw the U.S.-USSR axis, and the concomitant capitalism-communism binary,9 give way to the geopolitical and military supremacy of the United States, and the unprecedented acceleration of neoliberal capitalism and U.S.- led globalization (Masco 1999). The new lone superpower shifted its attention from the Soviet Union and nuclear stalemate to an increasingly visible number of smaller enemies—“terrorists”10 and “rogue states”—and their possible acquisition of weapons of mass destruction (WMDs), which include weapons of chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear warfare. Foreswearing de-escalation and disarmament, the United States turned to the platform of counterterrorism, most notably intervening in the Middle East. U.S. involvement in the Middle East resulted in the targeting of Arabs and Muslims in the region as well as domestically. The United States passed the Anti-Terrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996 (AEDPA) in the aftermath of the Oklahoma City bombing perpetrated by U.S. white male Timothy McVeigh and two others, resulting in the deaths of 168 people and injuring over 800 in April 1995. Despite the domestic origins of the perpetrators, AEDPA focused heavily on “international terrorism” and “alien terrorists,” and in practice was used to apprehend Arabs and Muslims. It authorized the secretary of state to designate “foreign terrorist organizations” that the United States could sanction. About half were Muslim or Arab groups (Whidden 2001).11 As Arab American studies scholars have demonstrated, the U.S. state justified these actions by mobilizing trenchant U.S. racial discourses villainizing Arabs and Muslims as uncivilized, violent Others12 (Cainkar 2008; Naber 2000). By the time of the September 11 incident, the specter of Arab/ Muslim13 terror had been firmly entrenched, serving as the lynchpin for a new iteration of U.S. empire. The war on terror entailed the brutal invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq to maintain U.S. oil interests and a foothold in the Middle East.14 In President George W. Bush’s address to a joint session of Congress on September 20, 2001, he called for military action that would begin with Al Qaeda and continue “until every terrorist group of global reach has been found, stopped and defeated” (Bush 2001a). The war’s boundless scope was in part enabled through the larger shift in governmental power during the war on terror—what social theorist Brian Massumi (2010) has called “preemptive power.” This anticipatory mode of governance enhanced the U.S. state’s ability to act upon security threats of indeterminate potential in the name of preserving life. Preemptive state power was, moreover, yoked to the language of freedom and civilization. In his September 20 speech, Bush justified military action as necessary to “defend freedom” and invoked “civilization” as the war’s protagonist: “This is civilization’s fight” (Bush 2001a). Narratives of the United States as freedom-loving, democratic, just, and other markers of “civilized” can be traced to long-standing Orientalist discourse that positions the West as beacon of progress and opposes it to the Arab /Muslim Other. These discursive practices began in the late eighteenth century, when European narratives of the “East” extolled the superiority of the “West” in order to rationalize colonial endeavors in the Middle East (Said 1978). Critical race and ethnic studies scholar Sylvia Chan-Malik discusses how this Orientalist narrative has functioned in relation to U.S. aggression in the Middle East: as “the liberal vision of a free, feminist, and multicultural nation as a fundamental necessary counterpart to the decidedly unfree, antifeminist, and antidemocratic ideology of Islamic Terror” (2011, 134). In other words, the construction of Arabs and Muslims as a racialized enemy Other helped inculcate a national imaginary of the United States as progressive vis-à-vis feminism and multiculturalism.15 Bush’s speech on September 20 included numerous nods to multicultural tolerance, such as “The enemy of America is not our many Muslim friends; it is not our many Arab friends” (Bush 2001a). This rhetoric 6 Bio-Imperialism belied the fact that the war clearly targeted Arabs, Muslims, and the Middle East. Bush’s speech also touched on the plight of women in Afghanistan: “Women are not allowed to attend school” (Bush 2001a). Arab American feminist studies scholars have thoroughly described the construction of Arab and Muslim women as always and everywhere oppressed, wherein regional distinctions are flattened, and women are seen solely as victims of a patriarchal culture. These scholars have demonstrated how this image has propped up the war on terror—the war’s proponents articulate the war as an attempt to liberate oppressed Arab and Muslim women (Moallem 2002; Nayak 2006). In fact, Chan-Malik’s discussion of the role feminism has played in exceptionalist constructions of the United States illustrates a dialectic in which the oppressed Arab /Muslim woman is the counterpoint to the liberated Western woman, further bolstering an image of U.S. progressivism despite U.S. imperial aggression. Gender has in fact served as a nimble tool in the narratives of the war on terror. U.S. political theorist Alyson Cole (2007) describes, for example, the metaphor of sexual conquest that many public commentators used to describe the September 11 attacks: September 11 as the day the United States lost its virginity, or the attacks on the United States as akin to sexual assault. The metaphor of womanhood reinforced the notion of the United States as innocent victim of the violent masculine Arab /Muslim Other. Queer theorist Jasbir Puar dissects U.S. popular culture depictions of Osama bin Laden that pathologized him through the theme of deviant sexuality—images of bin Laden being penetrated anally or descriptions of him as possessing a kind of queer vanity (2007a, 38). These queer overtones in the portrayals of bin Laden served to construct him as what Puar calls “monster-terrorist,” the ultimate reviled, dangerous Other to justify the war on terror. In the war’s turn to bioterrorism, popular narratives similarly mobilized gendered discourses of an Arab/Muslim Other. Alongside investigator focus on Al Qaeda and Iraq during the anthrax case, mass culture producers depicted the anthrax perpetrator as a crazed, violent Arab /Muslim male—even though this image was totally unmoored from any basis in a real person or suspect. In chapter 1, I examine more closely the trope of the masculine Arab/ Muslim Other in discourses on bioterrorism; further, I explore a notable departure from the ubiquitous trope of the oppressed Arab/ Muslim woman: U.S. depictions of Iraqi female scientists apprehended by the United States during the Iraq War as devious and dangerous Arab /Muslim female terrorists. The Bioterror Imaginary Takes Hold The anthrax investigation and focus on bioterrorism were not just a window into the dominant discourse on terrorism, but also on disease. Media coverage of bioterrorism skyrocketed during the investigation,16 and many articles contained elaborate scenarios of deadly germs coupled with the specter of malevolent violence. One such article described “easily obtainable lethal chemicals and viruses” and an “emerging picture of budding do-it-yourself biological unibombers” (Greensboro News and Record 2002). The depiction of germs as easily accessible weapons conjured an image of bioterrorism as a growing phenomenon. To this unsettling picture, government and news media added the notion that the United States was unprepared. In the aftermath of September 11, in fact even before the mailings were discovered, the New York Times had inaugurated a new section, “The Biological Threat,” in its post-9/11 series “A Nation Challenged.”17 In one article in the series, “Nation’s Civil Defense Could Prove to Be Inadequate against a Germ or Toxic Attack,” published on September 23, 2001, authors William J. Broad and Melody Petersen painted this portrait: “Experts say civil defenses across the nation are a rudimentary patchwork that could prove inadequate for what might lie ahead, especially lethal germs, which are considered some of the most dangerous weapons of mass destruction” (2001). The article reflected a common view among military and scientific 8 Bio-Imperialism communities that germ/biological weapons are potent but unpredictable entities that cannot be entirely controlled once unleashed (Cecire 2009, 47). What I call a “bioterror imaginary” emerged, comprising a landscape of ideas, meanings, sensibilities, and subjectivities centered on the threat of bioterrorism and U.S. vulnerability. This imaginary, moreover, extended beyond government and news media domains. TV shows, films, novels, and other forms of entertainment took on the subject of bioterrorism, as did individuals who published do-it-yourself response manuals, books, websites, and other very publicly accessible products. An episode of the TV military drama E-Ring titled “Breath of Allah” (2006) focused its plot on the agents’ discovery of a lab producing plague in Amsterdam—the agents subsequently look for cities with large Muslim populations and mosques. Laura Landro, author of the Wall Street Journal health column “The Informed Patient,” offered her advice: in “Don’t Leave It All to Doctors to Know Signs of Bioweapons,” she urged readers to “spend a little time yourself getting educated about the risks, symptoms, and treatments” as well as to look on the Internet for “a wealth of information about anthrax, smallpox and other threats such as tularemia that consumers can easily understand” (Landro 2002).18 Whether directly referencing an Arab/Muslim terrorist or not, these scenarios strengthened this feature of bioterrorism discourse. Meaning accumulates across mass media texts; the words, sounds, and images contained in one refer to others, their meaning altered by being read in the context of one another, a process that Stuart Hall articulates as “inter-textuality” (1997, 232). The reach of mass culture realms is, moreover, a key facet of its ability to entrench discourse, in this case the assemblage of germs, disease, and Arab/ Muslim terror. The fact that the culprit of the anthrax mailings— the pivotal post-9 /11 bioterror incident in the United States—was not in fact the maligned Arab /Muslim terrorist, did nothing to stem the tide of this racialized imaginary. As the bioterror imaginary took root, government officials, with the help of pundits from the national security and bioscience fields, Introduction 9 formulated a regime of bioterrorism preparedness. Prominent biodefense pundits Tara O’Toole and Thomas Inglesby outlined three focal areas in the inaugural issue of the peer-reviewed journal Biosecurity and Bioterrorism: Biodefense Strategy, Practice, and Science:19 biodefense research and development, medical and public health capacity, and prevention of bioweapons development and use (2004, 2). The first, the revamping of the biodefense industry, tackled the system of high-level labs that Ivins was involved in, where scientists conduct research and development on lethal pathogens and their countermeasures (e.g., diagnostic tests and vaccines). From fiscal years 2002 to 2004, the National Institute of Allergy and Infectious Diseases (NIAID), the government agency responsible for conducting infectious disease research, had increased its budget by more than twentyfold for research into anthrax, smallpox, plague, and other lethal pathogens used in biological warfare (Sunshine Project 2005). This research on lethal pathogens was driven not only by the bioterror imaginary, but also by a faith in the ability of technoscience to yield solutions to social problems.20 This faith has its origins in Euro-American modernity and its centering of science and technology as vehicles of cultural progress and advancement (Foucault 1977). It has meant the promotion of innovation and the prioritization of technological solutions over social ones. In the context of biodefense, it has entailed pouring resources into, for example, new vaccine development and “threat characterization” studies. The latter entail research involving the production of lethal pathogens—sometimes new variants such as the anthrax Ivins worked with—so that new vaccines may be tested against them, or simply to gain knowledge about possible new biological weapons that enemies of the United States might produce. While many bioweapons specialists were supportive of the lean into technoscientific innovation in germ research, bioweapons specialist Jonathan B. Tucker voiced a cautionary note on this unbounded germ research, noting that “creating putative bioengineered pathogens in the laboratory for purposes of threat characterization would be exceedingly dangerous and counterproductive” and that “there is an important distinction between ‘knowledge gaps’ that are worth filling and those whose exploration could generate new dangers” (Tucker 2006, 195–196). For Tucker, the production of dangerous new pathogens had myriad issues whose blowback would inevitably harm the United States: the danger posed to scientists via accidental exposure, the acquisition of U.S. weapons by its enemies, and possible negative perception that U.S. creation of biological weapons for research was a ruse for the creation of biological weapons for warfare (Tucker 2006). Tucker’s critique highlights that the Bush administration’s pursuit of innovation in the name of bioterrorism preparedness, and its expectation of future benefit deriving from technoscientific advancements, obscures the significant dangers such innovation produces. In chapter 2, I discuss the way the dangers of germ research were sidelined vis-à-vis discourses of the racial Other encoded in both legal measures (the Bioterrorism Preparedness and Response section of the PATRIOT Act and the new Bioterrorism Preparedness Act of 2002) and “biosecurity” practices instituted in the biosciences.

China
The aff’s portrayal of China as a threat only perpetuates further capitalist practice. The desire to restructure the geopolitical economy plays into the capitalist mindset of endless growth and competition. 
Rolf and Schindler 23 [Steven Rolf works at the University of Sussex School of Business Management and Economics and Seth Schindler works at the Global Development Institute, University of Manchester, 1-11-2023, "The US–China rivalry and the emergence of state platform capitalism", Sage Journals, https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/0308518X221146545]
Alami and Dixon (2021) emphasise that contemporary state capitalism is best conceptualised systemically: as a world-historical, variegated and mutually reinforcing dynamic of proliferating state economic interventions aimed at fulfilling economic and (geo)political goals. The intensifying rivalry between the United States and China crucially connects state capitalism with geopolitics. China's party-state has deepened its expansive reach across its political economy as competition has intensified, both through the growing share of SOEs in the economy and in deepening control over the private sector (Liu and Tsai, 2021, Pearson et al., 2021). Meanwhile, the United States has moved in a similar direction, albeit within pre-existing ideological constraints of its political system. Starrs and Germann (2021) observe sweeping changes in (1) the US tariff regime, designed to target Chinese imports in particular; (2) the inward investment regime, aimed restricting Chinese firms’ access to high-tech US companies; and (3) export regulations, through the use of technology export bans to target Chinese firms like ZTE and Huawei. Baltz (2022) similarly discerns heightened local procurement requirements enacted through the reformed implementation of the Buy American Act, alongside evidence for a growing consensus on the value of state-led investments in strategic technology development and mission-oriented development projects in areas such as supply-chain reshoring and 5G provision. Despite these profound shifts, the depth of Sino-US economic integration renders the cost of complete decoupling prohibitive for both the United States and China (and for third countries, many of which conduct a majority of trade with China but rely upon US security guarantees) (Rosen and Gloudeman, 2021). The geopolitical economy of the ‘new state capitalism’, then, far from generating autarchy, is instead ‘characterized by geopolitical-economic competition to integrate territory’ into respective spheres of influence via connective infrastructure and logistics networks (Schindler et al. (2021: 2) and to exert greater control over cross-border economic integration (Liu and Dixon, 2021, Liu and Lim, 2022). The most significant project in this regard is China's Belt and Road Initiative (BRI), which has extended China's reach across Eurasia, Africa and Latin America through a sweeping range of state-backed infrastructural investment and development financing (Gallagher, 2016, Jepson, 2020, Lampton et al., 2020). The BRI has in turn prompted the entry of the US government directly into the infrastructure financing space with its Development Finance Corporation (Schindler and Kanai, 2021) and the nascent US-led G7 ‘Partnership for Global Infrastructure and Investment’ (PGII) infrastructure financing partnership. In this way, the Sino-US conflict generates state capitalist imperatives far beyond the borders of its two protagonists. A critical component of the BRI is the ‘Digital Silk Road’, the objective of which is to expand the influence of Chinese hardware and software platform firms overseas through the provision and financing of digital infrastructures. The DSR has completed projects valued at US$79bn as of 2019, a mixture of the Chinese state capital and investment from its private platform firms (Cheney, 2021: 89). American commentators have begun to raise the alarm at the speed of China's technological catch-up, asserting that Silicon Valley's global leadership in digital technologies is under direct threat. In language that echoes the hyperbole surrounding the Cold War's supposed ‘missile gap’ and the space race, Hillman's (2021: 9) analysis is illustrative: While American leaders were busy singing the praises of connectivity, the United States was not investing enough in actually connecting the world, including rural and lower-income communities at home… But as Western firms raced to roll out high-speed internet, they focused primarily on larger, richer markets, creating digital divides… China turned these fault lines into runways for its tech giants. Now they are cleared for takeoff. Until recently, Hillman's notion that this competition represents a ‘network war’ that the United States may lose would have been met with scepticism, given the global reach and dominance of the United States ‘digital empire’ (Nieborg et al., 2020). But recognising the growing presence and prowess of Chinese platforms, the United States has rapidly entered into direct competition with these firms to secure the dominance of its own national stack in third countries. Understanding the significance of the ‘network war’, however, requires close attention to the novel business form at its centre: the platform. Platforms In this section, we demonstrate empirically how platforms have become increasingly important to the US–China rivalry and argue that they should be at the center of analyses of the ‘new state capitalism’. For Alami et al. (2022), state capitalist practices are driven at the most fundamental level by state responses to technological upheavals in the context of long-run macroeconomic and geographical shifts in the world economy. Expansive state interventions are effectively necessitated by the demands of ‘competing in sectors at the technological and productivity frontier (5G technology, big data, the internet of things, artificial intelligence and robotics)… [and] ensuring the favourable participation of firms in global value chains’ (Alami and Dixon, 2021: 18). Expanding on this insight, we assert that state capitalism is animated not only by the rise of frontier technologies which compel more intensive forms of state economic activity but also that this technology-state relationship is (as it has historically been) mediated by changing forms of business organisation (Bodrožić and Adler, 2022). Crucial in this regard is the emergence of the platform as a novel form of business organisation (Davis, 2016, Vergne, 2020). Platform studies have largely – and erroneously, in our view – conceived of platforms as effectively beyond the reach of, and oppositional to, states. By contrast, we argue that platforms are amenable to state oversight, that they possess distinctive affordances that make them geopolitical agents, and that both China and the United States do indeed seek to instrumentalise and mobilise platforms for geopolitical–economic ends. We refer to this growing fusion between states and platforms in the context of geopolitical rivalry as state platform capitalism (SPC).
Climate Change
Risk link—the aff’s use of emergency rhetoric around climate change is a justification for imperial violence under capitalism—this becomes a colonial boomerang which ensures serial policy failure
Ajl 21
Max, associated researcher with the Tunisian Observatory for Food Sovereignty and the Environment and a postdoctoral fellow with the Rural Sociology Group at Wageningen University. “1 Great Transition – or Fortress Eco-Nationalism?” A People’s Green New Deal. Pp 23-26. LS
A CLIMATE OF EMERGENCY AND RISING RISK How we describe a problem helps mold how we will address it. Notions of rising emergency and climate-related risk hide something pointed out by the German philosopher Walter Benjamin: “The tradition of the oppressed teaches us that the ‘emergency situation’ in which we live is the rule.”7 Lawlessness, disorder, threat, human insecurity, privation, deprivation, and suffering are the rule for most of humanity. Endless war, primitive accumulation, colonial genocide, neo-colonial depopulation and state-shattering are permanent emergency. The rhetoric of risk is not a recognition of the emergencies that batter the lives of the world’s majority population. The newly noticed threats, about which the core’s governments have blithely done nothing for decades, are to long-term accumulation: social stress in the South leading to drought and mass migrations, and now a chance of runaway warming. The World Economic Forum, for example, slots risks into “physical,” “regulatory and legal,” “market,” and “reputational”: perils to business. Such parochialism is risk and emergency from the very particular viewpoint of Western monopolies.8 If open and democratic debate about the distribution of wealth can be muffled under the smothering blanket of emergency, those who own the blanket and insist on asphyxiating discussion can preserve existing distributions of wealth. Other uses of emergency are the canary in the coalmine for an acceleration of the worst of current fortress nationalist regimes, those countries which are increasingly militarizing their littorals and southern borders to stem immigration from countries which they have often made unlivable. Worry about mass migrations is worry about whether the cloistered settler-states and the European capitalist heartland will remain safe. What will Australia do if Indonesia is inundated and monsoons fail across rural India? Mexico, the Caribbean, and the Central American isthmus are even closer to the US, and large-scale Central American migration is already taking place, as hurricanes and brutal heat smash vulnerable farmers in a strip of land long concussed by US interventions.9 Emergency and panic about amorphous threats to life in the Third World have always justified illegal US aggression, much as neo-colonial environmentalists fretted about the forests of the Bolivian Amazon in 2019, to try to blacken the globally unparalleled ecological advocacy of the Indigenous-led left political party MAS.10 Furthermore, the war always boomerangs back to where it started through settler-colonial frontier wars.11 Suspending law, civil liberties, democratic deliberation, and struggles for liberation amidst warnings of a falling sky or “terror” have been common in a post-9/11 world, the pretexts for deepening hierarchies of class and nation.12 Against a renewed imperialist urge to generalize the “state of exception” through new regimes of state–private accumulation, greened and global, we can process the sudden cacophonous concern for climate change amongst the planet’s wealthy and their court intellectuals. Take some examples. A recent Brookings Institute report discusses rising “droughts, fire” and natural disasters. These plagues translate to “risks to economies and livelihoods.” Furthermore, the “current growth path” pressures water, land, and biodiversity, causing “accelerated loss of natural capital.”13 Words like economies and livelihoods are kaleidoscopic. They hint at human needs for food, shelter, and the good life and conflate them with the well-being of the economy. In this discourse, it is simply assumed that the health of “the economy” leads to the health of concrete individual human beings. Their history is important: the blurry notion of livelihoods emerged in force at the Rio+20 Summit, which marked 20 years after the original Rio Earth Summit which set in motion world climate negotiations. At Rio+20, mandates for “sustainable development” of the world’s resources bloomed, alongside sterile calls for a “green economy,” and were adopted by consensus at the United Nations General Assembly.14 Yet in an imperialist world, that which all states agree upon as a program cannot have any emancipatory content. Neither economy nor livelihoods implies any particular distributional pattern: “Class, not as an institutional context variable, but as a relational concept, is absent from the discourse of livelihoods” argues sociologist Bridget O’Laughlin, which is why it studs such reports so frequently.15 They do not wish to question the existing maldistribution of wealth. Take another example: the Australian Breakthrough Institute, in a May 2019 report, Existential climate-related security risk: A scenario approach, offers a perspective from David Spratt, the institute’s in-house research director, alongside Ian Dunlop, a former international coal, oil, and gas industry executive, and the chief executive of the Australian Institute of Company Directors.16 The foreword by Admiral Chris Barrie calls for “strong, determined leadership in government, in business and in our communities” to combat the cataclysm of climate change (akin to kindred blurring devices like economies and livelihoods, “communities” fuses interests of the rich and poor within nations and is silent on diverging interests between nations). The report warns of “existential risk,” and urges “we must take every possible step to avoid it.” How? Under a scenario better than the current emissions trajectory, with an emissions peak at 2030 and an 80 percent decline by 2050, “Deadly heat conditions persist for more than 100 days per year in West Africa, tropical South America, the Middle East and South-East Asia,” displacing one billion people. Water availability would decrease in the dry tropics and subtropics, parching two billion. Agriculture would become “nonviable in the dry subtropics.” As watersheds and temperature bands within which humans millennially flourished drift north, social structures erected on a more or less stable climactic bedrock would shudder. We could “see class warfare” as the wealthiest “pull away from the rest,” shattered international trade flows, a retreat into autarky, collapses in economic interchange, and the inability of governments to govern. Such national security bureaucrats and military-defense intellectuals know climactic shifts threaten to shift the planetary ecology sufficiently severely to evaporate the gossamer logistical flows and political scaffoldings of global capitalism. They write, think, and plan accordingly. These reports are not the handicraft of melioristic humanitarians, but diamond-hearted strategists dumbfounded at the sluggishness with which most of their fellow ruling-class and governments have acted. To avoid the massive human migrations such a scenario would entail, the report calls for “a zero-emissions industrial system [to] set in train the restoration of a safe climate.” The predictable analogy they draw upon is World War II, the crucible of military Keynesianism and worldwide neo-colonialism. The report highlights the “national security sector’[s]” potential role in a vast mobilization of resources. The role of the military in a peacetime transition is unclear, although one chapter of World War II less discussed by its refurbishers, right and left, is the role of the military in suppression of labor unrest, or union agreements to avoid independent labor action.17 Furthermore, they propose enlisting the national security sector to assist resource and labor mobilization. Such help could mean anything, but gestures at forced labor recruitment. To carry out this program, they imagine a new social consensus, based on a triangular relationship between Parliament and “corporate leaders,” and community. The former will provide wisdom and “leadership,” the latter will provide support and internalize and normalize in “everyday discussion” the logical conclusions of emergency planning. What does that look like? A wholesale renovation of the technological and institutional infrastructure and architecture of fossil capitalism, the new product a lot of the same old capitalism but covered with honeyed rhetoric of sustainability, community, livelihoods, and resilience, so it can be smoothly swallowed by those who might balk at climate crisis as an occasion to socialize risk and privatize profit. There is a logical and political correspondence between the language and strategies they use to address the worsening emergency for humanity, and their positions in society: elite management, links to the most polluting forms of fossil capitalism, and the national security state. We would expect them to frame the problem, identify stakeholders, and propose solutions in ways that do not disturb the patterns of power and powerlessness from which they speak, and which they wish to preserve.
Competitiveness
A belief in the innate efficiency of competition masks that neoliberalism is a political project, not an inevitable one- a focus on competition perpetuates this ideology
Nyberg, Linda in 2017
Market Bureaucracy Neoliberalism, Competition, and EU State Aid Policy, Lund University, DOCTORAL DISSERTATION, http://portal.research.lu.se/portal/files/23600808/Avhandling_till_tryck_Nyberg_vers_2.pdf
Reading Foucault’s lectures on Governmentality from the end of the 1970’s, there appears to be a parallel between state aid policy and what he described as a neoliberal rationality of government. In his lectures, Foucault talked about different ways of reasoning about the limits to government that have been dominant in different historical periods. For example, government has been limited with reference to the divine order of things, the natural and inalienable rights of human beings, or the sovereignty of other nation states. According to Foucault, neoliberalism can be defined as a rationality that relies on competition as a principle for determining the proper limits to government. Building on the assumption that free competition leads to economic growth, neoliberal thinkers argued that responsible governments would do what is good for competition in order to increase the well-being of their subjects. In this way, neoliberalism appears to promise a less intrusive government that will “leave things to the market” by respecting the selfregulating process of competition. My interest in this book is not with the historical development of ways of thinking about government but to think with Foucault in order to understand the way we reason about the proper limits to government today. State aid policy can be seen as an expression of a neoliberal rationality of government in that it seeks to limit government intervention on the market with reference to free competition. At the same time, state aid policy could be seen as giving rise to a paradox where the will to protect competition from government intervention has led to a surprising amount of government intervention. In order to keep the member states from distributing state aid, a whole range of government activities have been put into place. There has been an explosion in the number of regulations, case law, communications and guidelines from the EU institutions, aimed at making sure that governments do not distort competition. State aid policy has grown from a few articles in the EU treaties to an intricate system of rules covering a broad spectrum of policy sectors and different types government measures. New administrative procedures have been introduced in which the member states must notify the Commission about their plans to grant state aid and wait for approval before implementing them. National competition agencies have been organised in a European Competition Network where they engage in the exchange of information and best practices. The need to know how to interpret the rules has led to a demand for new courses that provides training in EU law, leading to the creation of a new kind of expertise. This situation, where the creation of “free competition” and the expansion of government intervention go hand in hand, will only appear paradoxical if we believe that markets will regulate themselves, as by an “invisible hand”, if only governments can be kept from interfering. This is a notion that has been refuted time and again but which appears curiously difficult to shake (see Harcourt 2011). As argued by Polanyi, the capitalist market order was not the result of a spontaneous process or laissez-faire, but the “outcome of a conscious and often violent intervention on the part of government which imposed the market organisation on society” (1944/2001, p. 258). He claimed that rather than doing away with the need for control and regulation, the introduction of “free markets” have increased their range (Ibid., p.140). In a similar vein, David Graeber’s frustration with the bureaucratic nature of contemporary government led him to formulate an “iron law of liberalism” according to which “any market reform, any government initiative intended to reduce red tape and promote market forces will have the ultimate effect of increasing the total number of regulations, the total amount of paperwork, and the total number of bureaucrats the government employs” (Graeber, 2015, p. 9). Markets do not regulate themselves, they are regulated by governments (see Vogel, 1996). Even though most people would probably agree that markets are (to some extent) dependent on government intervention, we still tend to speak about the relationship between state and market as if it was a zero-sum game, where more of one thing leads to less of the other. This is not surprising considering the way we are trapped in a language that constantly reifies the impression of state and market as two separate spheres. Terms such as free competition, liberalisation, and deregulation are constantly opposed to government intervention, planning and regulation. As argued by Harcourt (2011, p. 32) these kinds of conceptual tropes hinder rather than help by projecting the image of the market as a “natural order” rather than a political one, thus shielding what happens in this sphere from political and moral debates. It is clear that we cannot understand how we are governed by thinking within the framework of a state-market dichotomy. If we only think in terms of either/or, more or less, we will fail to see how policies which claim to “leave things to the market” are not resulting in less government, but in a particular kind of government. This dissertation sets out to investigate how a particular way of reasoning about the limits to government with reference to competition is shaping the practices of government. I want to understand how the EU, through its state aid policy, is shaping national governments into particular kinds of subjects that will reflect on their own behaviour in terms of its effects on competition.
Cybersecurity
“Cybersecurity” is impossible to achieve---market capitalist logic relentlessly infiltrates problem solving to justify continuous biased, Westernized policies
Ivan Arreguin-Toft 22, Ph.D teaches cybersecurity strategy @ Brown University Watson Institute of International, “Achieving True Cybersecurity Is Impossible,” The National Interest, 06/17/2022, https://nationalinterest.org/blog/techland-when-great-power-competition-meets-digital-world/achieving-true-cybersecurity \\pairie 
Cybersecurity the way we like to think of it is actually impossible to achieve. That’s not to say we shouldn’t try hard to achieve it. Nor is it the same thing as saying that our costly efforts to date have been wasted. Instead, if our aim is to make our interactions in cyberspace more secure, we need to recognize two things. First, part of our troubles has to do with a culture that defines things like success, victory, and security as dichotomous rather than continuous variables. Think of a switch that’s either on or off. Second, speed is hurting us, and calls to replace humans with much faster and “objective” machines will continue to gain momentum, putting us at extreme risk without increasing either our security or prosperity. Let me explain. [Cyber]security is Not a Switch In my time in Norway a few years ago, I had the great fortune to be hosted by the Norwegian Institute for Defense. As I toiled to recover the history of Norway’s experience under occupation by the Third Reich, I was able most days to join my Norwegian colleagues for a communal lunch. My colleagues did me the great courtesy of carrying on most conversations in flawless English. As an American academic accustomed to research abroad, I anticipated that sooner or later I’d encounter a classic opening sentence of the form, “You know, the trouble with you Americans is…” And after a month or so my unfailingly polite and generous colleagues obliged. But what ended that sentence has stuck with me since then; and underlines a core value of study abroad at the same time: “You know, the trouble with you Americans is, you think every policy problem has a solution; whereas we Europeans understand that some problems you just have to learn to live with.” The idea that part of our mission was research intended to support policies that solved problems was never something I’d thought of as varying by culture. But as I reflected more and more on the idea, I realized that insecurity—and by extension cyber-insecurity—would be something we Americans would have to learn to live with. This “switch” problem is mainly due to the relentless infiltration of market capitalist logic into problem framing and solving. For example, corporations hire cybersecurity consultants to ensure that corporate profit-making operations are secure from hacking, theft, disruption, and so on. When corporations pay money to someone to solve a problem, they expect a “deliverable”: some empirical evidence that corporate operations are now “secure.” It should go without saying that this same corporate logic infiltration—the largely North American idea that governance would be more “effective” if run via corporate profit-making logic—has seriously degraded effective governance as well. Cybersecurity is not a switch. It isn’t something that’s either “on” or “off,” but something that we can approach if we have a sound strategy. And progress toward our shared ideal itself is what we should be counting as success. Even if we could agree to moderate our cultural insistence on measuring success or failure in terms of decisively “solving” policy problems, we’d be left with another set of problems caused mainly by the assertion that humans are too slow and emotional as compared to computers, which are imagined as fast (absolutely) and objective (absolutely not). We need to challenge these ideas, because together they make up a kind of binary weapon which leads us into very dangerous territory while at the same time doing little to advance us toward our ideal of “cybersecurity in our time.” So, a first critical question is, under what conditions is speed a necessary advantage? That’s where computers come in. Few Americans will be aware, for example, that the first-ever presidential directive on cybersecurity—NSDD-145 (1984)—was issued by President Ronald Reagan in reaction to his viewing of John Badham’s WarGames (1983). After viewing the film, which imagines a nascent artificial intelligence called the WOPR hijacking U.S. nuclear missile defense and threatening to start a global thermonuclear war, Reagan asked his national security team whether the events in the film could happen in real life. When his question was later answered in the affirmative, the Reagan administration issued the NSDD. Here’s a key bit of dialogue from Badham’s film, which starts after a simulated nuclear attack resulted in 22 percent of Air Force officers refusing to launch their missiles when commanded to do so: Mr. McKittrick: I think we ought to take the men out of the loop. GEN Berringer: Mr. McKittrick, you’re out of line sir! McKittrick: Why am I out of line? Cabot: Wait. Excuse me. What are you talking about? I'm sorry. What do you mean, take them ‘out of the loop’? GEN Berringer: Gentlemen, we've had men in these silos since before any of you were watching Howdy Doody. For myself, I sleep pretty well at night knowing those boys are down there. McKittrick: General, we all know they're fine men. But in a nuclear war, we can't afford to have our missiles lying dormant in those silos because those men refuse to turn the keys when the computers tell ‘em to! Watson: You mean, when the president orders them to. McKittrick: The president will probably follow the computer war plan. Now that’s a fact! Watson: Well, I imagine the joint chiefs will have some input? GEN Berringer: You’re damned tootin’! Cabot: Well hell, if the Soviets launch a surprise attack there's no time… Healy: Twenty-three minutes from warning to impact. Six minutes, if it’s sub-launched. McKittrick: Six minutes! Six minutes. That's barely enough time for the president to make a decision. Now once he makes that decision, the computers should take over. This discussion brackets two critical components of any discussion of contemporary cybersecurity. The first is the “humans are too slow” theme, and by slow, we mean slow as compared to computers. Second, humans have consciousness and morals and computers don’t. Computers have some version of whatever their programmers give them. Recent advances in deep learning and artificial neural networks—in particular foundation models—have created the impression that machine consciousness and independent creativity are here or very near, but they are not; and moreover—and this is key—whatever these machines come up with will always be tethered to their programmers which, to be blunt, remain mostly young, upper-middle-class males from the northern hemisphere. This impossibility of algorithmic objectivity is the second half of the “binary weapon” I referenced earlier: along with speed, algorithms, code, and the like promise to be objective—but they cannot be. So as mathematician Cathy McNeill or computer scientist (and activist) Joy Buolamwini remind us, when you get turned down for a loan or a job and an algorithm is involved, it remains almost certain that far from being “objective” in the sense we usually mean, some unintended but profitable bias has very likely been introduced. Ask an AI to show you a photo of an “attractive person,” for example, and what the “objective” algorithm is likely to supply is the image of a thin blond woman with large breasts. Imagine deploying biased algorithms in military or cybersecurity applications, but then also imagine that your reservations about bias cause you to hesitate. You’d be terrified that an economic or security rival less principled or cautious than you would deploy and gain a terminal advantage over you. It’s straight out of philosopher Carl von Clausewitz’s discussion of the limitations of restraint in war: As the use of physical power to the utmost extent by no means excludes the cooperation of the intelligence, it follows that he who uses force unsparingly, without reference to the bloodshed involved, must obtain a superiority if his adversary uses less vigor in its application. The former then dictates the law to the latter, and both proceed to extremities to which the only limitations are those imposed by the amount of counteracting force on each side. Having weaponized cyberspace, and corporate strategy having appropriated military metaphors, the message is clear: restraint makes you a sucker. In terms of policy, this leaves us with a classic dilemma: we get gored either way. If we don’t deploy AI and our competitors do, we may lose everything. But if we do deploy AI, not fully understanding how it arrives at its conclusions but having unreasonable faith that “it must be right, because it’s math; it’s objective,” we may lose everything as well. So, the WarGames scene should also remind us that the particular domain in which speed is being claimed as a necessary virtue is armed conflict. Note that Watson’s objection to the idea that “computers are in charge” implies there should be checks and balances between decision and action; an anagram of democracy itself, with its emphasis on deliberation and consensus. But Cabot counters by asserting, reasonably, that in war, checks and balances are a liability: “there’s no time” (contemporary hypersonic missile technology compresses time still further). In the United States, the idea that we’re always at war—and its destructive impact on democracy worldwide—emerged from the impact of a shattering moment in U.S. history: 9/11. Since then, we’ve never had the feeling we can “go back” to making washing machines and babies as we did after World War II. We are permanently mobilized, always on alert, always at war. And in war, speed above all else seems to make sense (think Blitzkrieg). Being “always at war” also biases politics in favor of the world’s political Right, with its claim that checks and balances, deliberation, and popular sovereignty put citizens of democracies at too much risk. What’s needed, then, is an unfettered executive who can act fast. Of course, we are not at war and, as a result, speed at any cost is just as likely to lead to disaster as it did in the summer of 1914, when all the major combatants believed whoever struck first was assured of victory, while waiting to be attacked made you a sucker. Cybersecurity suffers from all the same associations. Once we insist that cyberspace is an arena of conflict, speed at any cost seems a necessity. Automating computer network defense is no longer thought of as a policy choice but is reduced to a question of how and when. I should add that if computer network defense can be automated, so can computer network offense, including espionage, crime, and systems compromise. In sum, the cybersecurity we aspire to is impossible. Cybersecurity is not a switch, and automating our defenses—computer network defense, national defense—is as likely to destroy us as save us. We live in a world now, by choice, in which “sticks and stones can break our bones, but words can also hurt us.” As the mass shooting at Uvalde Texas and so many others have highlighted, in this new world there is no armor, no fortress walls, no police or army that can protect us. Along with increasingly extreme weather events, we will have to learn to live with cyber intrusions ranging from election interference, disinformation, cybercrime, and threats to our critical infrastructure. We will have to learn to be more self-sufficient and resilient. 
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Data protections that aren’t focused on consumers contribute to state and capital accumulation and commodification of our data
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Couldry and Mejias (2019) have placed capital’s push for ever more data in the darkest light by arguing that capitalism is entering a new frontier of value extraction, where every aspect of life, no matter how mundane, becomes a resource to be mined and then used to exploit the very people who are the source of this information. This emerging ‘data colonialism’ is not presented as simply a matter of privacy; the issue is much deeper and insidious. It is the vision of a new societal order in which the enormous amount of data being produced and collected is used to mould an ever more malleable populace that can be categorized, controlled, and shaped to be maximally aligned with the needs of capital. In the extreme, the creation of a perfectly curated environment for capital would leave practically no room for reflective, autonomous thought, as such autonomy can only come about when our minds have multiple and conflicting sources of information and stimuli to work with. In sum, given the way cyber estate has been developed and put to use, we see that the internet, which was devised as a decentralized network with the explicit intent of sharing information, is increasingly giving way to assemblages/apparatuses working to engineer scarcity, exploit prosumer and gig labour, establish monopolistic/oligopolistic powers, and achieve ever-greater degrees of manipulative control over the consumer and citizen. At the same time, however, the underlying technology on which these arrangements depend is not predetermined. Indeed, there are numerous abstract hacktivist efforts underway today seeking to redirect and reshape the internet and big data in more commons-oriented ways. Looking ahead, there are two related compeerist imperatives linked to decapitalizing cyberspace and harnessing it for the good of the commons: one focuses on expanding commons-based platforms and the other centres on reclaiming control over data. We can start with platforms. A compeerist organization of the internet There are several avenues through which platform capitalism can be challenged. The simplest form is micro-level sabotage, as can be found, for instance, in actively seeking to block ads. The adoption of ad-blocking software has already reached up to 25 per cent in some countries and is estimated to cost online publishers tens of billions of dollars in yearly lost revenue, resulting in a veritable code-based arms-race between ad-blockers and tech-based capital (Davies, 2016). While ad blocking is likely more related to people’s disdain for ads than it is to an internalized commitment to overcoming capital, it shows a notable level of frustration with one of platform capitalism’s favourite revenue models: advertising. More conscious efforts to exit the current exploitative/extractive nature of the internet can be found in active decisions to stop supporting the major big tech corporations that dominate it, for instance by not shopping through Amazon or seeking alternative ways to connect with friends online. As has been well documented, however, actually quitting the Big Five (Alphabet, Amazon, Meta, Apple, Microsoft) is extremely difficult due to the ubiquity of their control over a broad range of the digital economy and beyond (Hill, 2021). Thus, while these immediate efforts to exit capital in the realm of cyber estate are valiant, to truly make a difference they would need to be backed by a massive groundswell of intentional resistance and, equally critical, the establishment of viable alternatives. This need for alternatives is animating a compeerist-aligned push to become more engaged in the service side of the internet. With the tech economy’s exploitation of workers and prosumers, it is an effort that has come to be significantly shaped by the established thinking and experience of the cooperative movement, grounded in the mission to establish functional enterprises that actively circumvent capital and its rationales. Trebor Scholz (2017), a pioneer in rejuvenating the cooperative model for the digital age, has thus proposed challenging capital-centred platforms, apps, and algorithms by replacing these with ones emphasizing the wellbeing of workers, the community, and the environment. This idea has been termed platform cooperativism. Some iterations of platform cooperatives entail traditional, union-oriented organizations seeking to protect the increasingly precarious labour of gig workers, as for instance through the National Domestic Workers Alliance and the California App-Based Drivers Association. Others take the form of producer collaboratives seeking to circumvent middleman platforms. Stocksy, for instance, is a stock-photo enterprise based on co-ownership and profit sharing, while Resonate is a community and artist owned music streaming cooperative. Fairmondo, in turn, is a German user-owned e-commerce site seeking to offer an alternative to Amazon. Commons-oriented labour facilitation platforms are also emerging, such as localized taxi apps or the more expansive Loconomics, a worker-owned platform used by freelancers to find jobs without mediation fees. Along similar lines, and probably the best-known capital-circumventing mediation service was the original Couchsurfing platform, which linked travellers to hosts offering free places to stay. In the realm of social media, despite the particular difficulty of entry due to Metcalf’s law, there are also a number of commons-oriented platforms to point to. Diaspora and Mastodon, for example, aim to be alternatives to Facebook and Twitter, respectively. Both are non-profit initiatives with the mission to create decentralized, cooperatively run platforms to help people connect and organize. An even more ambitious platform cooperative initiative is the French-based Framasoft, which is committed to a wholesale reinvention of the internet’s function by fostering free open-source culture and software, while offering a wide range of commons-based services, including search engines, office management systems, and even social media sites. Platform cooperatives, as the ones just noted, represent a promising effort to establish more just, democratic, and community-oriented digitally mediated services, yet, in the final analysis, they are also faced with daunting obstacles related to the difficulty of competing in a cyber estate environment in which capital has all the advantages. This is especially true if the goal is to actually offer viable alternatives to capital-based platforms, seeing that such an effort would be reliant on significant start-up funds, continuing revenue streams, and, of course, the ingenuity to establish the ‘killer apps’ that people want. While ingenuity is generally not in short supply within commons-based initiatives, the issue of accessing needed funds is more problematic. Given that the use of rents/fees, advertising, and data mining run counter to the ideals of the commons and commoning, many online alternatives to the big-capital platforms fall back to a non-profit model dependent on donor-support and volunteer labour. This is the approach taken, for instance, by the alternative social media sites Diaspora and Mastodon, as well as in many of the commons-oriented mediation services, including the original Couchsurfing platform. As we have seen with digital commons production more generally, however, garnering the needed labour and revenue in this way over a prolonged period has significant limits, not to mention that these donated resources are still predominately linked to capitalist sources. Hence, in the Couchsurfing case, for instance, the lack of a reliable income stream ultimately became untenable as the service boomed in popularity and use. Much to the dismay of its early supporters, the decision was then made to make Couchsurfing a for-profit entity with significant investor buy in. Acknowledging the frustrating dynamics involved in such cases, compeerism, as we know, prefers a commons-centred tactic that actively engages markets in order to circumvent any compromising resource challenges from the outset. Such a strategy means that a more intentional pursuit of market-based income is called for, as is already being done in some commons-based, online services. In this way, the organization behind the Couchsurfing site could have been made into a member-based platform cooperative, staying true to its peer-topeer principles while managing to sustain itself by imposing limited fees, or pay-what-you-can requests, on those who successfully connect to a host. In the case of social media platform cooperatives, in turn, carefully controlled advertising and aggregated data mining could be adopted, for example by making these services only available to other compeerist-aligned actors. In other words, along the lines of peer property, it would be the establishment of an in- and out-group mechanism that determines with whom business can be done, where efforts would be made to establish compeerist-based alliances within an ever expanding yet vetted in-group. Building on this line of reasoning, we can note here that while platform cooperatives certainly have their share of challenges in going head-to-head with capital, they also maintain some inherent advantages. First and foremost is the ability to pursue price competitiveness by not needing to reap big profits for investors. Scholz (2017, p 173) argues that platform cooperatives focused on fair remuneration can achieve business viability by garnering a relatively modest 10 per cent profitability rate, as opposed to the standard 30 per cent espoused by their capitalist counterparts. There are a number of boundary-commoning options that can then be initiated to help achieve this profit target. We will return to the essential area of mutual financial support within the commons-centred economy more broadly in Chapter 7. What we should highlight here, however, is the importance for platform cooperatives to foster and harness the free, open-access resources of the digital commons. Indeed, Bauwens and Kostakis (2014) specifically call for the pursuit and expansion of what they term ‘open cooperativism’, where the burgeoning cooperative and solidarity economy synergizes with the peer-production movement linked to the digital commons. The use of free, open-source code for platform cooperatives is particularly pertinent here as relevant code is often the most fundamental and expensive aspect of platform operations. Yet, to truly leverage the benefits of this resource would, as explained in the previous chapter, ultimately require the institution of a broadly embraced peer-property regime, where profit-focused platforms were forced to work only with their own, internalized, and closed-off capabilities. With time, this arrangement could create a significant market disadvantage for these capitaloriented entities because, as research has shown, environments characterized by collaboration and sharing, especially in areas like code writing and design, are often far superior in generating innovative breakthroughs than those where actors are isolated and information is guarded (Benkler, 2002; 2006). Taking advantage of this protected but internally open digital-commons realm is a strategic imperative for compeerists that we will continue to see highlighted throughout this book.
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Another aspect of the American military-industrial complex is the extent to which it arms the rest of the world. This could be due to unstated hegemonic policies or an extension of “American imperialism” as a government-coordinated strategy but given the influence of the military-industrial complex has with policymakers, it appears simply to be good business. A Congressional Research Service report in 2008 showed that $55.2 billion (US) in weapons deals were concluded globally in that year; and of that, the United States was responsible for $37.8 billion (US), or 68%.41The closest competitor was Italy, with $3.7 billion (US), or 6.7%. Export laws that can slow or block the sale of military technology have been under attack from lobbyists and willing government officials. In 2008, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates wanted to see “‘wholesale changes to the rules and regulations on government technology exports’ in the name of ‘competitiveness.’”42By taking advantage of the intimate relationship they have with the US government, American defense contractors are influencing policy to grow their business abroad. Coupled with this, in some cases the sale of arms to other nations promotes destabilization which is compatible with the spreading of neoliberalism.43The US-led coalition invasion of Iraq in 2003 stands out as clear evidence of the forced propagation of the neoliberal agenda. Efforts to find legitimate reasons to invade Iraq, such as the (fallacious) existence of a secret Iraqi program to develop and use weapons of mass destruction (WMD’s). This project failed, so President G. W. Bush sold the invasion as a mandate for freedom, announcing that “‘freedom is the Almighty’s gift to every man and woman in this world “and “as the greatest power on earth (the US has) an obligation to help the spread of freedom”.44What followed was a lightning-quick invasion of Iraq that penetrated Baghdad and toppled the government of Saddam Hussein. On September 19, 2003, Paul Bremer, head of the Coalition Provisional Authority that replaced the Iraqi government, issued orders that included the following: full privatization of public enterprises; full ownership by foreign firms of Iraqi businesses; full repatriation of foreign profits; the opening of Iraq’s banks to foreign control; national treatment for foreign companies; and the elimination of nearly all trade barriers.45The orders applied to all areas of the economy except oil, which was exempted.46Further, a regressive “flat tax” was established, the right to strike was outlawed, and unions were banned in key sectors. The Iraqi interim government appointed in June 2004 was given no power to write new laws or change old ones; they could only work within the laws laid down by the Coalition Provisional Authority.47“What the US evidently sought to impose upon Iraq was a full-fledged neoliberal state apparatus whose fundamental mission was and is to facilitate conditions for profitable capital accumulation for all newcomers, Iraqi and foreigners alike.”48In Iraq and Afghanistan, the American military-industrial complex dramatically expanded the role of on-the-ground contractors to the point that in 2010, there were 262,681 contractors and assistance staff in these two countries,49which is greater than the number of US uniformed soldiers (154,000 as of December 2010)50deployed at the time. Of these employees, 47,282 (18%) were performing security functions.51It was estimated by the 2011 Commission on Wartime Contracting that at least $117 billion (US) was spent on or obligated to contractors between October 2001 and 2011.52One of the advantages of contractor manpower on the ground is that there is less political cost associated with them; the Secretary of Defense can say truthfully that they are drawing down troops in Iraq,53while leaving unsaid the number of contractors remaining in-country. In terms of headcount, contractors were the largest coalition contingent deployed. The American military-industrial complex not only provided the technical means to assure swift (initial) victories in Iraq and Afghanistan, but it also provided much of the manpower needed and has profited greatly from doing so, while facilitating an overt takeover of a wealthy nation and its transformation into a neoliberal state.
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Imperialism is an age-old phenomenon. In one form or another, it is likely to continue. There is insight in Thucydides’s suggestion that the “weak” will always be “subject to the strong,” and that the powerful seldom turn down “the opportunities of aggrandizement offered by superior strength.”20 But one problem with such venerable claims is that they tend to absolve the strong for exploiting the weak. Another problem is the danger of near banality passing for ancient wisdom: if there will always be rich and poor, then should we not worry about inequality? If some citizens will always commit crimes, then should we not try to find ways to mitigate the harm of such behavior? A commitment to a better world suggests that we seek to right the wrongs of the past. In a world of states, then, it is important to strengthen arrangements that discourage powerful states from imposing their will on weaker ones. It may well be the case that institutions cannot readily restrain the powerful in an “anarchic world.”21 If so, it is at least important to dissect the self-serving claims of the powerful; at minimum, the mighty should not to be allowed to define what is right. Throughout this volume I have interrogated several interrelated claims made by hegemonic states of the modern era: we really do not run an empire; if we do, it is only because it was offered to us; even when it was not offered to us, we had to take it, not for greed, but for the sake of our own security; and, in any case, the impact of our empire was, on balance, benign. My analysis has underscored the ways in which each of these claims is deeply misleading. With this core analysis in mind, I have a few final, speculative thoughts on the future of imperialism. Extrapolating from the recent past, two sets of comments are especially pertinent. First, what is the likely trajectory of American interventions in the developing world in the near future? Second, will emerging powers like China follow the expansionist patterns analyzed in this book? Is China also moving toward building an informal empire? As I turn to discuss these questions, an obvious but important caveat ought to be borne in mind: peering into the future is hazardous. Nevertheless, if the analysis of the past is correct, it ought to have some bearing on future projections. The United States has never really needed an empire. The analysis in this volume has suggested instead that unlike Britain, which really needed an empire to sustain prosperity in the nineteenth century, the United States in the twentieth century had merely wanted one. The tentativeness in the American imperial project is a function of this difference between need and want. American gains from imperial interventions in the global periphery have also been uneven. A case can be made that during the post–World War II period, the United States has been more successful in achieving its goals—at least short- to medium-term goals—via covert (or indirect) rather than overt, military interventions. For example, the former suggestion is supported by American interventions in Iran and Chile and by the most recent imposition of the Washington Consensus on Latin American countries. By contrast, US intervention in Vietnam was a heroic failure. The most recent military intervention in Iraq is still unfolding. But it is unlikely that the partial success in Iraq in deposing a despot and opening the oil wells of that country to foreign capital will ever be judged worth the cost in treasure, loss of life, and the unstable polity that the United States has left behind. The relative failures of US military interventions in the developing world are also comprehensible. Of course, the United States is a military giant and, if it so chose, it could readily defeat and occupy any (or most) developing countries. But that is not the American goal. The United States does not want colonies. What it wants instead are stable-but-subservient regimes in the global periphery. And these are increasingly hard to construct via military interventions. As I argue throughout this book, the building blocks of old-fashioned nineteenth century imperialism—ready collaborators in the periphery who benefited from maintaining commodity-exporting economies and clientelistic polities—have dissolved in the global periphery. Mass politics has replaced clientelism nearly everywhere. Plebiscitarian politics, in turn, encourages a variety of nationalists to the fore. Imperial efforts to overtly shape and control the politics of a developing country then readily run up against developing-country nationalism. Diem and others in South Vietnam, for example, could thus never be considered legitimate rulers of a sovereign South Vietnam; they were in fact puppets and were seen as such by the Vietnamese, no match for a Ho Chi Minh. The same is true elsewhere, such as in contemporary Iraq. This does not mean that modern-day imperialists cannot find ready collaborators in the developing world, or that commodity-producing elites and their political representatives do not have much to gain from quiet collaboration with industrialized countries, especially the United States. But as democracy spreads in peripheral countries, subservient rulers face power challenges from a variety of nationalists. The American preference for democracy, on the one hand, but for promotion of stable-but-subservient regimes in the developing world, on the other, are thus inherently in tension. When economic stakes are high, as in the case of oil-rich Saudi Arabia, the United States quietly sets aside the goal of democracy in favor of supporting the power of a stable-but-subservient regime. What is the likely shape of US interventions in the developing world in the near future? Enormous power disparities and the prospect of economic gain will tempt the United States to intervene in one developing country or another. Global norms of noninterference in the affairs of sovereign nations may put some brakes on imperial ambitions. American citizens’ awareness that US interventions in the developing world often bring misery to the lives of those who are already destitute may also retard the imperial urge. However, neither global norms nor public opinion is likely to make imperialism a relic of the past. The post–World War II record examined here sharply supports this projection. The more pertinent issue is what form American imperialism will take in the near future. Again, the record examined here suggests that the United States does economic imperialism better than military imperialism. To the extent that imperialism is rational, one should expect the United States to eschew military interventions but continue to seek economic advantage in the global periphery via the use of covert and indirect interventions. As this book goes to press, Iran and Venezuela, which both possess enormous oil resources, are the focus of American angst. Will the United States intervene militarily in these countries? A cost-benefit analysis of the past suggests that the United States ought not to pursue a military option in these countries. But what complicates this rational suggestion is the enormous power surplus that the United States enjoys in the world. This power surplus, in turn, enables American leaders to periodically ignore the costs of interventions, which, in any case, are borne largely by American taxpayers and soldiers, and to indulge their whims and hubris.
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The COVID-19 outbreak has highlighted the continuing menace to humanity of global health issues that had been suppressed and considered under control, at least in the Global North. The massive warfare activities in Ukraine in the third year of the pandemic have reawakened the sense of threat particularly in Europe. Both the pandemic and the war, as well as the escalating climate crisis, have made global insecurity more tangible. The existing and likely crises caused by these unfortunate occurrences – mass displacement, increasing prices for products of basic needs such as food and energy, and the overall severe impact on global economy—will burden people in low-income countries most but not at all exclusively [1]. Especially the fatal effects on future generations [2] understandably reinforce the desire for a safer world. Enhanced security is needed in times of growing uncertainty, threatened ancestral rights and dwindling opportunities for a large part of mankind. The current global order has therefore been aptly described as a world risk society [3]. Even if this need for security is comprehensible, the nature of the security discourse in global health and beyond raises fundamental questions and concerns. Instead of pursuing common objectives, such as social stability, global public goods, equity or social justice, and recognizing shared responsibilities by governments across national boundaries, security policies predominantly envisage biomedical threats such as infectious diseases, more or less openly admitting that the focus is on the autonomy of nation states and safeguarding the existing status quo in international relations, however unfair they may be [4]. The utopian exuberance that led to the founding of the WHO and other United Nations (UN) organizations is thus giving way to a pragmatic, predominantly biomedical realism that undermines rather than promotes people’s rights and legal entitlements, as enshrined in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and in the WHO constitution [5]. The SARS-CoV-2 pandemic has highlighted the extent to which global and public health has become dominated by biomedical approaches. Politicians, policymakers and the media provided virologists and epidemiologists a paramount role in dealing with the pandemic. For a considerable time, they provided the main evidence base for partly far-reaching measures and restrictions. The strong, near-exclusive focus on biomedical sciences and their assessment of the pandemic situation led to the initial ignorance of the non-medical, social determination of health. In Germany, for example, it took the dominant COVID-19 experts and political decisionmakers 14 months to even notice the pronounced socioeconomic differences in the burden of the coronavirus infection [6]. The ongoing debate about the COVID-19 pandemic and its interrelation with health security does not sufficiently put the spotlight on the structural causes of global health crises. Despite overwhelming evidence of the social determination of health, political leaders, the media and an influential part of global health actors have focused first and foremost on biomedical approaches [7], while often underestimating or even ignoring the close relationship between socioeconomic status, living conditions and unhealthy lifestyles on the one hand, and both the burden of non-communicable diseases and the severity and lethality of COVID-19 infections on the other [8, 9]. A narrative, iterative review of the available literature on health security indicates an increasing biomedicalization of public health that has contributed significantly to making the linkage between health and security the priority discourse in global health and its governance. Security aspects and considerations have gained both acceptance and importance in the last decades. The quest for security is understandable in an increasingly inequitable, unstable and disjointed world, particularly vis-à-vis the militarization of conflicts and international relations. But a closer look at the concept of health security makes things appear more complicated. It often remains unclear what is meant by this form of security, who defines it and who is being targeted by security policies as well as how health security is to be generated [10]. Health security remains centered on the security of nation states and defence against international threats, rather than prioritizing people’s health and its determination [11]. Policymakers in high-income countries tend to emphasise protection of their populations particularly against external threats, for example bioterrorism, zoonoses and pandemics, whereas many—but not all—global health professionals understand the term in a broader context of social health protection, population health and its determination [12]. Over the last two decades, global health security has often become virtually and almost interchangeably synonymous with global health [13]. However, this perspective rather exhibits a conceptual narrowing than epistemic clarity. Global health security is actually but one area of the global health domain, as it primarily addresses cross-border health threats but not the whole span of global health policy [14, 15]. Meanwhile, a universal definition of global health security is still lacking, despite the abundance of available literature on human and (global) health security. The recent attempt of the WHO, as the United Nations (UN) agency specialised on health, to define global health security falls short as it focuses predominantly on the international spread of acute infectious threats [16]. The fact that the use of the term “health security” by different actors is as widespread as it is inconsistent is by no means attributable to the difficulty of achieving conceptual clarification, but rather to the widely divergent perceptions, interests, priorities, politics, and power relations that exist in the broader field of global health [17]. Despite its widespread use, the World Health Assembly has not yet agreed on a resolution on the concept of ‘health security’, indicating that its scope is contested among member states [18]. Health security in international foreign policy Already before the COVID-19 outbreak, global health was high on the international political agenda and played an important role at summit meetings of international fora of high-income and emerging countries such as the “Group of 7” (G7), and the “Group of 20” (G20) [19]. However, the prevailing global health security approach tends to be insufficient for adequately catering to the complexity of challenges. There is a need to harmonize the contemporary security debate with other fundamental health-policy challenges from an equity perspective [20, 21]. Current global health programs often fail to fulfill the claim to universalism implicitly associated with the term “global” and tend to neglect the requirements of a comprehensive transdisciplinary and interdisciplinary understanding of health security policies. There is still a large discrepancy between the current state of knowledge on improving health security, equity and actual global health politics and practices [22]. This trend is partly attributable to the unexpected resurgence of epidemic risks that were considered defeated or at least controllable in high-income countries in recent years. Since the last two decades, a rapid (re)-emergence of pathogenic infectious diseases has been seen in several regions of the world, including, but not restricted to, diseases such as SARS, avian influenza, Ebola, Zika, and most recently, COVID-19. These outbreaks have each led to the application of control measures around the world and strongly influenced the global health debate in which securitization has become a prevalent and common theme among global health scholars and practitioners [23]. At the same time, other health threats such as tuberculosis, malaria, or chronic conditions like cardiovascular diseases and diabetes mellitus persisted. However, neither poverty-related infections nor the growing prevalence of non-communicable diseases have ever received the attention they deserve due to the continuous upward trend, particularly in countries in transition [24]. Notwithstanding this alarming global burden of disease trend both in the Global North and South[25], it is not the major killers, but the rapid succession of transnational ‘health crises’ caused by viral infections that repeatedly provoke a state of alert and make the headlines. However, public interest in the general health related challenges of other countries and continents is usually short-lived and transient. In low-income countries the situation is fundamentally different. Certain health hazards persist and the risk of ‘endemic’ diseases and their underlying ‘syndemics’ is part of everyday life [26]. In the course of epidemiological transition, the disease spectrum is increasingly expanding or even shifting from infectious to non-communicable, chronic diseases. During the last decades, societies in the Global South and elsewhere have been facing a double burden of disease caused by bacterial, viral or other pathogens on the one hand, and health problems commonly referred to as non-communicable diseases (NCD’s) on the other [27]. The simultaneous coexistence of undernourishment, malnutrition or dietary overweight exacerbates the situation [28]. Securitization of global health Global health has become an important area of foreign and security policy and hence of international diplomacy [29]. In fact, the UN Security Council has addressed health beyond the issue of epidemics and pandemics and taken the role of a forum to debate and negotiate global health issues; this reflects primarily the political interests of the permanent five, particularly the USA [30]. Health security often shapes the global health debate more than other health issues. Security is frequently encountered as a contextual framework in political health and foreign policy documents, and the securitization of health has for some time now been considered a key feature in global health governance [31]. Security practices and medical knowledge share a common evolutionary history; to consider and analyse them as independent of each other would be to ignore the historical formation of nation states and also the colonial roots of global health [32]. Security is one of several global health “frames” that are by no means exclusive, but have been driven in recent decades by a deep core of neoliberal values [33]. This implies that in contemporary global health governance there is an overemphasis on agency, while deeper structures, including its embedded ideas and configurations of powers, are neglected [31]. As such, neoliberalism has become the globally “hegemonic paradigm” during the frst two decades of the twenty-first century [34]. Covid-19 and viral neoliberalism must be understood as co-pathogeneses whereby the corona-virus pandemic has disclosed and reinforced global health insecurities due in large part to market-driven policies and neoliberal practices; the combination of societal inequalities, weakened response capacity by marketized health systems and biomedicine-oriented global health governance have created vectors of vulnerability [35]. The health security paradigm has its roots in concepts of risk mitigation and adaptation [3]. The Ebola outbreak in Western Africa in 2014–2015 has been important for the paradigm shift in global health policy. Since then, experts and politicians have been discussing the establishment of heath emergency funds, the formation of rapid reaction medical forces (‘white helmets’), as well as the creation of robust care structures and resilient health systems [36]. The 2015 Johannesburg Summit on China Africa Cooperation identified Public Health as one of the cornerstones for foreign policy action in the China Africa cooperation [37]. During their 2017 Berlin meeting the health ministers of the G20 countries simulated the necessary measures for combating future pandemics [38]. However, the prevailing reasoning does not aim to address the structural causes of potential threats [39], but serves as “a form of immunization to have societies and systems become more resilient in dealing with future risks” [40]. In this light, one should also analyse the process for establishing an international pandemic treaty, under WHO auspices, as a global normative framework for the preparedness and response to future pandemics [41]. This pandemic agreement, which at the time of writing is under negotiation by WHO member states, deserves critical scrutiny as its focus ought to be on people’s health, not merely national security. Creating genuine global health solidarity focused on human security requires a new pandemic agreement that mandates the sharing of technologies, scientific capacities and finance in future pandemics [42]. Wenham and colleagues argue that the key tension of the pandemic treaty is rooted in globalist ideals of what the perfect pandemic governance should look like, yet “that it seems to have little regard for the realities of the statist, securitized landscape that exists for responding to pandemic threats… Even something as big as a major global pandemic is not sufficient to get governments to think beyond national interests” [43].
Russia
US-Russia tensions push Russia and the PRC together now- the plan is a strategy of US imperialism to lure Russia into its own global aegis as during the Yeltsin years- we should refuse to allow the incorporation of resistance to U.S. imperialism
Shi 19 [Shi Jingtao, former diplomat and China reporter, Is China and Russia’s ‘marriage of convenience’ Donald Trump’s worst strategic blunder?, South China Morning Post, 8 June 2019, //Stefan]
When US President Donald Trump and his hawkish advisers singled out Beijing and Moscow as “revisionist powers” and Washington’s biggest threat over a year ago, they may not have foreseen an alliance developing between the two countries against a common foe. During his visit to Russia this week, Chinese President Xi Jinping and “best friend” and counterpart Vladimir Putin ushered in a new era for bilateral ties between the two countries that were communist rivals during the cold war. According to former diplomats and analysts, the “bromance” between the two leaders that has been splashed across both countries’ state-controlled media is not just a show of resentment at Trump’s big-stick diplomacy, but of the geostrategic implications on the shifting global political and economic order. Xi’s three-day tour, his eighth official visit to Russia since taking power in 2012, comes amid worsening tensions between China and the United States over trade and technology. It has so far seen two joint statements – including one denouncing Trump’s unilateral, disruptive foreign policy – and a raft of deals on natural gas, security and technology worth more than US$20 billion. “This year marks the 70th anniversary of our diplomatic ties and China’s ties with Russia are deepening at a time of profound change in the global geopolitical landscape,” said Ma Zhengang, a former Chinese ambassador to Britain. Ma, also former president of the China Institute of International Studies in Beijing, said the so-called new era of China-Russia ties was apparently a reference to the US’ changing role in world affairs. “It has steadily withdrawn from the global leadership role and waged an offensive against China after years of hostility towards Russia. That has given us new impetus to develop closer ties with Moscow,” he said. Steve Tsang, director of the SOAS China Institute at the University of London, also said China’s efforts to edge closer to Russia underlined changes in their relations with the US. “The context has changed. The restart of the trade war, the US measures against Huawei as well as China’s responses suggest that China and the US are entering a process of decoupling, not only in the economic relationship but more generally,” Tsang said. “This implies a structural change in the global strategic line-up. As this progresses, China under Xi will need to strengthen its capacity to face the US and its allies. Putin’s Russia comes in handy in this context.” In a series of meetings with Putin in Moscow and St Petersburg, Xi repeatedly said both countries stood at a historical juncture in their pursuit of development and national rejuvenation. As nuclear-armed powers, Xi said China and Russia should boost cooperation, forge a stronger strategic partnership and fight against “illicit moves to curb the development of emerging economies” at a time of greater uncertainty. “Under the current circumstances, the two sides should deepen strategic coordination, not only to safeguard the interests of China and Russia, but also to defend basic international norms and justice as well as world peace, security and stability,” the Chinese president said on Thursday. Xi described Putin, who he has met nearly 30 times, as “my best and bosom friend”, which according to Katie Stallard-Blanchette, a fellow at the Wilson Centre in Washington, was “unusually effusive”. In a lengthy statement after talks between the two leaders in Moscow on Wednesday, hailing a new era for bilateral ties, both praised their frequent exchanges and upgraded relations. Apart from listing 16 potential areas for future cooperation – ranging from Beijing’s Belt and Road Initiative to joint space and Arctic explorations – almost half of the 10,000-word document focuses on their shared approach to international crises and issues such as Iran, Syria and North Korea. In a second joint statement on countering threats and challenges to international security, Xi and Putin were much less restrained, naming the US directly about 10 times. They criticised Washington’s decision to withdraw from the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF), a key cold war-era arms control pact, saying it would “undermine strategic stability”. Xi and Putin also raised concern about the growing threat of an arms race in space, calling for a legally binding international agreement banning weapons in orbit. “A ban on deployment of any weapons in space would avert a serious threat to global peace and security,” the statement said. Huawei signs deal to develop 5G in Russia, on sidelines of Xi-Putin meeting Shi Ze, a former Chinese diplomat in Russia and a senior fellow at the China Institute of International Studies in Beijing, said the statements set the tone for bilateral ties in the years to come against the backdrop of Washington’s deteriorating ties with both China and Russia. “The strongly worded statement lashing out at the US is fairly unusual and shows the urgency for Beijing to join hands with Moscow on global issues that are considered their core national interests,” he said. “For China’s part, it also underlines the Chinese government’s willingness and readiness to play a leading role to counter efforts that will undermine the existing global security structure.” Russia’s ties with the US are at a low point, with Putin concerned about more sanctions from the US and its allies over the crisis in Ukraine, the war in Syria and allegations the Kremlin meddled in the 2016 US presidential elections. 
Perms
AT Perm – Patents
Co-optation DA—the perm gets co-opted towards assuaging critique of patents without changing their capitalist nature
Hyo Yoon 23
Kang, associate professor @ Warwick. “Patents as Capitalist Aesthetic Forms.” Law and Critique (2024) 35:281–311	AS
The individual submissions for the Architecture Biennale were invited ‘to negate this top-down and closed system. … The Institute of Patent Infringement thus invites submissions from students, industrial designers, architects, urban planners, artists, programmers and the wider public to merge, reimagine, infringe, and hack existing Amazon patents’ (2018). With this proposition, the project aimed to reclaim patents as public information in an original and subversive way, by purposefully disconnecting the invention from its original stated use towards other functions. Somewhat paradoxically, in doing so, the central cultural connector of all these hacked imaginary inventions remains the patent holder or applicant, Amazon, as well as the legal format of patent document. Stewart and Chew were intrigued by the Amazon patents because, distinct from other technology companies, Amazon’s operations involved physical and algorithmic spatial organization and infrastructures. Their call specified: ‘Since 2010, Amazon Technologies Inc. has filed 5,860 patents that range from the seemingly banal to the resolutely absurd. Illustrated by dry line drawings these patents provide a glimpse and representation of the automated future Amazon aim to create’ (2018). The ‘banal’ to ‘the resolutely absurd’ aspects reflect the popular fascination with patents as gimmicks, as the previous section has analyzed. In contrast to the future-making and -restricting power of legal patent documents, the submissions resemble the format of a patent document and aesthetics of the patent drawings, but the lack of specificity and capacity to reproduce to invention (due to lack of technical infrastructure, know-how, financial resource) points to the limitations of the ‘public’ nature and understanding of patent information. Although they are as zany as authentic patent drawings, situated uneasily between play and inventive labor, the mimicry lacks legal materiality (Kang & Kendall 2019) and act as cultural signs. The proposed hacked inventions alternate between gimmick, science fiction, and technoscientific geekery. Their primary difference to the original Amazon patent documents seems to lie in the different political or social function for which the hacked inventions would be employed (Fig. 13 depicts the original Amazon patent drawing on the left, and the reimagined patent drawing on the right side). In that sense, the project was a creative re-enactment of potentiality against technological over-determination). As Covid-19 hit, the idea of a patent hack required inventing around a patent, like Decathlon’s snorkel mask in times when oxygen masks were in short supply in the first year of the pandemic, and people desperately resorted to DIY efforts to make oxygen masks. The tweet below (Fig. 15) engages in its own subversion of the arbitrary European Patent Office’s #patentfact tweets which puts forward a random association between the languages of European patent bureaucracy and ergonomic keyboards (Fig. 14). It suggests that Decathlon’s patent stands in the way of people to modify it, and indeed, it is not the first contestation of the effects of Decathlon’s snorkel mask patent (Fig. 16), which has gone through multiple opposition proceedings at the European Patent Office.12 What is striking here is that none of the depicted patent drawings circulated by the European Patent Office (Figs. 14 and 15) relate to the content of the accompanying text, as if they are exemplary instances of Barthes’ observation that the ‘worn out state of a myth can be recognized by the arbitrariness of its signification’ (1972, p. 127). The Institute of Patent Infringement’s project and motivation are different from the mobilization of patent drawings into an aesthetic, cultural artefact, which I had previously described in the previous section. Even though the aim of the project is subversive, it also has the strange effect of objectifying patent drawings as real inventions through aesthetic reproductions, regardless of how different the hacks may be from the original purpose. The project presumes the accuracy of patent documents and their drawings and does not contest the narrative of futureshaping effect of patents. But many of patented inventions in fact are never realized or used (European Commission 2005). There is often a tendency to overestimate patents for different reasons. Patented inventions are taken as inherently innovative and valuable, as if patent documents, or even applications, signify legal tokens of credit of technological and scientific achievements (Kang 2015). With little scrutiny over inventive substance, patents are overhyped as both incentives and outcomes of innovation in a circular manner. Also there is sometimes an undifferentiated condemnation of patents as creating monopolies, whereas a bulk of patents turn out to be useless and not valuable. There is a lack of distinction between patents as legal monopoly rights and monopoly market structures that they may enable, but do not necessarily always result in. The Institute for Patent Infringement also attributes a central role to patent drawings as if they depict scenarios from a projected future, on the basis of which there is then a creative invitation to subvert them away from the vision of a dominant multinational corporation, such as Amazon. This results in the curious effect that the act of subversion itself results in the solidification of a patent’s speculative legalist potentiality, which raises the question if the act of subversion results in co-option. The threat of the future that the patents depict is imminent, yet also it is highly speculative and fantastical. It is easy to see both the Amazon patents and their hacks as occupying the same place as the patent gimmicks of WIPO’s Weird and Wonderful selection. Yet what if the creative patent hacks could be really made? Would they not be useful, although they would not fulfil the patentability requirement of industrial application? What are the possibilities and limits of reimagining patent drawings as aesthetic, non-industrial, non-commoditized artefacts? The Institute for Patent Infringement project poses valuable questions about the strategic uses of patents by powerful corporations, as well as giving an indication of their imagined futurities for which they think it is worth to go through the patent prosecution process. It reveals an uneasy oscillation between precaution, critique of monopoly rights, and patent speculations by re-imagining patent drawings as aesthetic forms to be hacked.
AT Reformism
Reformism fails—empirics
Gerhardt 23
Hannes, Professor of Geography at the University of West Georgia. “Theorizing Capitalism and its Demise.” From Capital to Commons: Exploring the Promise of a World Beyond Capitalism. University of Bristol. Pp 27-28. // QUEERMAID
A third option, which breaks with both the autonomist and anarchist frameworks, is to embrace the state as an instrumental actor in liberating and then harnessing the commons to bring about a seismic shift out of capitalism. This mostly reformist approach is well captured in the work of Paul Mason (2016), who views the potential of a scarcity-busting freed general intellect primarily through the lens of state-based leadership and command. Mason’s focus therefore quickly turns to the need for large government driven programmes involving the breaking up of monopolies and targeted nationalizations, hi-tech macroeconomic planning, debt management, and a top-down effort to tackle climate change. In taking this position, however, the bottom-up impetus of commons-based peer production, where ‘the state’ is generally viewed with a good deal of scepticism, is mostly abandoned. Instead, Mason falls back to a politics and economics that are largely in line with standard democratic-socialist discourses. While this direction is probably the most likely to be adopted by leftist politicians and parties today, it also has its share of serious pitfalls. Autonomist and anarchist scholars of the commons, for instance, adamantly argue that the state is hopelessly intertwined with the dictates of capital, forming a capital state nexus that renders any vision of a state-led evolution out of capital an unrealistic fantasy. A further and more immediate challenge, however, especially considering its more mainstream, change-from-within outlook, is that socialist discourses are largely failing to garner the electoral support they would need to pursue the envisioned unleashing of the commons. This is likely the result of these discourses having increasingly lost touch with the changes taking place in capitalism and the subsequent shift in the workforce and labour’s self-perception. The failure of socialist parties, organizations, and unions to prevent the eroding of the middle class amidst widespread deindustrialization undoubtedly has also played a role. In this sense a general scepticism has set in towards the idea of ‘the state’ as a representative of the people’s will, reflecting to some extent the anarchist/autonomist position noted earlier. Within this context, then, it should not be surprising that the increasingly dominant post baby-boom generation finds itself largely unconvinced by suggestions of shifting economic control from capital to the state, that is, exchanging one distant, hierarchically organized form of decision making with another. In Europe this generational attitude is reflected in the plummeting of traditional party membership and, more particularly, the broad implosion of the socialist left, where, with a few exceptions, neither moderate nor more radical leftist parties can gain much electoral traction (van Haute, 2011; Taylor, 2018). In the US, in turn, while younger adults appear to be warming somewhat to the term ‘socialism’ (the term is generally not defined in polls), there is, at the same time, a deep lack of confidence in government in general (Jones and Saad, 2019; Pew, 2021). Given these trends and attitudes, rooted in the reality of a capital-state nexus that takes more than an election to overcome, it is difficult to see how a post-capitalist political economy could effectively spawn from a big-government, socialist platform.
Unsustainable
Laundry List
Capitalism is unsustainable—environment, economy, social relations
Ikerd 08
John, Professor Emeritus, University of Missouri, Columbia, MO. “Sustainable Capitalism: Our Best Hope for the Future.” Prepared for presentation in Cabin Fever Lecture Series, Baraboo, WI, January 23, 2008. https://ikerdj.mufaculty.umsystem.edu/presentation-papers/sustainable-economies/sustainable-capitalism-our-best-hope-for-the-future //InTr	
We are in the midst of a great transition. Our economy, our society, and our natural environment are going through a period of fundamental change. This transition is at least as great as the industrial revolution and possibly as important as “the enlightenment” – the beginning of science. Contrary to popular belief, this is not a technological revolution, although new electronic and biological technologies are certainly relevant to the transition. It is a philosophical revolution, a revolution in thinking about the nature of reality, about how the world works and our place within it. Ways of thinking that seemed adequate in the past are incapable of meeting the challenges of today and of the future. To complete the transition, we must rethink virtually every aspect of our lives. The industrial era brought many material benefits to humanity, and none of us would choose to return to a pre-industrial agrarian society. Capitalism has proven to be the most efficient economic system and no alternative system has proven capable of meeting the material needs and wants of society. However, the industrial era of development is inherently dependent on natural and human resources that are rapidly being depleted. And today’s capitalist economies, being inherently dependent on those resources, quite simply are not sustainable. The mechanistic worldview that dominates scientific thinking today is incapable of resolving the most pressing ecological and social challenges of tomorrow. New electronic and biological technologies will simply create more problems that we cannot solve and deplete more resources that we cannot replace, unless we use them in ways that reflect a new understanding of the world and our place within it. There is a growing realization among an increasing number of people that the things we are doing to address today’s challenges aren’t working, and are not going to work in the future. The unending military conflicts in the Middle East, the inevitable decline in fossil energy production, and the climate changes triggered by global warming are but symptoms of deeper, more fundamental problems within all modern industrial societies. Capitalist economies are very efficient and tremendously productive but they are using up the resources upon which they must depend for their future productivity – they are not sustainable.[3] This is not a matter of personal opinion; it is rooted in the most fundamental laws of science. Sustainability ultimately is a matter of energy. Everything that is of use to humanity – our houses, clothes, food – requires energy to make, energy to use, and in fact, is made of energy. All useful human activities – working, thinking, managing – also require energy. And equally important, the usefulness of human energy is a product of society. We are not born as productive mature adults but as helpless little babies. We have to be nurtured, socialized, and educated by society before we are capable of being useful to society, and that requires social energy. According to the first law of thermodynamics, energy can be used and reused but can never be created or destroyed. However, the second law of thermodynamics – the law of entropy – states, whenever energy is used or reused some of its usefulness is lost. When energy is used, it is always transformed from more concentrated, organized forms to more dispersed, less concentrated forms, as when we burn fuel in an automobile or fuel our bodies with food. In fact, the usefulness of energy arises from its natural tendency to disperse. Even though no energy is lost when it is dispersed, it must be collected, reorganized, reconcentrated, and re-stored before it can be reused. All of this requires energy – energy which is no longer available to do anything else. This is the essence of the law of entropy and entropy is inevitable. The only source of energy available to offset entropy is the daily inflow of solar energy. The fundamental problem is that capitalist economies provide powerful incentives to use and reuse energy but provide no incentives to collect and store solar energy for the purpose of offsetting the energy lost to entropy. Even the solar energy captured through agriculture and forestry is put in the marketplace for consumption rather than used to regenerate and renew energy resources for future use. The basic problem is that economic value is inherently individualistic in nature; it accrues to the individual and thus must be expected to accrue during an individual’s lifetime. It makes no economic sense to invest anything for the sole benefit of someone else, certainly not an unknown someone of some future generation. An economy driven by economic self-interest, as is increasingly the case in all modern capitalist economies, actually accelerates the process of entropy. Such economies are not physically sustainable. Less appreciated but no less important, capitalist economies also dissipate social energy because they weaken human relationships. Economic efficiency requires that people relate to each other impartially, which means impersonally. People must compete rather than cooperate, if markets are to work efficiently, and competition degrades personal relationships. Economic efficiency encourages people to work away from their homes and shop outside of their local communities. They make more money but they have less time and energy to spend sustaining their families and communities. Modern capitalist economies turn human relationships into economic transactions, depleting the social energy needed to create productive people, thus accelerating the depletion of social energy. Such economies are not socially sustainable. In addition, all economic value comes either from nature or society. An economy creates nothing; it is simply a means of facilitating our individual relationships with each other and with the earth. If we continue to extract from nature and to exploit society for our short-run, individual benefit, eventually there will be no remaining sources of economic value. Capitalist economies take from nature and society but give nothing back to sustain either nature or society. Today’s capitalist economies are accelerating the tendency toward economic entropy and quite simply are not economically sustainable.

Econ
Capitalism is unsustainable—greedflation makes social unrest inevitable—it’s try or die for the alt
Daniel 23 
Will, senior reporter at Fortune, covering markets and the economy. "‘We may be looking at the end of capitalism’: One of the world’s oldest and largest investment banks warns ‘Greedflation’ has gone too far", Fortune, 4-5-2023, https://fortune.com/2023/04/05/end-of-capitalism-inflation-greedflation-societe-generale-corporate-profits/   DB
When costs go up, so do profits? That’s not how capitalism is supposed to work, but that is the recent trend. For over a year now, consumers and businesses, both in the U.S. and worldwide, have struggled with stubborn inflation. But the soaring costs haven’t prevented corporations from raking in record profits. The companies in last year’s Fortune 500 alone generated an all-time high $1.8 trillion in profit on $16.1 trillion in revenue. Voices largely on the left side of the political spectrum have been sounding the alarm on this—think: Bernie Sanders in Congress or Jon Stewart’s recent grilling of former Treasury Secretary Larry Summers—but now an economist at one of the world’s oldest and greatest investment banks is singing the same tune. Albert Edwards, a global strategist at the 159-year-old bank Société Générale, just released a blistering note on the phenomenon that has come to be called Greedflation. Corporations, particularly in developed economies like the U.S. and U.K., have used rising raw material costs amid the pandemic and the war in Ukraine as an “excuse” to raise prices and expand profit margins to new heights, he said. And the French investment bank isn’t just historic: It’s one of the select banks considered to be “systemically important” by the Financial Stability Board, the G20’s international body dedicated to safeguarding the global financial system. Furthermore, Edwards wrote, in the Tuesday edition of his Global Strategy Weekly, after four decades of working in finance, he’s never seen anything like the “unprecedented” and “astonishing” levels of corporate Greedflation in this economic cycle. To his point, a January study from the Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City found that “markup growth”—the increase in the ratio between the price a firm charges and its cost of production—was a far more important factor driving inflation in 2021 than it has been throughout economic history. Typically, higher commodity prices and labor costs squeeze corporate margins, especially if the economy is slowing. But Edwards pointed to data released by the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) last week that showed profit margins still near a record high relative to costs in the fourth quarter. The strategist said he assumed margins would have “declined sharply” at the end of last year as the economy slowed, but instead, “How wrong I was!” SOCIETE GENERALE Edwards added that he fears the “super-normal profit margins” of corporations in the U.S. and abroad could eventually “inflame social unrest” if consumers continue to struggle with inflation. “The end of Greedflation must surely come. Otherwise, we may be looking at the end of capitalism,” he warned. “This is a big issue for policymakers that simply cannot be ignored any longer.”
Environment
Capitalism is unsustainable—requires environmentally unsustainable resource extraction
Leech 15
Gary, lecturer in the Department of Political Science at Cape Breton University in Canada, “The Elephant in the Room: Capitalism and Sustainable Development.” Counter Punch. 10/19/15. https://www.transcend.org/tms/2015/10/the-elephant-in-the-room-capitalism-and-sustainable-development/	DB
16 Oct 2015 – The term “sustainable” has been used by so many people in so many different contexts that it has lost much of its meaning. It has become a buzzword in political, economic and development circles. But it is not the excessive use of the word that has ultimately rendered it largely meaningless but the fact that too many efforts to achieve sustainable development do not seriously attempt to actually achieve sustainable development. It is too often suggested that we can simply incorporate more environmentally-friendly practices into our daily lives while only tinkering with our consumption habits in order to achieve sustainability. But this simply is not true. Each of us living in wealthy nations must massively, and I mean MASSIVELY, reduce our levels of material consumption if we are to achieve a sustainable ecological footprint. And this reality is the elephant that is too often ignored in discussions about sustainable development. The belief that we can achieve sustainable development in wealthy nations such as the United States and Canada without dramatically diminishing our levels of material comfort is a form of denial that suggests we can have our cake and eat it too. Such denial is not surprising. After all, the idea of dramatically reducing our material consumption to achieve sustainable development is anathema both to corporations and to consumers who have been indoctrinated to associate success and happiness with material wealth. Capitalism requires a constantly expanding production and consumption of goods, which can only be achieved through the increased exploitation of the planet’s natural resources at an unsustainable rate. Because of this reality, sustainable development cannot be achieved without a dramatic reduction in the levels of production and consumption, which directly contradicts the growth logic that drives capitalism. But while achieving such extensive reductions would indeed be challenging, they are possible. The United Nations noted that when the UN Human Development Index is combined with the per capita ecological footprint of 182 nations, only one country has a genuinely sustainable economy. That country is Cuba. In other words, Cuba is the only country in the world that has met the basic needs—food, housing, health and education—of all of its citizens in an ecologically sustainable manner. According to the Global Footprint Network’s Living Planet Report 2014, the amount of productive land and sea available to each person on the planet in order to live in an ecologically sustainable manner is 1.7 global hectares. Meanwhile, the UN Human Development Index contains four categories of human development—very high, high, medium, and low—which are determined by a nation’s indicators related to life expectancy, education, health, and standard of living. In order to achieve sustainable development a country’s per capita ecological footprint cannot exceed 1.7 global hectares and its human development must be in the “high” or “very high” categories—a human development index value above 0.7. Cuba is the only nation that has achieved both objectives with a per capita ecological footprint of 1.6 global hectares and a “very high” human development index value of 0.815 (44th in the world). All other nations achieve either one or the other of the two objectives, but not both. Wealthy nations score very high in the human development index but have per capita ecological footprints far beyond the sustainable 1.7 global hectares. For example, the United States and Canada both rank “very high” in human development but their per capita ecological footprints are 6.8 and 6.6 global hectares respectively. Consequently, we would need four planet Earths for everyone in the world to live the lifestyle enjoyed by North Americans. Conversely, most poor nations have a sustainable per capita ecological footprint below 1.7 global hectares but rank in the “low” category of human development. Angola, for example, has a very sustainable per capita ecological footprint of 0.9 global hectares but ranks “low” in the human development index with a value of only 0.526 (149th in the world). The realities of wealthy nations (high human development and high ecological footprint) and poor nations (low human development and low ecological footprint) are directly linked. Because we only have one planet Earth, the unsustainably high per capita ecological footprints of wealthy nations such as the United States and Canada are achieved by North Americans consuming other peoples’ share of the planet’s resources. As a result, the resources of poor countries are exploited not for the benefit of local populations but to satiate the consumption appetites of wealthy nations. In Angola’s case, the country’s primary resource is oil and the main beneficiaries are western oil companies and consumers in the global North. As a result, the average Angolan consumes very few resources and has a life expectancy of only 51 years while receiving a mere 4.7 years of education. Furthermore, almost half of Angolans live in poverty. Angola’s relationship to wealthy nations in the global North reflects the reality of most poor nations under capitalism. This global inequality in both power and wealth is perpetuated by neo-colonial institutions such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank as well as by the imperialist foreign policies of wealthy nations, particularly the United States. Since we in the wealthy nations of the global North can only sustain our materialistically comfortable lifestyles by consuming other peoples’ share of the planet’s resources, we condemn those people to a shortened life of poverty and misery. In fact, more than 10 million people die needlessly each year from hunger as well as from preventable and treatable diseases under a global capitalist system that constitutes structural genocide. The gross inequalities inherent in capitalism are also a major cause of wars, mass migration, refugees, human trafficking and escalating criminal violence throughout much of the global South. Our unsustainable lifestyle is not only causing massive human suffering and death for millions around the world today, it is destroying the planet for future generations. And this gruesome reality brings us back to the elephant in the room with regard to achieving sustainable development in wealthy nations. Inevitably, to achieve sustainable development, we must stop consuming other peoples’ share of the planet’s resources. But what would this entail? In order to achieve sustainable development for everyone on Earth and to ensure the survival of future generations, we in the wealthy nations must reduce our per capita ecological footprint to 1.7 global hectares. Given that the current per capita ecological footprint in the United States is 6.8 global hectares, there is no way that such a transformation can be achieved by simply encouraging people to switch to hybrid cars and organic vegetables—if they can even afford those things. It will require a much more comprehensive shift in our consumption habits. And since Cuba is the only nation in the world that has achieved sustainable development, it makes sense to look at that country for some pointers. The disintegration of the Soviet Union in 1991 meant that Cuba lost its principal trading partner and supplier of oil. In order to survive, Cuba undertook a dramatic transformation of its economy during the 1990s that resulted in it achieving sustainable development. The country has continued to prioritize the use of its limited resources to ensure that the basic needs of its entire population are met with regard to food, housing, healthcare and education. It has also shifted from large-scale industrial agriculture to smaller organic farming. More than 85 percent of Cuba’s agricultural production is now organic and there is no factory farming of animals—two things that dramatically diminish its carbon footprint. There are also few privately-owned vehicles in Cuba and the overwhelming majority of the population uses public transportation, thereby further reducing the country’s carbon footprint. Finally, the country’s low consumption level of goods means that items such as vehicles, furniture, clothing, shoes and appliances are repaired and re-used in order to extend their lifespans rather than simply being discarded and replaced with new items as occurs in our disposable consumer culture. The result is that Cuba is the only nation in the world that meets the basic needs of its entire population in an ecologically sustainable manner. This redefining of socialism in Cuba has also revitalized community-based economic development through a combination of worker-owned cooperatives, small private enterprises and state-owned businesses. So while most Cubans do not enjoy the relatively luxurious materialistic lifestyles of people in wealthy nations, they are immune to the extreme poverty, misery and death that plagues much of the global South under capitalism’s structural genocide. But Cuba poses a problem for many advocates of sustainable development in wealthy nations. The country’s low consumption level of material luxuries does not represent an attractive example of sustainable development to the materialistic, consumer-driven citizens of the global North. After all, telling the average American or Canadian that they should live like Cubans (i.e. with few material luxuries) is not likely to convince them of the virtue of sustainable development. Cuba’s development model is also anathema to corporations whose profits are dependent on exploiting the planet’s resources at an unsustainable rate in order to constantly increase production and maximize profits. This quandary has resulted in many promoters of sustainability implying that we in the wealthy nations can achieve sustainable development without having to dramatically reduce our consumption levels. But since this simply is not possible, how do we make implementing an extreme shift in our consumption-driven lifestyles more appealing to the majority of North Americans? We need to change our mindset regarding the sources of success and happiness. Instead of measuring success and happiness by income earned and material possessions consumed, we need to focus on quality of life. A massive reduction in our consumption habits would mean that we could work far fewer hours in order to support ourselves. Currently, half the world’s population works too many hours while the other half is effectively unemployed and engaged in a desperate struggle for survival. An equal distribution of the planet’s resources and workload would allow all workers to be productive members of society while also enjoying ample leisure time. The corresponding increase in leisure time would allow us to engage in self-education to learn more about ourselves and the world in which we live. It would also allow us to focus more time and energy developing and sustaining meaningful relationships in our families and our communities. There is no silver bullet that will allow us to painlessly achieve sustainable development. Many believe—or hope—technology will provide a miraculous solution that will allow us to consume sustainably in the future at current levels. But despite all of the impressive technological advances of the past half-century, the extent of ecological damage to the planet has not decreased but increased during this period.
AT Decoupling
Decoupling fails—best longitudinal studies
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But as I’ve grown older, I’ve come to recognise two things. First, that it is the system, rather than any variant of the system, that drives us inexorably towards disaster. Second, that you do not have to produce a definitive alternative to say that capitalism is failing. The statement stands in its own right. But it also demands another, and different, effort to develop a new system. Perpetual growth on a finite planet leads inexorably to environmental calamity Capitalism’s failures arise from two of its defining elements. The first is perpetual growth. Economic growth is the aggregate effect of the quest to accumulate capital and extract profit. Capitalism collapses without growth, yet perpetual growth on a finite planet leads inexorably to environmental calamity. Those who defend capitalism argue that, as consumption switches from goods to services, economic growth can be decoupled from the use of material resources. Last week a paper in the journal New Political Economy, by Jason Hickel and Giorgos Kallis, examined this premise. They found that while some relative decoupling took place in the 20th century (material resource consumption grew, but not as quickly as economic growth), in the 21st century there has been a recoupling: rising resource consumption has so far matched or exceeded the rate of economic growth. The absolute decoupling needed to avert environmental catastrophe (a reduction in material resource use) has never been achieved, and appears impossible while economic growth continues. Green growth is an illusion. A system based on perpetual growth cannot function without peripheries and externalities. There must always be an extraction zone – from which materials are taken without full payment – and a disposal zone, where costs are dumped in the form of waste and pollution. As the scale of economic activity increases until capitalism affects everything, from the atmosphere to the deep ocean floor, the entire planet becomes a sacrifice zone: we all inhabit the periphery of the profit-making machine. This drives us towards cataclysm on such a scale that most people have no means of imagining it. The threatened collapse of our life-support systems is bigger by far than war, famine, pestilence or economic crisis, though it is likely to incorporate all four. Societies can recover from these apocalyptic events, but not from the loss of soil, an abundant biosphere and a habitable climate. The second defining element is the bizarre assumption that a person is entitled to as great a share of the world’s natural wealth as their money can buy. This seizure of common goods causes three further dislocations. First, the scramble for exclusive control of non-reproducible assets, which implies either violence or legislative truncations of other people’s rights. Second, the immiseration of other people by an economy based on looting across both space and time. Third, the translation of economic power into political power, as control over essential resources leads to control over the social relations that surround them. In the New York Times on Sunday, the Nobel economist Joseph Stiglitz sought to distinguish between good capitalism, which he called “wealth creation”, and bad capitalism, which he called “wealth grabbing” (extracting rent). I understand his distinction. But from the environmental point of view, wealth creation is wealth grabbing. Economic growth, intrinsically linked to the increasing use of material resources, means seizing natural wealth from both living systems and future generations. To point to such problems is to invite a barrage of accusations, many of which are based on this premise: capitalism has rescued hundreds of millions of people from poverty – now you want to impoverish them again. It is true that capitalism, and the economic growth it drives, has radically improved the prosperity of vast numbers of people, while simultaneously destroying the prosperity of many others: those whose land, labour and resources were seized to fuel growth elsewhere. Much of the wealth of the rich nations was – and is – built on slavery and colonial expropriation. Like coal, capitalism has brought many benefits. But, like coal, it now causes more harm than good. Just as we have found means of generating useful energy that are better and less damaging than coal, so we need to find means of generating human wellbeing that are better and less damaging than capitalism.
AT Green Capitalism
Green capitalism fails not only to stop climate change, but the coming wave of authoritarian nationalism stoked by populism—it’s try or die for the alt
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There is an important fraction of the US ruling class and global TCC that links the future of capitalism to green accumulation. This includes well-known US figures, and green billionaires from Europe, China, India, and elsewhere. TCC links abound as with Wang Chuanfu, founder of the solar cell and electric car company BYD. Wang connects to Warren Buffet whose original $232 million BYD investment is now worth $1.5 billion (The Economist, 2019). Overall, the political spectrum spans neoliberals to neo-Keynesians, but all see a new historic round of accumulation in the expansion of the green economy. There is a broad field of green think tanks, NGOs, funders, and green enterprises. Think tanks and NGOs are concentrated in Europe and the US, but China, Japan, and India have major green TNCs active around the world. Green capitalism divides into three general fractions. All seek reforms within the capitalist system, but differences exist over the role of markets and government, an emphasis on lobbying and conference negotiations rather than mass movements and linking issues of social justice to environmental transformation. These are seen in the activities of corporate-funded policy groups, philanthropic supported NGOs, and Left activists of the GND. Whether these fractions coalesce into a hegemonic bloc is an open question. Rather than tracing the ownership, production, and markets of the major green corporations, which I detail elsewhere (Harris, 2010, 2013), the following will concentrate on the policy differences among major groups, their networks, and leading figures. Philanthropic Funders Twenty-five foundations constitute over 90 percent of the funding for NGOs concerned with climate change (Morena, 2016, 10). Of these, six make up 70 percent of such funding: the Hewlett Foundation; the Packard Foundation; the Rockefeller Foundation; the Energy Foundation; the Oak Foundation; and Sea Change (Morningstar, 2019, 173). Examining these philanthropies is a good starting point to understand the money and interests behind the green capitalist project. With $8.74 billion in assets Hewlett is among the most influential funders. Larry Kramer, president of the Hewlett Foundation and former dean of Stanford Law School argues that a green project needs to replace neoliberalism. Because Kramer’s analysis is perhaps the most comprehensive strategy it’s worth examining at some length. As he explains, …today’s prevailing intellectual paradigm—which has come to be labeled ‘neoliberalism’…has proven unable to provide satisfactory answers to problems like wealth inequality, wage stagnation, economic dislocation due to globalization, and loss of jobs and economic security due to technology and automation…circumstances are ripe for the emergence of a new intellectual paradigm—a different way to think about political economy and the terms for a new 21st century social contract. Helping develop and communicate such ideas is a task well suited to philanthropy (Hewlett Foundation, 2018, 2). Kramer has a broad historical understanding of hegemonic blocs. In recounting the triumph of neoliberalism he notes how its victory “in favor of free market orthodoxy in the 1970s and ‘80s reshaped the entire world…Fiscal policy, monetary policy, labor policy, trade policy, welfare policy and industrial policy (and) similarly colonized law, political science, sociology, psychology, anthropology, public policy…corporate governance, how workers and executives are paid, and how the financial sector operates” (ibid, 6). Thus, when Kramer argues for replacing neoliberalism, he is looking to reshape capitalism. Moreover, Kramer knows how organization and money are key to creating hegemonic ideas. He writes, The triumph of market ideology did not occur organically. It was, in fact, an intentional, cultivated, and—most important for present purposes—well-funded effort…the free market movement was paid for—backed every step of the way by sympathetic foundations and philanthropists who provided the resources to succeed (ibid, 6). Kramer states both Republicans and Democrats supported neoliberalism and “share the blame” for today’s social upheavals. “The upshot is that the 20th century free market paradigm has reached the end of its useful shelf life. There is little or no room left within it for useful solutions, or even productive disagreement about alternatives” (ibid, 17). This is where philanthropy comes in, to fund various think-tank to create a new narrative that can evolve into a counter-hegemonic force and replace neoliberalism. This work is already well underway, and Kramer mentions a dozen institutions in the US and Europe. Kramer’s major weakness is his lack of understanding of how quickly conditions can change when explosive social contradictions come to a head. While he stresses the role of intellectuals in creating hegemonic ideology, he demonstrates no recognition that mass movements are key in creating social transformations. His conception of building a counter hegemonic project is conceived in similar terms to the long and patient road taken by neoliberalism. But the environmental crisis may not be so patient, nor the working class and current generation of youth activists. Kramer has an elite strategy that understands the ruling class, without any real comprehension of the explosive social forces gathering below. As for key characteristics of the other major philanthropies, we can begin with the Packard Foundation, whose funding of $6.3 billion originates from the Packard family of Hewlett-Packard. It has given out $930 million to NGOs working on global climate change, funding 193 organizations in 14 different countries (Packard Foundation, 2020). Most of the board members have backgrounds in government, philanthropy, and academia, particularly in health and environment. Corporate experience usually comes from the tech sector, and half of the board are alumni of Stanford University, a network that runs through much of environmental philanthropy and West Coast wealth. Sea Change was founded in 2006 by Nathaniel and Laura Baxter-Simons. Its exclusive focus is clean energy policies and climate change. Simons was a board member of Renaissance Technologies, a Silicon Valley investment group founded by his father. He co-founded the clean-tech investment fund Prelude Ventures, and is involved with the UC Berkeley-Tsinghua Joint Research Center on Energy and Climate Change (Wikipedia, 2020a). Simons’ estimated net worth is $10.6 billion, and Forbes ranks him as the 74th-richest person in the world. A major effort of Sea Change was to help launch Climate Action100+, a group of 320 investors with over $33 trillion in assets under management, to pressure the largest corporate greenhouse emitters to curb emissions. Thus, Sea Change has strong ties to the green sector of finance and capitalists who see both opportunity and danger in the environmental crisis. The Energy Foundation headquartered in San Francisco is a unique creation. It was incorporated by the MacArthur Foundation, Rockefeller Foundation, and Pew Charitable Trust in 1990 and acts as a conduit for other foundations, taking in grants and distributing funds. Its main funders have been Hewlett, Packard, Sea Change, McKnight, and MacArthur. But other familiar names appear such Google, Bloomberg, and the Schmidt Family Foundation. Jason Mark is CEO and previously worked for the Union of Concerned Scientists and the Center for Energy and Environmental Studies at Princeton (Energy Foundation, 2020). Between 1998 and 2015 the Energy Foundation made more than 30,000 grants totaling over $1.2 billion to some 12,000 recipients. It connected to the China Sustainable Energy Program with a $22 million grant from the Packard and Hewlett foundations. The Rockefeller Foundation, alongside Rockefeller Philanthropy Advisors, have substantial ties to financial institutions. Board members include: Richard Parsons, Chair of Providence Equity Partners and previously Chairman of Citigroup and Time Warner; Mellody Hobson, board Vice-Chair of Starbucks and a director of JPMorgan Chase; Martin L. Leibowitz, Vice-Chair of the Morgan Stanley Global Strategy Team; Yifei Li, Chair for Man Group in China, one of the world’s largest hedge funds with assets over $60 billion; and Jim Stavridis, former Supreme Allied Commander at NATO and Operating Executive and Chair of The Carlyle Group (Rockefeller Foundation, 2020). Like Kramer, President of the Rockefeller Brothers Fund Stephen Heintz has an expansive criticism of capitalism. He states the systemic crisis stems from the growing obsolescence of three core operating systems that have shaped civilization for the past 350 years: capitalism, fueled by carbon since the dawn of the Industrial Age and increasingly driven by global financialization; the nation-state system, formalized by the Treaty of Westphalia in 1648; and representative democracy …our practice of capitalism is both putting the planetary ecosystem at risk and generating vast economic inequality... (nation-states are) inadequate for managing transnational challenges like global warming…(and) representative democracy is neither truly representative nor very democratic as citizens feel that self-rule has given way to rule by corporations, special interests and the wealthy (Cohen, 2020). The Oak Foundation, like most philanthropies, has several areas of social justice concern, but environmental issues receive the most funding. Oak has its headquarters in Geneva, with offices in Denmark, India, the UK, the US, and Zimbabwe. It has made grants to some 4,000 organizations, and supported groups in Brazil, Canada, China, Europe, India, Southeast Asia, and the US. The budget for their environmental arm is set at $57 million a year. British-born Alan Parker is founder and main funder, having co-founded Hong Kong-based Duty Free Shoppers. His net worth is estimated at $2.34 billion. His grandson Kristian Parker heads the environmental program and carries a doctorate in Environmental Sciences. Between 1999 and 2018 Oak gave out more than $780 million in grants in over 36 countries (Influence Watch, 2020). Reviewing philanthropy board memberships reveals a mix from corporate governmental and academic fields. Virtually absent are representatives from the fossil fuel industry or military-industrial complex. Instead we see a nucleus of transnational elites dedicated to promoting green technology, with West Coast tech capitalists emerging as the most represented fraction. Visible in this network of philanthropies is the core of a hegemonic bloc with global reach, promoting a common accumulation strategy, and united by a shared political/social vision that rejects neoliberalism. Corporate-Funded Policy Groups Parallel to philanthropic foundations, which are often the creation of individual capitalist families, are corporate-funded environmental policy groups. Jean Philippe Sapinski (2016) did a detailed study of the 11 most influential. These do intensive lobbying and participate in the UN Climate Change Conferences known as COP. Each have their niche, but the World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD, 2020), established for transnational CEOs and tied to the International Chamber of Commerce, is the most significant. In terms of corporate board representation among these key policy groups, energy corporations make up the largest industrial sector (48 corporations). Five are exclusively green energy firms, the others have renewables as one division among diversified investments. The next largest group are business consultants, law firms, and accountant firms involved as lobbyists, advisors, or legal representatives of companies concerned with energy and the environment. Banks and financial institutions have 23 representatives, but only one US financial firm participates in groups from North America. The strongest energy and financial ties exist among the three most networked core groups, the WBCSD, the Copenhagen Climate Council, and the International Emissions Trading Association. As Sapinski explains, The project is driven by a section of the corporate elite that seeks to establish new bases for accumulation within a broadly neoliberal order. Hence the stated goal of climate capitalism is, in the long-term, to divert financial flows from the oil and coal sectors…and redirect them to support the ecological modernization of capitalist production process. Corporate-funding…activities are crucial to conceptualize the new regime and mobilize broad corporate elite support for it. As well, the network they assemble constitute an essential infrastructure around which the climate capitalist section can organize (Sapinski, 2016). We can take a brief look at the core groups that Sapinski identifies. The WBCSD is the most formidable with over 200 TNC members, with revenues of $8.5 trillion and 19 million workers. The Executive Committee is a transnational gathering of CEOs representing world-spanning corporations that include: Shell, Nestlé, Microsoft, Banco Santander, Toyota, Unilever, and lesser known in the popular press, ArcelorMittal (India-Belgium, steel), ENGIE (France, energy), Natura (Brazil, cosmetics), and Sinopec (China, oil) (WBCSD, 2020). Founded in 2007 the Copenhagen Climate Council (CCC) was formed to provide “strong support from the international business community” in UN COP climate change policy discussions and has strong ties throughout Europe as well as China (Storm, 2020). Founded by Erik Rasmussen it brings together business leaders, policy makers, and scientists. Among its Councilors are Sir Richard Branson (CEO of Virgin), Samuel DiPiazza, Jr. (CEO of PricewaterhouseCoopers), Ditlev Engel (former CEO of Vestas Wind Systems), Paul Otellini (president and CEO of Intel), Zhengrong Shi (president and CEO of Suntech), Li Xiaolin (CEO of China Electric Power International), and James Rogers (president and CEO of Duke Energy) (Wikipedia, 2020b). Lastly, the International Emissions Trading Association (IETA) helps TNCs find market solutions for climate change. Its main function is to create a framework for carbon trading, and it represents a full spectrum of carbon corporations. IETA maintains a staff of policy experts in the US, Canada, the UK, Switzerland, Belgium, New Zealand, and China. Half the board turns over yearly, but among the 2019 board members corporate representatives included Bank of America, BP, Chevron, Shell, and perhaps less familiar, BHP (Australia, mining), CLP (Hong Kong, sustainable energy), Enel (Italy, energy), DeMarco Allan (Canada, climate law firm), Mitsui (Japan, metals, energy), and Suncor (Canada, tar sands) (IETA, 2020). Other corporate members include Koch, Rio Tinto, Total, and Dow. Comparing philanthropic and corporate-funded policy groups we see lines of distinct interests with significant differences in board membership and network patterns. While some overlaps exist, corporate-funded policy groups advocate a neoliberal approach to climate solutions with significant ties to energy and industrial TNCs. These corporations want to slow the pace of change while shaping future regulations to their benefit. Both wings of green accumulation seek what Antonio Gramsci termed a “passive revolution.” As social theorist William Carroll explains, Climate capitalism fits the Gramscian notion of passive revolution quite well…(it) offers a system affirming response to the climate crisis which tugs at consumerist hearts and technocratic minds, averts the need for any leap into unknown territory, and seems to carry minimal costs; promises to reconfigure the forces of production to avert runaway climate change, yet protects the relations of production which form the nucleus of a now-global, class dominated way of life; and portends a molecular shift in the historical bloc, as fossil capital enters managed decline while renewable energy substitutes (and associated workforces) develop under the control of big capital (Carroll, 2020). A passive revolution also incorporates movement leaders and activists, and in this arena, philanthropies are deeply involved. Undercutting the viability of a green capitalism is the hold neoliberal ideology maintains within the corporate and financial sector. As Sapinski notes most climate capitalists are “profoundly anchored in neoliberal ideals of corporate self-regulation, limited state intervention, and technology fetishism (italics in the original)” (Sapinski, 2016). Such ideology will reproduce all the existing problems of inequality, social conflicts, and market failures that have marked globalization. At a deeper level competitive rationality greatly weakens the ability of capitalism to respond to the environmental crisis. For example, steep drops in solar panel prices created two large-scale recessions in the industry. With a drop in price came a drop in profits and the bankruptcy of dozens of companies. Connected to the price drop was also a crisis of overproduction, with the market unable to consume the number of panels produced. In 2012 solar production in China exceeded global demand by 33 percent resulting in its two largest solar firms going bankrupt alongside dozens of others worldwide. Only in capitalism could the rapid production of a desperately needed technology at a low price produce an economic crisis. The two dominant blocs in the twentieth century were Keynesianism and neo-liberalism. Both consolidated the capitalist class around a social, political, and economic ideology that defined and structured the relations of production between labor and capital. For Keynesianism the model of accumulation centered on expanding the social contract, recognition of labor rights, secure jobs, higher wages, and greater consumption. Moreover, it was flexible enough when confronted by the civil rights and the women’s movement to encompass some of their key demands. Neo-liberalism slashed the social contracts, broke unions, and instituted austerity and flexibility into the workforce that resulted in less security, lower wages, and the precariatization of the working class. Militarized accumulation takes the full neo-liberal model, and extends its repressive character on all fronts, using racism and reactionary nationalism to control working-class anger. But green capitalism has no unifying ideology. Internally split between Keynesianism and neoliberalism, it offers no comprehensive social model of accumulation. Meanwhile, large sections of the green social base have moved to Left social democracy. The result is no common vision of social relations exist. The political split over the programmatic orientation of green capitalism was seen in the Democratic Party primaries, with Bloomberg representing the neoliberal wing and Bernie Sanders the Green New Deal. Tom Steyer and Governor Jay Inslee positioned themselves in the center, taking an approach common to environmental NGOs and philanthropic funds. What was new is for the first-time different wings of green capitalism contested for leadership in the presidential primary. Which sector wins out and defines the structure of capital/labor relations will determine the success of the project. Lacking any real appeal to the working class, green neo-liberalism cannot defeat authoritarian capitalism. If green neoliberalism wins leadership their passive revolution will fail to attract the necessary popular base, and their dedication to the market will fail to fully address the crisis. An even greater danger is the merger between neoliberal greens and the authoritarian TCC fraction. Neoliberalism has always been comfortable with technocratic authoritarian rule, well isolated from democratic input. Therefore, fractions promoting repressive and green accumulation may forge a political accommodation. Such an alliance might come about under pressure from massive flows of environmental refugees, resulting in an econationalism that pursues strict borders closures, more internment camps and competition over shrinking resources.
AT Tech
Tech can’t make capitalism sustainable—it’s basic thermodynamics
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Obviously, many economists do not agree with this conclusion. While ignoring the law of entropy, they profess a profound faith in the ability of humans to find an alternative for any energy resource we might deplete. However, the diminishing time-value of economic benefits is clearly reflected in market rates of interest, which heavily discount the value of future events. For example, economic benefits expected to accrue a decade in the future are worth less than fifty cents today for each dollar expected later. Potentially cataclysmic events such as fossil energy depletion and global climate change are of little economic importance today because their ultimate impacts are still beyond the five-to-ten-year planning horizons of most corporations. Economic events expected 70 years in the future are worth only a penny on the dollar today. From everything we know about the basic nature of natural ecosystems and human societies, today’s economic planning horizons are simply too short to allow economics to ensure the long run sustainability of humanity. Still, many economists proclaim that free markets somehow will allocate scarce resources to meet the needs of future generations. While such beliefs provide a convenient defense of our narcissistic society, they are beliefs without basis in fact. Other economists recognize the risks to sustainability inherent in relying on markets. Various political strategies and public policies have been proposed for creating markets that fully reflect ecological and social costs and benefits, both within and across generations. Markets would be allowed to allocate natural and social resources among alternative uses over time, once economic values were assigned to ecological and social externalities. However, attempts to internalize non-economic externalities inevitably lead to misallocation of ecological and social resources. Society and nature both provide direct intrinsic values, in addition to their derived economic values.[4] People benefit directly from their personal relationships with other people and from relating to their natural environment. These direct ecological and social benefits provide the necessary motivations for sustainability. If these direct non-economic benefits are ignored or denied, the value of sustaining the long-run health and productivity of society and nature will be grossly underestimated. In addition, social and ethical values cannot be converted into dollars and cents nor efficiently allocated by markets. The economics of sustainability requires a fundamentally different way of thinking. As Albert Einstein once pointed out, “We cannot solve our problems with the same thinking we used when we created them.” Industrial economic development, which has dominated thinking for the past two centuries, is based on a mechanistic view of the world. We humans are but cogs in a giant, complex machine. Sustainable economic development must respect the fact that the world is actually a natural living ecosystem, of which we humans are a part and within which we are integrally connected. A sustainable economy must then mimic the natural processes of living, biological systems. Living plants have the capacity to capture and store solar energy to offset the usefulness of energy lost to entropy. They have the capacity to be useful to other species – to be productive – and at the same time to devote a significant portion of their energy to renewal and regeneration. Obviously, an individual life is not sustainable because every living thing eventually dies. But living communities clearly have the capacity to be productive while devoting a significant part of their life’s energy to conceiving and nurturing the next generation. Even we humans are capable of capturing and storing solar energy; we just do it with windmills, dams, and photovoltaic cells. We also have an inherent tendency to produce and reproduce, even when we have no economic incentive to do so. Otherwise, few of us would choose to raise children. To achieve sustainability, we must respect this basic human tendency by diverting a significant portion of our energy and the earth’s energy from individual economic uses to renewal and regeneration for use in the future. It will take energy to rebuild and redesign the windmills, dams, photovoltaic, and other solar collection systems needed to sustain future generations. And perhaps most important, it will take human energy to renew and regenerate the healthy families, communities, and civil societies needed to ensure that whatever energy is available in the future is put to constructive rather than destructive uses. Sustainable economies must function according to the principles of regenerative, living systems. For example, the development of sustainable communities must be guided by the principles of healthy, productive natural ecosystems, including holism, diversity, and interdependence. Ecosystems are more than collections of individual physical and biological elements. They are holistic – relationships matter. Diversity also is essential in sustaining natural ecosystems, for renewal, resilience and resistance, regeneration and adaptation. Interdependence transforms the potential benefits of holism and diversity into positive ecological reality. Interdependent relationships are neither extractive nor exploitative but are mutually beneficial. The guiding social principles for sustainable communities, including trust, kindness, and courage, arise from a set of common core values, which transcend religion, philosophy, race, nation, and culture.[5] Trusting relationships are built on the core values of honesty, fairness, and responsibility. When trusts are validated, relationships grow stronger, and when violated, they grow weaker. Relationships of kindness are built on the core values of empathy, compassion, and respect. Sustainable relationships sometimes require mercy rather than justice. Finally, trust and kindness accomplish little without the courage to act. It takes courage to reject deception, inequity, irresponsibility, ruthlessness, and disrespect – to be trusting and kind. The guiding economic principles of sustainability include value, efficiency, and sovereignty. Economic value is determined by scarcity, meaning there is less of something available than people need or want. Things of great intrinsic value, such as air, may be of no economic value if they are not scarce. Sustainable communities and societies must produce things of economic value. Economic efficiency reflects economic value relative to the economic costs of the things used to produce it. Sustainable communities and societies must make efficient use of their land, people, intellect, energy, and money. Economic sovereignty is the freedom to make informed choices. In sustainable communities, people must be free to make their own decisions and must accept responsibility for their choices. The integrity of a community, meaning its completeness, strength, and soundness, depends on the extent to which the principles of sustainability permeate all aspects of the community. The social community, for example, must be more than a collection of people. The relationships among individuals must be holistic, diverse, and interdependent. Its social and cultural resources must be used wisely, not just to create economic value but to create things of intrinsic social value. Social integrity depends on ecological and economic integrity. Sustainable relationships between a community and its natural environment can be derived directly from the principles of social relationships. Environmental pollution and degradation violate the principles of kindness or trustworthiness in relationships among people, both within or among generations. And natural resources must be used not just to create economic value but also maintain the intrinsic value of living in a clean and healthy natural environment. Ecological integrity depends on social and economic integrity. Finally, a sustainable local economy also must be holistic, diverse, and interdependent. A degree of specialization and standardization may be necessary for efficiency, but a sustainable economy must maintain a measure of diversity and its economic relationships must be mutually beneficial, rather than extractive or exploitative. Economic relationships must be based on trust, not just contracts and laws, and must reflect a sense of kindness toward others, including those of the future. Economic integrity is inseparable from ecological and social integrity. A number of specific programs are available to guide communities through the sustainable economic development process. The Natural Step is a nonprofit organization founded in 1989 by Swedish scientist, Karl-Henrik Robèrt. A number of rural eco-municipalities across Canada and the United States are working to develop “ecologically, economically, and socially healthy communities for the long term” by using the Natural Step framework.[6] The Natural Step seeks to minimize the accumulation of wastes from both naturally occurring and manufactured substances while maintaining the productivity of natural ecosystems and sustaining a healthy, productive local society. The Business Alliance for Local Living Economies is an international alliance of more than 50 independently operated local business networks dedicated to building local living economies.[7] A living economy is defined as one in which economic power resides locally, for the purpose of sustaining healthy community life and natural life as well as long-term economic viability. There is no shortage of programs to guide sustainable economic development. The key to success, however, is widespread local commitment to the purpose and principles of sustainable economic development. Many individuals, businesses, nonprofit organizations, municipalities, and informal communities are taking the initiative to live, work, and govern by the principles of sustainability. The fundamental question confronting humanity, however, is whether people in general will be willing to forgo some level of individual economic self-interest to ensure the long run sustainability of humanity. If we continue to behave like non-thinking animals, following our most basic instincts and urges, our species will suffer the same fate as any other non-thinking species that finds itself in a position of dominance in its ecological environment. We will continue to expand our population and consumption until we degrade and deplete the resources that must sustain us. Humans are not exempt from the fundamental laws of nature, regardless of how much we think we know or how technologically advanced we may become. Unfortunately, the ecosystem dominated by we humans today includes the entire biosphere of the earth.
Impacts
[bookmark: Level_3_3936]Serial Policy Failure
The aff’s solvency rests on the promise of ‘restabilizing’ the future- it ignores that the socio-economic contradictions that created the crisis are inevitable- the result is a suture of the system that forecloses change and ensures serial policy failure
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Yet these leaders’ responses also bear witness to a certain contradiction implicit in¶ the naming of an event as a crisis. It simultaneously speaks to the need for transformation¶ and the desire for stability. Indeed, the uncertainty surrounding this near catastrophe¶ was assuaged through the trumpeting of the ability of elites to ‘solve’ and¶ ‘fix’ the problem and in doing so return to a state of ‘normalcy’. George W. Bush¶ thus stated optimistically in late 2008 that whereas ‘this problem did not develop overnight¶ and it will not be solved overnight’, nevertheless, ‘with continued cooperation¶ and determination it will be solved’ (BBC News, 15 November 2008). Illustrating the¶ global reach of this discourse Yi Gang, deputy governor of the People’s Bank of¶ China (the Chinese central bank), promised that his country would ‘actively participate¶ in rescue activities for this international financial crisis’ (BBC News, 15 November¶ 2008).¶ This longing for renewed security, for the problem to be ‘solved’, plays into the¶ rearticulation of ‘crisis’ as an element of a broader fantasmatic narrative of recovery.¶ Fundamental to this narrative framing is the characterizing of these dislocating¶ events as markedly different than the stable period preceding them, thus opening the¶ way for the promotion of the possibility of ‘recovery’ and consequently the ability to¶ recapture the subjective security associated with a less anxious time prior to the¶ crisis. More precisely, these discourses promoting ‘recovery’ are symptomatic of the¶ attempt to construct a new beatific discourse promising individuals uncertain over¶ their future the ability to ‘recapture’ their former stability as social subjects.¶ The immediate responses to the crisis illustrate this phenomenon. A continual¶ refrain from elites following the meltdown were themes not of transformation but¶ recovery. This emphasis was apparent in newly elected President Obama’s February¶ 2009 address to a joint session of congress. After acknowledging that ‘the impact of¶ this recession is real, and it is everywhere’ he strikes a triumphant tone stressing the¶ nation’s inherent capacity to ‘recover’:¶ But while our economy may be weakened and our confidence shaken, though we are¶ living through difficult and uncertain times, tonight I want every American to know¶ this, We will rebuild, we will recover, and the United States of America will emerge stronger¶ than before. (Obama 2009a)¶ Whereas this triumphant rhetoric is perhaps to be expected by any incoming leader¶ faced with the daunting task of confronting massive socio-economic problems, what¶ is of interest is the framing of such optimism around the promises of recovery. The¶ ringing pledge that ‘we will rebuild’ and ‘we will recover’ contains within it an assumption¶ that current troubles are temporary and ultimately exceptional rather than reflective¶ of deeper and more fundamental problems with contemporary capitalism.¶ Through this fantasy, the crisis was changed from a threatening encounter with the¶ ‘real’ to a more manageable ideological ‘reality’ linked to romanticized themes of¶ recovery and future progress. This narrative of crisis was on full display in the aftermath¶ of the events of 2008. In Obama’s 2009, State of the Union, he proclaims¶ The answers to our problems don’t lie beyond our reach. They exist in our laboratories¶ and our universities; in our fields and our factories; in the imaginations of our entrepreneurs.¶ What is required now is for this country to pull together, confront boldly the challenges¶ we face, and take responsibility for our future once more. (Obama 2009b)¶ The articulation of these events as a ‘crisis’ then served ironically as a force for subjects¶ to once again stabilize their identity. The narrativizing of this event as a temporary aberration¶ lent itself to the proffering of an idealized vision of the future emphasizing¶ themes of ‘stability’ and ‘normalization’. Reflected, in this respect, was the ideological¶ paradox of crisis – where the failure of an ideology is transformed into an opportunity¶ for re-identification and potential ideological renewal.
AT Cap Good – Empirics
Throw out your historical examples—even if they can prove capitalism worked for a select group of people at a particular time, it doesn’t anymore
Reeves 19 
Richard V., president of the American Institute for Boys and Men. "Capitalism is failing. People want a job with a decent wage – why is that so hard?", Brookings, 4-29-2019, https://www.brookings.edu/articles/capitalism-is-failing-people-want-a-job-with-a-decent-wage-why-is-that-so-hard/   DB
Before capitalism, there was work. Before markets, before even money, there was work. Our remotest ancestors, hunting and gathering, almost certainly did not see work as a separate, compartmentalized part of life in the way we do today. But we have always had to work to live. Even in the 21st century, we strive through work for the means to live, hence the campaign for a “living wage”. As a species, we like to define ourselves through our thoughts and wisdom, as Homo sapiens. But we could as easily do so through the way we consciously apply effort towards certain goals, by our work – as Homo laborans. It nonetheless took two revolutions, one agricultural, one industrial, to turn “work” into its own category. Industrial capitalism sliced and diced human time into clearly demarcated chunks, of “work” and “leisure”. Work was then bundled and packaged into one of the most important inventions of the modern era: a job. From this point on, the workers’ fight was for a job that delivered maximum benefits, especially in terms of wages, in return for minimum costs imposed on the worker, especially in terms of time. For Karl Marx, the whole capitalist system was ineluctably rigged against workers. Whatever the short-run victories of the trade unions, the capitalist retained the power; the ultimate control, over workers’ time. And the worker would remain forever alienated from their work. The goal was to assert sovereignty over our own time, free of the temporal control of the capitalist, able “to hunt in the morning, fish in the afternoon, rear cattle in the evening, criticise after dinner”. The problem of alienation is far from solved. Only one in three American workers say they feel “engaged” with their work. But in terms of material conditions of life, across the broad sweep of economic history, capitalism has delivered pretty well for most workers. Wages rose, hours fell, life (mostly) got better. Global poverty halved. As an economic system, socialism fell from grace, and, by and large, and in spite of recent rhetoric on the American political left, continues to fall. There are many variants of capitalism, of course, from welfarist Scandinavia through Anglo-Saxon laissez-faire to Chinese market statism. But the trend seemed pretty clear. Capitalism works. And it works, most importantly, for workers. But now? Over the last decade, the logic of markets and the workings of capitalism have been intensely questioned and challenged, both from the populist right and the socialist left. Young Americans and supporters of the Democratic party are now more enthusiastic about socialism than capitalism (by 6% and 10% margins, respectively). Leading candidates now proudly describe themselves as socialists – unthinkable just a few years ago. (Whether they are in fact socialists by any sensible definition of the term is of course another matter.) Future history books may begin the chapter on the current era with the events of 15 September 2008, when Lehman Brothers filed for the biggest bankruptcy in history, with $639bn in assets and $619bn in debt. Or perhaps the starting date will be three years later, when on 17 September 2011, two years after the official end of the recession, hundreds of protesters gathered in Manhattan’s Zuccoti Park to “Occupy Wall Street”. Or 8 November 2016, when Donald Trump ascended to the highest office in the land. It all depends whether, in hindsight, our crisis comes to be seen as economic or political in nature. Certainly, the Great Recession was a massive economic shock. Nine million jobs were lost and 4m homes foreclosed on. Average household income dropped by 7%. Black families saw their already limited wealth stock cut almost in half. And the recovery has been painfully slow, in what some economists have labeled a “zombie economy”. But the Great Recession also shone a light on trends long predating the downturn, not least in terms of stagnant wage growth for so many workers. By comparison with the postwar years, economic growth has been slow for the last few decades. At the same time, the transmission mechanism linking economic growth to the wages of workers appears to have broken. The share of income going to workers has dropped sharply, from 64% in 1974 to 57% in 2017. In the last few years, as the zombie gradually wakes up, household incomes and wages have begun to nudge upwards – but families are still having to work more hours to get the income they need. Women are working more, and earning more (though the pay gap remains). But as men work less, and earn less, many families are simply standing still in economic terms. Since 1979, the median male wage in the US has dropped by 1.4% for whites– and by 9% and 8% for black and Hispanic men, respectively. Workers at the top of the earnings and education distribution have seen their paychecks continue to fatten: not so on the middle and bottom rungs of the labor market. Wage growth remains torpid in the middle of the distribution. At the same time, the volatility of incomes at the bottom of the distribution has grown, in part because of shifts towards the so-called “gig economy”, intrinsically episodic, and in part because of the rise of unpredictable schedules. Most American workers are still paid by the hour, and half of them have no formal control over their schedules. Two in five hourly-paid workers aged between 26 and 32 know their schedules less than a week in advance. Hard to arrange childcare on that notice. Many American workers are fighting, like the trade unions of old, on two fronts: for money, and for time. Why? Why, for so many for middle-class and working-class Americans has “economic growth become a spectator sport”, as the liberal economist Jared Bernstein memorably put it. There are two competing explanations for what happened to tear the connective tissue between growth and wages: the Productivity Story and the Power Story. The productivity story goes as follows: wages reflect the productivity of the worker; the modern economy rewards skills more than in the past; and lots of people have not upskilled quickly enough. Under the wonky label “skills-biased technological change”, this view prevailed across most of the political spectrum well into this century. Free markets could deliver fair-enough outcomes, so long as everyone got the education and training they needed. “Lifelong learning” became the mantra of all, and the cliched answer from politicians and scholars to the deepening problem of inequality. There are two problems with this story. First, the necessary investments in education and training were never actually made. Community colleges, the most common post-secondary destination for students from families in the bottom 80% of the income distribution, are underfunded, overstretched and largely ignored by the policy elite. Lifelong learning never made it from the thinktank policy briefs and Davos panels to the real lives of real people. The second problem is that productivity turns out to be only part of the story – and perhaps not even the most important part. It is certainly wrong to claim that there is no relationship at all between productivity growth and wage growth. But the connection has certainly become less clear over time, and harder to square with the trends in wage inequality. Even the strongest and most thoughtful proponents of the Productivity Story, such as Michael Strain, director of economic policy studies at the American Enterprise Institute, concede that it is but one element. As Strain writes, “it is most useful to think of wages as being determined by a combination of competitive market forces, bargaining power, and institutions”. The Power Story is that wages do not reflect the productivity of the worker, but their power. Lower wages are a reflection of growing powerlessness, the result of four intersecting trends. First, unions have become almost mythical creatures, unicorns of the labor market. Just one in 20 workers in the US private sector are members of a trade union, down from more than one in four in the 1950s. Sometime around 1980, US businesses declared war on unions, and won. Second, the wage gap between similarly qualified workers in different companies has widened. One widely cited study finds that one-third of the increase in the earnings gap from 1978 to 2013 occurred within firms, while two-thirds of the rise occurred between firms. It is the market power of one firm versus another that determines wages, rather than the power of a particular employer versus its workers. Even if workers can get organized, they cannot force a completely different employer to share more of their surplus with them. (Now that would be socialism.) Third, market power has become increasingly concentrated into fewer, larger companies, especially in terms of power in the labor market. The dangers of monopoly power in market economies are well known, and the push for strong anti-trust laws has historically united the pro-market right and the progressive left. In recent years the threat of monopsony power (ie a dominant single buyer), not least in employment, has risen. Amazon is the poster child of monopsony power. But in many towns, a single hospital might be the biggest employer, and the sole employer of nurses, for example. Hard in these circumstances for workers to negotiate better pay and conditions Fourth, the labor market is not as tight as it looks. There is a still a large “reserve army” of workers, serving to hold wages down. This may not be what the headline unemployment rate – now down to 4% – is telling us. But the headline rate tells us less than in the past, because millions of workers have dropped out altogether, and so are not counted in the unemployment statistics. The chances of a “prime age” man being in paid work has dropped by eight percentage points in the postwar decades. For most of this period, women’s employment rates were increasing – but, in the US at least, that rise stopped abruptly around the turn of the century, and has actually edged down slightly. Black, Hispanic and less-educated adults have all seen the sharpest drops in participation. This powerlessness of workers in specific companies has fueled calls for higher minimum wages. At a federal level, the value of the wage floor has dropped by 46% since 1968. Seminal scholarship from David Card and the late, great, Alan Krueger helped to allay fears about negative economic consequences of a higher minimum wage. But a big challenge here is that the gap between richer and poorer places has also grown. A $15 minimum wage may make perfect sense in Boston (median wage = $24.16 an hour). But perhaps not in Brownsville, Texas (median wage = $11.59). Half of US workers earn less than $18.58 per hour. A worker without power is one with a lighter paycheck. They may also suffer greater indignities or disrespect in the course of daily working life. James Bloodworth’s Hired: Six Months Undercover in Low-Wage Britain describes the loss of dignity faced by Amazon warehouse employees and Uber drivers. Horror stories abound of workers under constant surveillance, unable to take bathroom breaks and so resorting to adult diapers, or bullied or harassed by bosses or other workers. In 2011, the Morning Call of Allentown, Pennsylvania, reported that managers at the local Amazon warehouse refused to open the doors for ventilation despite soaring temperatures. They put ambulances outside instead, for the workers who collapsed. Vivid stuff, and no doubt true in the particular. But it is important to note that it is not the general experience of most workers. The proportion of Americans reporting that they were “treated with respect at work” has held steady at around 92% since 2002, according to the General Social Survey. For some critics of capitalism, workers lost the power struggle right at the outset. As Marx (Groucho, this time, not Karl) once put it, “What makes wage slaves? Wages!” Whatever material gains workers managed to achieve came at the price of a profound loss of sovereignty. In her book Private Government: How Employers Rule Our Lives (and Why We Don’t Talk about It), philosopher Elizabeth Anderson argues that CEOs are the new totalitarians, who “think of themselves as libertarian individualists”, while acting in practice as “dictators of little communist governments”. We imagine ourselves free but effectively barter our freedom away in exchange for pay, effectively handing over our passports as we punch in.
AT Cap Good – Innovation
The alt solves innovation and climate change—public investment and open science solve better than capitalist competition
Smith 15
Tony, professor of philosophy at Iowa State University and the author of Technology and Capital in the Age of Lean Production., "Red Innovation", Jacobin, 3-31-2015, https://jacobin.com/2015/03/socialism-innovation-capitalism-smith   // QUEERMAID
Investments pushing the frontiers of scientific knowledge are just too risky. The advances sought may not be forthcoming. Those that do occur may not ever be commercially viable. Any potentially profitable results that do arise may take decades to make any money. And when they finally do, there are no guarantees initial investors will appropriate most of the resulting windfall. There is, accordingly, a powerful tendency for private capital to systematically underinvest in long-term research and development. Despite popular perceptions that private entrepreneurs drive technological innovation, the leading regions of the global economy do not leave the most important stages of technological change to private investors. These costs are socialized. In the quarter-century after World War II, the high profits garnered by American corporations due to their exceptional place in the world market allowed corporate labs to engage in “blue-skies research” projects. But even then, public funding accounted for roughly two-thirds of all research and development expenditures in the United States, creating the foundations for the high-tech sectors of today. With the rise of competition from Japanese and European capital in the 1970s, private-sector funding of research and development increased. However, long-term projects were almost entirely abandoned in favor of product development and applied-research projects promising commercial advantages in the short-to-medium term. Basic research continued to be funded by the government, like the work in molecular biology that supported the move of agribusiness companies into biotechnology. The same was true for projects of special interest to the Pentagon — the developments associated with the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, for instance, which paved the way for modern global positioning systems — and other government agencies. But medium-to-long-term R&D in general was in great danger of falling into a “valley of death” between basic research and immediate development, with neither the government nor private capital providing significant funding for it. For all their rhetoric touting the “magic of the marketplace,” those in the Reagan administration recognized market failure when they saw it. They began to offer federal and publicly funded university laboratories various carrots and sticks to undertake long-term R&D for US capital. New programs were created to provide start-ups with resources to develop innovations prior to the “proof of concept” required by venture capitalists. Under Reagan, the Small Business Innovation Development Act even mandated that federal agencies set aside a percentage of their R&D budget to fund research by small firms. These and other forms of public-private partnership have granted US capital enormous competitive advantages in the world market. It’s no surprise that Apple’s tremendously successful line of products — iPads, iPhones, and iPods — incorporate twelve key innovations. All twelve (central processing units, dynamic random-access memory, hard-drive disks, liquid-crystal displays, batteries, digital single processing, the Internet, the HTTP and HTML languages, cellular networks, GPS system, and voice-user AI programs) were developed by publicly funded research and development projects. It hasn’t been the dynamics of the market so much as active state intervention that has fueled technological change. The Promised Golden Age Technology is more than just a weapon for inter-capitalist competition; it is a weapon in struggles between capital and labor. Technological changes that create unemployment, de-skill the workforce, and enable one sector of the workforce to be played against another shift the balance of power in capital’s favor. Given this asymmetry, advances in productivity that could reduce work time while expanding real wages lead instead to forced layoffs, increasing stress for those still employed and eroding real wages. Two ongoing technological developments further strengthen the power of capital. Advances in transportation and communication now enable production and distribution chains to be extended across the globe, allowing capital to implement “divide and conquer” strategies against labor to an unprecedented extent. Astounding new labor-saving machines are also becoming more and more inexpensive. A recent exhaustive study of over seven hundred occupations concluded that no less than 47 percent of employment in the United States is at high risk of being automated within two decades. Anything approaching this level of labor displacement will yield more misery, not progress, for ordinary workers. But the lower cost and higher capacities of machines have also led to change of a better sort. As the prices of computer hardware, software, and Internet connections have declined, many people can now create new “knowledge products” without working for big capitalists. Multitudes across the globe now freely choose to contribute to collective innovation projects of interest to them, outside the relationship of capital and wage labor. The resulting products can now be distributed as unlimited free goods to anyone who wishes to use them, rather than being scarce commodities sold for profit. It is beyond dispute that this new form of social labor has generated innovations superior in quality and scale to the output of capitalist firms. These innovations also tend to be qualitatively different. While technological developments in capitalism primarily address the wants and needs of those with disposable income, open-source projects can mobilize creative energies to address areas capital systematically neglects, such as developing seeds for poor farmers or medicines for those without the money to buy existing medications. The potential of this new form of collective social labor to address pressing social needs across the globe is historically unprecedented. In order to flourish, however, open-source innovation requires free access to existing knowledge goods. Leading capital firms, hoping to extend their ability to privately profit from publicly supported research, have used their immense political power to extend the intellectual property rights regime in scope and enforcement, severely restricting the access open-source projects require. Copyright, after all, was extended for twenty years at the turn of the century, just as Internet access was starting to balloon. Despite these barriers, the success of open-source projects shows that intellectual-property rights are not required for innovation. Further evidence is provided by the fact that most scientific and technological workers engaged in innovation are forced to sign away intellectual property rights as a condition of employment. These rights actually hamper advancement by raising the cost of engaging in the production of new knowledge, and by diverting funds to unproductive legal costs. The World is Flat? Capitalism also hampers the ability of much of the world to contribute to technological advancement. Whole regions of the global economy lack the wealth to support meaningful innovation. Today, only four countries spend over 3 percent of their GDP on research and development; a mere six others devote 2 percent or more. Capital in these advantaged regions has the opportunity to establish a virtuous circle, free-riding on the extensive public investment discussed above. Privileged access to advanced R&D enables capitalists to appropriate high returns on successful innovations; these returns allow those companies to make effective use of technological advances in the next cycle, setting the stage for future profits. At the same time, enterprises in poorer regions, lacking access to high-level R&D, find themselves trapped in a vicious cycle. Their present inability to make significant innovations that would enable them to compete successfully in world markets undercuts their future prospects. Only a handful of countries — such as South Korea and Taiwan — have ever been able to move forward from this starting disadvantage. Global disparities in technological change alone do not explain why 1 percent of people in the world now own 48 percent of global wealth. But they are a major part of the story; technological change is a weapon that enables the privileged to maintain and extend their global advantages over time. Creative Non-Destruction The destructive effects examined above are not necessary features of technological change; they are necessary features of technological change in capitalism. Overcoming them requires overcoming capitalism, even if we only have a provisional sense of what that might mean. The pernicious tendencies associated with technological change in capitalist workplaces are rooted in a structure where managers are agents of the owners of the firm’s assets, with a fiduciary duty to further their private interests. But a society’s means of production are not goods for personal consumption, like a toothbrush. The material reproduction of society is an inherently public matter, as the technological development of capitalism itself, resting on public funds, confirms. Capital markets, where private claims to productive resources are bought and sold, treat public power as if it were just another item for personal use. They can, and should, be totally done away with. Large-scale productive enterprises should instead be acknowledged as a distinct type of public property, and exercises of authority within these workplaces as acts of public authority. The principle of democracy must then come into play: all exercises of this authority must be subject to the consent of those impacted by it. Though additional regulations would be needed if managers were elected and subject to recall by the workforce as a whole, technological advances in productivity would not typically result in the involuntary unemployment of some and the overwork of others, but rather in reduced work for all. We know this because workers say they want more time to spend with their families and friends, or on projects of their own choosing. With democracy in the workplace, the drive to introduce de-skilling technologies would be replaced with a search for ways to make work more interesting and creative. Suppose that decisions regarding the general level of new investment were also a matter for public debate, eventually decided by a democratic body. If there were pressing social needs, the overall rate of new investment could be increased; if this were not the case, it could be stabilized. These bodies could then set aside a portion of new investment funds to provide public goods free of charge, putting more useful goods and services outside the market’s reach. The public goods of scientific and technological knowledge resulting from basic research and long-term R&D would be decommodified, too, as would the fruits of open-source innovation. The latter could be unleashed by abolishing intellectual property rights and by providing an adequate basic income to all — enabling anyone who wished to participate in open-source projects to do so. If special incentives were required, generous prizes could be awarded to the first to solve important challenges. Remaining funds could then be distributed to other elected bodies at various geographical levels, each of which would determine what share would go to public goods in a region. The remainder would be distributed to local community banks charged with allocating them to worker enterprises. Various qualitative and quantitative measures could be employed to measure the extent to which those enterprises used technologies to meet social wants and needs effectively, with the results determining the income beyond the basic level received by their members (and the members of the community banks that allocated investment funds to them). Abolishing intellectual property rights would have the added benefit of ensuring that wealthy regions could not use technological knowledge as a weapon to create and reproduce inequality in the global economy. This danger would be all but eliminated if every region were granted a fundamental right to its per capita share of new investment funds. Finally, if workplaces used productivity advances to free up time for their workers rather than to increase the output of commodities, resources would be depleted and waste generated at a much lower rate. Abolishing capital markets and replacing them with democratic control over levels of new investment would free humanity from the “grow or die” imperative and the environmental consequences that follow from it. If enterprises were acknowledged as inherently matters of public concern, it would eliminate the obscene absurdity of having the fate of humanity rest on whether profit-driven oil companies have the political and cultural power to extract and sell an estimated $20 trillion of fossil-fuel reserves, as they clearly plan to do. If open-source innovation flourished, the creative energies of collective social labor across the planet could be mobilized to address environmental challenges. If poor regions with fragile ecologies were guaranteed their fair share of new investment funds, the pressure to sacrifice long-term sustainability for the sake of short-term growth would be overcome.
AT Cap Good – War
Capitalist peace theory methodologically flawed- it ignores alt causes to peace, distributional effects, and has no concise definition of capitalism
Gerald Schneider in 2017
Professor of International Politics, Capitalist Peace Theory: A Critical Appraisal, Oxford Encyclopedia of Politics, DOI: 10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.013.314, http://politics.oxfordre.com/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.001.0001/acrefore-9780190228637-e-314
Classic definitions of capitalism stress along these lines the extent to which capital and other productive resources are owned by private people and the profits these “capitalists” try to reap. According to Weber (1958, p. 17), “[C]apitalism is identical with the pursuit of profit, and forever renewed profit, by means of continuous, rational, capitalistic enterprise [emphasis in original].” Current contributions to CPT do not, as indicated, rely on such a minimalist definition of capitalism, rendering it difficult to establish which facet of a country makes them more peaceful both internally and externally.1 A second problem with the extant literature boils down to the observation that extant theories do not sufficiently explore how the wealth possibly created through a capitalist organization of the political leaders renders political leaders reluctant to use armed force. Unless one adopts a crude Marxist approach and perceives governments to be the lackeys of the capitalist class, it is the government and not Wall Street or its functional equivalents around the world that calls the shots in this regard. The lack of proper micro-foundations of the approach is all the more severe as the riches that economic openness allegedly provokes can also be used for military purposes. The relationship between development and conflict is thus indefinite (Schneider, 2014a). A third and related criticism focuses on the incomplete nature of the approach. Advocates of the CPT approach often do not differentiate between the level of economic freedom and changes towards it. This has the consequence that capitalist peace theories shy away from addressing the distributional effects that transitions to economic openness create (Bussmann, Schneider, & Wiesehomeier, 2005; Bussmann & Schneider, 2007). This neglect is especially grave in light of the classic interpretations of capitalism by Marx (Kliman, 2015) and Schumpeter (1942) who both stressed risk taking and the alternation between economic expansion and contraction as defining features of capitalism. This article addresses these challenges after an introduction of the historical literature that has disputed whether capitalism is a source of conflict or of peace.
Root Cause
China War
Capitalism is the root cause of historic and modern US-China conflict
Harris 21 [Jerry Harris is a writer for the Global Studies Association Of North America. He reports on globalization, hegemonic influence, and capitalist society, 7-7-2021, "Global Capitalism and the Battle for Hegemony", Science & Society, https://guilfordjournals.com/doi/abs/10.1521/siso.2021.85.3.332?casa_token=OXS3ZW3dLgkAAAAA:4ug6MyS5O9uAK_Zi8pLNfLGJY3OkSfUv05xaXlCfw7o2BFl5oe592sh7qHIIZQBFBgf7t91bUW4]
No discussion of green capitalism as a transnational project would be complete without attention paid to China. China is the dominant leader in sustainable technologies, including solar, wind, and hydro, and a top producer of electric vehicles and lithium batteries and storage. At $132 billion it’s the largest investor in renewable energy spending one-third of the world’s total (Buckley and Nicholas, 2017). China’s push into green manufacturing also play a key role in transnational accumulation. In the wind industry China has five of the top-ten turbine manufacturers, and in solar four of the top six. Both wind and solar TNCs have penetrated markets throughout the world, established regional headquarters, maintain foreign subsidiaries, global manufacturing and research institutions in every region of the world (Harris 2019). Additionally, in the production of solar inverters, the technology that converts the sun’s energy into electricity, China has seven of the world’s top-ten companies, Huawei being number one. Taking solar and wind together China has been the largest investor in clean energy for nine straight years, illustrating its central position in green capitalism. China also fulfills a leading role in organizing financial resources for green investments around the world. The Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank, founded by China with over 80 member countries, has made sustainable infrastructure a priority. In 2019 the bank issued its first global green bond attracting orders from 27 countries (AIIB, 2019). Through various financial institutions China has a large footprint in the world’s Green Bond market, which totaled $1 trillion by 2020. The China Development Bank (CDB) and China Export and Import Bank (CHEXIM) also play a role in promoting solar and wind companies abroad, loaning out more than $2.5 billion over the past decade. Globally, there are 2,000 funds dedicated to financing green development, with five trillion under management. Additionally, over $2.6 trillion has been invested worldwide in low-carbon energy projects. All this indicates the growing basis for a hegemonic bloc built around green accumulation in which China has taken a leading position. An important aspect of China’s activity are investments and loans in the Global South, financing sustainable energy projects in cash-poor countries at low rates. As Tim Buckley, director for the Institute for Energy Economics and Financial Analysis, notes, “It is a way of expanding China’s growing global presence and dominant economic force, and it progressively reorients the world from the US and European-centric view of the last fifty years” (Garrison, 2019). In this sense China becomes an influential leader for the Southern fraction of the TCC fighting for an equal place in a multi-centric world order. But China’s environmental effort is fraught with contradictions. The fossil fuel industry maintains tremendous political clout just as the industry does in the West. Although China increased solar and wind capacity by 65 gigawatts in 2019, it was overwhelmed by an expansion of 249.6 gigawatts of coal-fire capacity. Coal also plays an important role in China’s One Belt One Road strategy (OBR). Since 2001, Chinese state and private firms invested in 240 coal projects in 25 countries, surging 300 percent since the inception of OBR (Pen, et al., 2017). Moreover, in the $143 billion loaned for 165 energy and transportation ventures in 32 countries only 5.3 percent have been for solar and wind (Zhou, et al., 2018). Similar problems appear in CDB and CHEXIM loan activity. Between 2000-2018 almost 75 percent of their energy loans went to fossil fuel projects, while renewables constituted just 1.35 percent of total loan activity. (Kong and Gallagher, 2020). In the struggle to build what Xi termed an “ecological civilization” China faces its own class contradictions. Li Peilin, vice-president of the elite think-tank the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (CASS), points to “three major contradictions of Chinese society…contradictions between rich and poor, labor and capital, and cadre and masses” (Li, 2018, 586). Xuangong Wu, also writing in the CASS journal, details how such contradictions manifest including “the return and even strengthening of economic exploitation, rapid widening of the income distribution gap…and significantly aggravated social contradictions” (Wu, 2019). Wu warns that China “developing at the highest speed in the history of the world…formed both socialist and capitalist production relations… as the two kinds of production relations and economic laws coexist and interact with each other, the more powerful one will guide the direction and determine the future and destiny of social development” (ibid, 3). These contradictions are evident in the struggle for an ecological transformation. Half of all large protests in China are over environmental issues, as the enforcement of laws are often weak and ineffective (Xin Zhou, 2020). Speaking to contending forces, Jeffery Ball of the Brookings Institute writes, …they depend on an ever-shifting balance of power inside China between opposite camps in what amounts to the mother of all energy-system transitions. On one side is China’s old-energy lobby, the shrinking but still-massive juggernaut invested in the continuation of an economy powered largely by coal: mining it, transporting it, and building and operating the massive machinery that burns it. This camp is largely government-controlled, run by many of the massive state-owned enterprises that have dominated China’s economy for decades. On the other side is the new-energy lobby, the growing but still-smaller constituency that earns its money by making, selling, and operating everything from solar panels to wind turbines to batteries to electric cars. This group includes prominent private firms founded in the last decade or so by entrepreneurs and widely traded on Western stock exchanges, which is to say owned by investors around the globe. The fight between the high-carbon and low-carbon energy camps is, to be sure, a battle among industries, among companies, and among government ministries. Increasingly and crucially, though, as the economic case for renewables grows more compelling, it also is a fight within each of those institutions (Ball 2020). Hence, the struggle to develop an environmentally sustainable society is as central to China as it is to countries in the West. China/US Relations Friction between the US and China exemplifies nationalist/globalist contradictions, reflecting tendencies in the competiting hegemonic projects. The tensions originate in historical imperialism, and over the future of global capitalism. Ideological differences on state and market economies are linked to Western colonial domination. Lacking sufficient capital many countries in the Global South use state-directed development, and China is the primary example. The Western TCC welcomed China into global capitalism when it offered cheap labor and investment opportunities. But with powerful TNCs and advanced technology, state subsidies and industrial policies are now seen as competitive advantages over neoliberal markets—ironic given Western criticism of state economics as inefficient and bureaucratic. Even so US, European and Chinese TCC fractions co-invest and mutually profit. Consequently, the globalist/nationalist hybrid authoritarian alliance responded with a two-sided trade war. One side demands China conforms to Western institutional rules that favor market mechanisms over state direction, and this plays well with US and EU TCC fractions. But the other side, which disrupts global value chains, drags Europe and Canada into trade conflicts with the US, and creates an uncertain investment climate are opposed by the TCC. This isn’t so much a struggle between nations, as over how best to construct a successful model for global capitalism. Most want problems worked out through negotiations within transnational institutions, and above all, not disrupt capital flows and linked production. Yet nationalist pressure has disrupted globalist’s goals. During two years of trade talks financial elites Stephen Schwarzman, Hank Paulson, and John Thornton were interlocutors between Wall Street, Washington, and Beijing. But Jude Blanchette from the Centre for Strategic and International Studies noted, “There is still a strong Wall Street-to-Beijing channel. The question is, is it effective? I think the answer is demonstrably no…The conversation is no longer prefaced on how do we boost economic growth and integration” (Mai, et al., 2020). What results is a complex mix of contradictions entailing imperialist history, the social fallout from globalization, and political calculations between nationalists and globalists. All this intersects with the conflicting TCC projects. If we view Trump’s full-scale antagonism towards environmental laws and science from the viewpoint of an emerging struggle between two hegemonic projects, his opposition takes on strategic clarity. This encompasses China’s lead over green accumulation. But for the TCC green technologies offer wide ranging opportunities for joint ventures, cross-border investments and transnational coordination to confront global warming. All of which are already in play.
Climate Change
Capitalism is the root cause of climate change—industrialization, atomization, and waste create unstoppable negative feedback loops
Murphy 22
Aileen, undergraduate at the University of Manchester, 7-7-2022, "Is capitalism causing climate change?", Global Social Challenges, University of Mancester, https://sites.manchester.ac.uk/global-social-challenges/2022/07/07/is-capitalism-causing-climate-change/	/AB
Throughout our time on earth, humans have gradually changed our natural environment through the rise of capitalism and new modes of production, which as Marx describes, “comes dripping from head to foot, from every pore, with blood and dirt.” Capitalism can be claimed as the main cause of global warming and effectively the climate crisis, reducing the life span of many species on earth. Therefore, it is only right to try and reform capitalism or further try and remove it to save the state of the earth for future generations. Capitalism, as defined by Field (2018) is an economic system in which the ultimate goal is to make profit. Companies therefore compete with one another to make more profit, producing and selling more goods in factories, using machines and large amounts of energy and electricity. As a result, there is a huge increase in demand for energy down to capitalist interests, resulting in gases being released into the air and warming up the average temperature of the earth. As fossil fuels are burned to create energy in power plants, significant amounts of carbon dioxide are released increasing the surface temperature, causing climate change, and increasing the likelihood of natural disasters. The mega-rich through private jets and helicopters are merely adding to the collapse of the environment and yet will be the ones who remain safe as the world will eventually collapse through the climate crisis, effectively impacting the lower classes more and protecting capitalist interests once more. Fast fashion is another source of capitalist interests which contributes to climate change, producing a major amount of the world’s emissions. Fast fashion creates lots of air and water pollution, by releasing several greenhouses gases, accounting for 20% of global wastewater whilst contributing to 10% of global carbon emissions. Certain materials used within fast fashion such as polyester are very damaging to the environment, taking hundreds of years to eventually decompose. Further through its carbon footprint, which is around double that of other materials such as cotton, it is a damaging but cheap resource used for mass production within fast fashion. Simply, one of the biggest problems when it comes the impact of fashion on the environment is how much we throw away. It is very common for people to buy outfits just to wear them once, resulting in lots of fashion ending up in the bin. Fast fashion also creates microtrends, leading to overconsumption and overproduction of clothes, and eventually significant waste. Regarding the manufacturing, many western brands often pay for their clothes to be made in factories based in developing countries, where production is cheaper, and regulation is less strict. Fashion is also affecting our oceans and according to the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), 35% of all the non-biodegradable microplastics in the ocean are there because of synthetic fabrics that have been made by the fashion industry. Food waste is another element to climate change as rotting waste can cause the release of greenhouse gases. Within the UK, millions of food products are wasted everyday due to overproduction and overconsumption from the public, with many people throwing food away or leaving it to go out of date. Due to capitalism and competition between companies, food production and waste is at a high with about a third of fruit and vegetables being rejected for being the wrong size or shape before it even reaches the shops. And when this food is thrown away, it rots and releases yet more greenhouse gases into the atmosphere. Production based on never-ending accumulation is the prime motor of the capitalist system as the less privileged lower classes and less developed countries face the effects of the climate crisis. But this does not have to continue to be the case- we must do something about the state of our society to prevent capitalism and try to save the future of our earth!
Disease
Capitalism makes pandemics inevitable. Only the alt can solve. 
Shaw 24 [Bill Shaw is a reporter for the World Socialist Website. He reports on the issue of disease, pandemic prevention, and the medical industry, 8-17-2023, "The WHO and the inability of capitalism to prevent future pandemics", https://www.wsws.org/en/articles/2024/02/17/covi-f17.html]
Ghebreyesus’ remarks, the stagnation of the negotiations on the pandemic agreement, and the corporate interests causing that stagnation all serve as a stinging indictment of the failures of the capitalist system to meet global challenges. The resistance of the IFPMA and the German government exemplify the subordination of public health to private profit. Of course, the entire history of the capitalist system’s response to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic calls out in stark terms its massive failures and crimes. Corporations dictated prices, forced the inequitable distribution of supplies including medicines and vaccines, influenced public health policy against scientifically-based measures, demanded the ending of zero-COVID policies in China and other nations, and induced governments to return spending on public health systems to pre-pandemic levels or lower. The end result has been the needless deaths of nearly 30 million people and the debilitation of hundreds of millions more throughout the world. These travesties have been accompanied and compounded by a dramatic increase in social inequality. Oxfam recently released a new report documenting this phenomenon, noting that 5 billion people have become poorer since 2020 while the world’s five richest men have doubled their wealth at a staggering rate of $14 million per hour. Billionaires collectively have gained $3.3 trillion of wealth in the same time period. The richest one percent of individuals globally now control 43 percent of the world’s wealth. Capitalism’s response to the pandemic both in terms of death and illness and this massive rise in social inequality, as documented extensively by the World Socialist Web Site, is a great social crime. Turning to the institutions of capitalism and demanding that they change course is an exercise in folly. They have proven impervious as they stoke the fires of World War III and enable a deadly virus to tear through vulnerable populations ad infinitum. The international working class must assimilate the lessons of the pandemic, above all the inability of capitalism to organize on a global scale to address the current pandemic and prevent future ones. Indeed, these immense global tasks fall to the working class itself, which must reorganize the world economy on its own terms to prioritize social needs, including public health, over corporate profits. This can only be achieved through an international socialist program, with the goal of ending capitalism and its contradictions and building a new society that protects and promotes health, resolves climate change, and ensures social equality.
Slow Growth
Neoliberalism causes economic stagnation – deregulation, inequality, and loans eventually necessitate collapse. 
Smith ’17(Yves Smith graduated from Harvard Business School and created an American and Financial News Analysis Blog, “Why Extreme Inequality Causes Economic Collapse”, Naked Capitalism, 2/18/17, https://www.nakedcapitalism.com/2017/02/extreme-inequality-causes-economic-collapse.html) 
Both vicious and virtuous cycles have occurred in various economies at various times and under various economic theories and policy pressures. But, for the last 30 years, the global economy in general and the American economy in particular has witnessed a strange combination pattern in which prosperity is booming for CEOs and Wall Street speculators, while the rest of the economy – particularly workers, the middle class, and small businesses – have undergone a particularly vicious cycle. Productivity has grown massively, but wages have stagnated. Consumption has remained reasonably high because, in an effort to maintain their standard of living, working people have: 1) added hours, becoming two-income families, often with two and even three jobs per person; and 2) increased household debt. Inequality has skyrocketed because effective tax rates on the 1% have dropped (notwithstanding a partial reversal under Obama), while their income and profits have risen steeply. ¶ We should care about this kind of inequality because history shows that too much concentration of wealth at the top, and too much stagnation everywhere else indicate an economy nearing collapse. For example, as Reich shows (Figure 1a & b), both the crashes of 1928 and 2007 followed on the heels of peaks in which the top 1% owned 25% of the country’s total wealth. ¶What accounts for this strange mix of increasing concentration at the top and increasing malaise everywhere else? Putting aside the parallels to 1929 for a moment, most common explanations for today’s situation include: the rise of technology which makes many jobs obsolete; and globalization which puts incredible pressures on companies to lower wages and outsource jobs to compete against low-wage workers around the world.¶ But, while technology and globalization are clearly creating transformative pressures, neither of these factors completely explains our current situation. Yes, technology makes many jobs obsolete, but it also creates many new jobs. Yet, where the German, South Korean and Norwegian governments invest in educating their workforce to fill those new jobs, the American government has been cutting back on education for decades. A similar thought holds for globalization. Yes, high-volume industrialism – that is, head-to-head competition over price of mass-produced, uniform goods – leads to a race to the bottom; that’s been known for a long time. But in The Work of Nations (2010), Robert Reich also points out that the companies that are flourishing through globalization and technology are ones pursuing what he calls high-value capitalism, the high-quality customization of goods and services that can’t be duplicated by mass-produced uniformity at cheap places around the world.¶ So, while the impacts of globalization and technology are profound, the real explanation for inequality lies primarily with an economic belief that, intentionally or not, serves to concentrate wealth at the top by extracting it from everywhere else. This belief system is called variously neoliberalism, Reaganomics, the Chicago School, and trickle-down economics. It is easily recognized by its signature ideas: deregulation; privatization; cut taxes on the rich; roll back environmental protections; eliminate unions; and impose austerity on the public. The idea was that liberating market forces would cause a rising tide that lifted all boats, but the only boat that actually rose was that of the .01%. Meanwhile, instability has grown.¶ The impact this belief system has had on the American economy and its capacities can be seen in American education. Trickle-down theories are all about cutting taxes on the wealthy, which means less money for public education, more young people burdened with huge college debt, and fewer American workers who can fill the new high-tech jobs.¶ To be fair, this process is not just about greed. Most of the people who participate in this economic debacle do not realize its danger because they believed what they were told by the saints and sages of economics, and many are rewarded for following its principles. So, what really causes the kind of inequality that drives economies toward collapse? The basic answer from the science of flow is: economic necrosis. But, let me flesh out the story.¶ Institutional economists talk about two main types of economic strategies: extractive and solution-seeking. (Hopefully, these names are self-explanatory.) Most economies contain both. But, if the extractive forces become too powerful, they begin to use their power to rig the rules of the economic game to favor themselves. This creates what scientists call a positive feedback loop, one in which “the more you have, the more you get.” Seen in many kinds of systems, this loop creates a powerful pull that sucks resources to the top, and drains it away from the rest of the system causing necrosis. For example, chemical runoff into the Gulf of Mexico accelerates algae growth. This creates an escalating, “the more you have, the more you get” process, in which massive algae growth sucks up all the oxygen in the surrounding area, killing all of the nearby sea life (fish, shrimp, etc.) and creating a large “dead zone.” Neoliberal economics set up a parallel situation by allowing the wealthy to use their money to extract ever more money from the overall economy. The uber-wealthy grow wealthier by: Paying for policy favors – big corporate bailouts and subsidies; lobbying; etcRemoving constraints on dangerous behavior – removing environmental protections; not prosecuting financial fraud offenders; ending Glass-Steagall, etc, Increasing the public’s vulnerability – increasing monopolistic power by diminishing antitrust regulations; limiting the public’s ability to sue big corporations; limiting Medicare’s ability to negotiate for lower pharmaceutical rates; limiting bankruptcy for student loans, etc Increasing their own intake – rising CEO salaries and escalating Wall Street gambling; and limiting their own outflows – externalizing costs, cutting worker wages and lowering their own taxes.¶ All of these processes help the already rich concentrate more, and circulate less. In flow terms, therefore, gross inequality indicates a system that has: 1) too much concentration and too little circulation; and 2) an imbalance of wealth and power that is likely to create ever more extraction, concentration, unaccountability, and abuse. This process accelerates until the underlying human network becomes exhausted and/or the ongoing necrosis reaches a point of collapse. When this point is reached, the society will have three choices: learn, regress, or collapse.
Terrorism
Terrorism is embedded in a propagation of imperial commodity exchange driven by capitalist logics
McKeown 11 – (Anthony McKeown, University of Southampton, Politics, and International Relations, The structural production of state terrorism: capitalism, imperialism, and international class dynamics, Critical Studies on Terrorism, 4:1, 75-93, 04-08-2011, accessed 6-28-2018, https://www-tandfonline-com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/doi/pdf/10.1080/17539153.2011.553389?needAccess=true)//JS
The capital relation, the internationalisation of imperial commodity exchange and the state terrorism in the era of neo-liberalism As already noted, the imperialism of informal empire delimits the scope of state action in the developing world. In the areas of monetary policy, trade relations in the international system and the organisation of productive relations, developing states’ policy options are constrained by the webs of ILs and regulations in which they are enmeshed (Stephen Gill terms this a ‘lock-in’ effect – see Gill 2008, p. 79). More overtly coercive policies are marshalled in the form of structural adjustment programmes (now called ‘poverty reduction strategies’) and ‘conditionality’ agreements that force indebted states, in exchange for help with balance-of-payments problems, to reconfigure the very means of social reproduction (see Peet 2003). Imperialist states may occasionally intervene directly to ensure the imposition of debt-relief programmes that deepen the logic of imperial domination or to deter recalcitrant developing states from following an independent development path (e.g. by supporting specific acts of state terrorism2), but these direct interventions are what David Harvey terms the ‘tip of the imperialist iceberg’ (Harvey 2003, p. 181). They are surface manifestations of deeper structural relations between dominant and dominated states, and it is to the structurally inscribed relations we must look to understand the deeper roots of state terrorism in the developing world. Driven by a capitalist logic that demands deepening commodification worldwide through ‘the pervasive penetration of the private profit motive in all spheres of human existence’, and in all countries (Overbeek 2004, Abstract), state terrorism is motivated from ‘above’ by an imperial logic of power that imposes, through law, a neo-liberal paradigm that (re)produces conditions in which particular acts of state terrorism are embedded. These imperial mechanisms are graphically illustrated in Figure 1. As depicted in Figure 1, imperial law imposes four general policies that tend to intensify social (class) conflict and, in the right circumstances, produce or intensify practices of state terrorism: deregulation, which removes impediments to the functioning of markets; privatisation and commodification, which opens up new areas for capital accumulation; the liberalisation of trade and finance, which opens up dominated social formations to inflows of foreign goods and capital; and decentralisation, which encourages ‘tightly controlled and carefully delimited forms of market-supporting [social] activity as empowerment’ (Cammack 2003, p. 12). In states beset with social conflict, the denationalisation of the state also tends to reinforce the role of para-state actors in (re)producing capital accumulation in what might be termed, to borrow a phrase from Robert Mandel, ‘domestic security substitution’ (Mandel 2002). Together, these policies set the scene for societal ‘creative destruction’; as the World Bank puts it in its World development report 2005: a better investment climate for everyone, this involves instituting in developing countries [l]ow barriers to the diffusion of ideas, including barriers to importing modern equipment and the way work is organized. And an environment that fosters the competitive processes that Joseph Schumpeter called ‘creative destruction’ – an environment in which firms have opportunities and incentives to test their ideas, strive for success, and prosper or fail. (World Bank 2004, pp. 2–3) Couched in terms of ‘diffusion’, ‘competitiveness’, ‘opportunities’ and ‘incentives’, what is missing from the Bank’s eulogistic summary of creative destruction are the challenges it presents to the material organisation of the fabric of society in dominated social formations. As depicted in Figure 1, these challenges are best understood in relation to two areas: (1) those areas where CER dominate; and (2) those areas where CER do not dominate. In the case of the latter, what is promoted are processes that Marx termed ‘primitive accumulation’, which denotes the ‘historical process of divorcing the producer from the means of production’ on terms conducive to the development of the capitalist forces of production (Marx 1976, pp. 874–875). I return to this in due course. In the case of the former, attempts to reconfigure commodity relations in ways which structurally favour imperialist interests take place through a process that David Harvey terms ‘accumulation by dispossession’ (see Harvey 2003, 2005, 2010). To this we now turn.
Ukraine War
The crisis in Ukraine is a symptom of the broader decay of neoliberal capitalism- underlying economic and social crises make collapse inevitable- calls to “solve Russia” are a facile attempt to paper over these structural contradictions
Alastair Crooke, New Cold War, 2022
THE WORLD DOESN’T WORK THAT WAY ANYMORE; Popular Resistance; https://popularresistance.org/the-world-doesnt-work-that-way-anymore/
The Fixation With Ukraine Essentially Is But A Gloss Pasted Over The Realities Of A Global Order In Decomposition.¶ The First World War signaled the end to a mercantilist order that had evolved under the aegis of European powers. One hundred years later, a very different economic order was in place (neoliberal cosmopolitanism). Believed by its architects to be universal and everlasting, globalization transfixed the world for an extended moment, but then started the subsidence from its zenith – precisely at the moment the West was giving vent to its triumphalism at the fall of the Berlin Wall. NATO – as the order’s regulatory system – addressed its attendant ‘identity crisis’ by pushing for eastward expansion toward Russia’s western borders, disregarding the guarantees it had given, and Moscow’s virulent objections.¶ This radical alienation of Russia triggered its pivot to China. Europe and the U.S. however, declined to consider issues of due ‘balance’ within global structures, and simply glossed over the realities of a world order in momentous metamorphosis: with the steady decline of the U.S. already apparent; with a European faux ‘unity’ that masked its own inherent imbalances; and in the context of a hyper-financialized economic structure which lethally sucked out the juice from the real economy.¶ The present war in Ukraine therefore simply is an adjunct – the accelerant to this existing process of ‘liberal order’ decomposition. It is not its center. Fundamentally geo-strategic in their origin, the explosive dynamics to today’s disintegration can be seen as blowback from the mismatch from diverse peoples’ looking now to solutions tailored to suit their non-western civilizations, and from the western insistence on its ‘one size fits all’ Order. Ukraine thus is a symptom, but is not per se, the deeper disorder itself.¶ Tom Luongo has remarked – in connection with the ‘messy’, confusing events of today – that that which he fears most, is so many people analyzing the intersection of geopolitics, markets and ideology, and doing so with such striking complacency. “There is a stunning amount of normalcy bias in the punditocracy, too much ‘cooler heads will prevail’ and not enough ‘everyone’s got a plan until they’re punched in the mouth’”.¶ What Luongo’s retort doesn’t fully explain is the shrillness, the outrage, with which any doubting of the accredited ‘punditocracy’ of the moment is met. Plainly, there is a deeper fear stalking the lower depths of western psyche that is not being made fully explicit.¶ Wolfgang Münchau, formerly at the Financial Times, now authoring EuroIntelligence, describes how such a canonized Zeitgeist implicitly has imprisoned Europe in a cage of adverse dynamics which threaten its economy, its autonomy, its globalism and its being.¶ Münchau relates how both the pandemic and Ukraine had taught him that it was one thing to proclaim an interconnected globalism ‘as cliché’, but¶ “It is quite another to observe what actually happens on the ground when those connections get torn apart … Western sanctions were based on a formally correct, but misleading premise – one that I believed myself – at least up to a point: That Russia is more dependent on us than we are on Russia … Russia however is a provider of primary and secondary commodities, on which the world has become dependent. But when the largest exporter of those commodities disappears, the rest of the world experiences physical shortages and rising prices”.¶ He continues:¶ “Did we think this through? Did the foreign ministries that drew up the sanctions discuss at any point what we would do if Russia were to blockade the Black Sea and not allow Ukrainian wheat to leave the ports?… Or, did we think we can adequately address a global starvation crisis by pointing the finger at Putin?”¶ “The lockdown taught us a lot about our vulnerability to supply chain shocks. It has reminded Europeans that there have only two routes to ship goods en masse to Asia and back: either by container, or by rail through Russia. We had no plan for a pandemic, no plan for a war, and no plan for when both are happening at the same time. The containers are stuck in Shanghai. The railways closed because of the war …¶ “I am not sure the west is ready to confront the consequences of its actions: persistent inflation, reduced industrial output, lower growth, and higher unemployment. To me, economic sanctions look like the last hurrah of a dysfunctional concept known as The West. The Ukraine war is a catalyst of massive de-globalization.”¶ Münchau’s response is that unless we cut a deal with Putin, with the removal of sanctions as a component, he sees “a danger of the world becoming subject to two trading blocs: the west and the rest. Supply chains will be reorganized to stay within them. Russia’s energy, wheat, metals, and rare earths will still be consumed, but not here – We [just] keep with the Big Macs”.¶ So again, ‘one’ searches for an answer: Why are the Euro-élites so shrill, so passionate in their support for Ukraine? And risk heart-attack from the sheer vehemence of their hatred for Putin? After all, most Europeans and Americans until this year knew next-to-naught about Ukraine.¶ We know the answer: the deeper fear is that all the landmarks to liberal life – for reasons they do not understand – are about to be forever swept away. And that Putin is doing it. How will ‘we’ navigate life, bereft of landmarks? What will become of us? We thought the liberal way-of-being was ineluctable. Another value-system? Impossible!¶ So, for Europeans, the endgame in Ukraine crucially must reaffirm European self-identity (even at the cost of its citizens’ economic well-being). Such wars historically, mostly have ended with a dirty diplomatic settlement. That ‘end’ probably would be enough for the EU leadership to spin a ‘win’.¶ And there was a big EU diplomatic drive to persuade Putin to do a deal, only last week.¶ But (paraphrasing and elaborating Münchau), it is one thing to proclaim the desirability of a negotiated ceasefire ‘as cliché’. “It is quite another to observe what actually happens on the ground when blood is being spilled to put facts on the ground …”.¶ Western diplomatic initiatives are premised on Russia needing a ‘way out’, more than does Europe need one. But is that true?¶ Paraphrasing Münchau again:¶ “Did we think this through? Did the foreign ministries that drew up the plans to train and arm a Ukrainian insurgency in Donbas in the hope of weakening Russia – discuss at any point what effect their war and their expressed contempt for Russia might have on Russian public opinion? Or what ‘we’ would do if Russia simply opted instead to put facts on the ground until it finished its project … Or did we even address the possibility of Kiev losing, and what that would mean for a Europe loaded to the gills with sanctions that then would never end?”.¶ The hope for a negotiated settlement has given way to a more somber mood in Europe. Putin was uncompromising in the talks with European leaders. The realization is dawning in Paris and Berlin that a fudged settlement is not something that benefits Putin, nor is one that he can afford. The Russian public mood will not easily accept that its soldiers’ blood was spent in some vain exercise, ending in a ‘dirty’ compromise – only to have the West resuscitate a new Ukraine insurgency against the Donbas again, in a year or two.¶ The EU leaders must be sensing their predicament: They may have ‘missed the boat’ for getting a political ‘fix’. But they have not ‘missed the boat’ in respect to inflation, economic contraction, and of social crisis at home. These ships are heading in their direction, at full steam. Did the EU foreign ministries reflect on this eventuality, or were they carried along by euphoria and the credentialed narrative issuing out from the Baltics and Poland of ‘Bad Man Putin’?¶ Here is the point: The fixation with Ukraine essentially is but a gloss pasted over the realities of a global order in decomposition. The latter is the source of the wider disorder. Ukraine is but one small piece on the chess board, and its outcome will not fundamentally change that ‘reality’. Even a ‘win’ in Ukraine would not grant ‘immortality’ to the neoliberal rules-based order.¶ The noxious fumes emanating from the global financial system are wholly unconnected to Ukraine – but are that much more significant for they go to the heart of the ‘disorder’ within the western ‘liberal order’. Perhaps it is this primordial unspoken fear that accounts for the shrillness and rancor directed at any deviation from sanctioned Ukraine messaging?¶ And Luongo’s normalcy bias in discourse is never more in evidence (Ukraine aside), than when addressing the strange self-selectivity of Anglo-American thinking about their neoliberal economic order.¶ The Anglo-American system of politics and economics, James Fallows a former White House speechwriter has noted, like any system, rests on certain principles and beliefs. “But rather than acting as if these are the best principles, or the ones their societies prefer, Britons and Americans often act as if these were the only possible principles: And that no one, except in error, could choose any others. Political economics becomes an essentially religious question, subject to the standard drawback of any religion—the failure to understand why people outside the faith might act as they do”.
Alt – General
S Patents
Reforming patents fails—the USSR proves—the alt solves workers’ perception of protection
Bosse & Dahlin 23
Jocelyn, Lecturer in Intellectual Property Law at Queen’s University Belfast, United Kingdom; Johanna, Senior Lecturer in Culture and Society at Linköping University, Sweden 12-1-2023, "Spectres of Intellectual Property in the Soviet Union: The Development and Recognition of the Inventor’s Certificate", De Gruyter, https://www.degruyter.com/document/doi/10.1515/pol-2023-2022/html	// QUEERAMID
After the October Revolution, the Bolsheviks aimed for a total transformation of society. Having chosen revolution, and not reform, the task was monumental. Although there were voices following the revolution that argued for the necessity of abolishing both law and property, the Bolsheviks did not do away with private property altogether, and instead sought full state ownership of the means of production.[17] Among the institutions to be transformed was the patent system: at the time of the revolution, the 1896 Decree of Privileges for Inventions and Improvements was in force.[18] These capitalist patent laws were repealed and the Bolsheviks issued a decree in 1917 which nationalised authors’ rights and patent rights “in the interest of government.”[19] On 30 June 1919, Vladimir Lenin (1870–1924) issued the Decree on Inventing which again nationalised all inventions, or to be more precise, declared that all inventions that had been pronounced useful by the Committee for Inventing could be declared state property.[20] This could be done by means of an agreement with the inventor, or, if necessary, against the inventor’s will. The Decree on Inventing recognised the inventor’s avtorskoe pravo (author’s right) by the granting of certificates that recognised the usefulness of their technical contributions, called avtorskoye svidetel’stvo, which literally translates as “author’s certificate,” but over time the term “inventor’s certificate” became the Anglophone norm to avoid confusion with copyright. The Decree on Inventing reflected socialist ideological opposition to patents, which saw recognition of intellectual property as going against the teachings of Marxism. One aspect of the critique was that the patent system was inherently capitalist and thereby inherently flawed. Soviet writers emphasised that it was not inventors who became rich, but large entrepreneurs, echoing the Marxist view that intellectual labour and talents were extracted to enrich the capitalists in a “vampire-like” manner.[21] Boris Mamlyuk also points out, in the context of copyright, that the relation between an individual and society was at the heart of the issue: for a true communist, “the state had rights to the given work because the actual creator of the work was not merely the individual author, but also the social medium in which he or she worked.”[22] Soviet scholar, Sergey Raevich, called this the problem of “the public nature of production, and the private nature of value extraction.”[23] Finally, the ideological criticism also targeted how the capitalist patent system promoted industrial secrecy. Although the principle of the patent bargain made the grant conditional on disclosure of the invention, market competition actually choked the flow of technical information as applicants strove to limit disclosure to withhold useful information from their competitors.[24] A socialist state should therefore “design systems to facilitate technical information exchanges that would allow the Soviet economy to achieve a level of technological growth far superior to that of the most developed capitalist countries.”[25] However, throughout the Soviet period (but particularly its first twenty years), there were many substantial changes to the legal protections for inventions. The revolution was immediately followed by a devastating Civil War (1918–1922), which ultimately consolidated Bolshevik power, but also made the 1920s into a time of pragmatic recovery necessitating ideological compromises. Thus, while many Bolsheviks considered individual proprietary rights to inventions as entirely out of place in a socialist state, the Soviet Union was haunted by intellectual property and eventually resurrected patent law to achieve its political and economic goals. 2.2 Building Socialism Through Compromise with Capitalism, 1924–1931 The NEP was announced in 1921. Sometimes dubbed a compromise with capitalism, it allowed for some market principles and private enterprises as a means to recover from wartime devastation and strengthen the state. This was justified by the Marxist view that a direct transition to communism was impossible, but necessitated socialism as a transitional stage in which elements of capitalism would survive.[26] In this package, patents were seen as instrumental in attracting foreign investment and improving foreign relations to foster recovery and industrialisation after the Civil War.[27] As part of the NEP, the government promulgated the Soviet Patent Law on 12 September 1924.[28] The new law organised the Committee for Inventions, which operated along the lines of the patent offices in other countries.[29] It afforded equal rights for Soviet citizens and foreign inventors to obtain patents and provided an exclusive right for patent-holders to exploit and licence their inventions for a period of 15 years. The reinstatement of proprietary rights and private enterprise was controversial but was deemed necessary to gain access to foreign technological know-how that could be useful during reconstruction. However, since most industries remained under government control in the Soviet Union, there was very little scope for inventors to pursue private business activities with their patented inventions.[30] If the 1919 decree was firmly rooted in Marxist-Leninist principles, these were absent from the new law. The reasons for this were purely pragmatic; even among many leading communists, it was believed that patent protection was necessary to attract foreign technology-intensive investments: “protecting intellectual property rights was indispensable to attract trade, and trade was indispensable to strengthening the Soviet state.”[31] During the 1920s, the Soviet Union entered into a number of bilateral agreements with European states in order to normalise trade relations, and in each of these agreements the Soviet Union promised to secure the property rights of foreign investors, contradicting the nationalisation decrees issued a few years earlier.[32] The treaties also gave the Soviet Union something else it desired: international legitimacy and legal personality, as these agreements demonstrated recognition of the Soviet state under a constitutive theory of recognition under international law.[33] 2.3 Encouraging the Worker-Inventor, 1931–1961 The reintroduction of patents soon came under ideological attack, with increasing intensity as the Soviet Union prepared to launch the first Five Year Plan in the late 1920s. By the end of 1927, new draft laws for inventing had already been developed. Not only was there ongoing criticism of the patent system being at odds with Marxist-Leninist principles, but also of the workings of the Committee for Inventions (including espionage allegations, which, in what can be seen as a preview of the purges, resulted in two people being shot and another nine sentenced to up to 10 years of hard labour). The ideological atmosphere that had allowed for a Western-style patent law was gone.[34] The first Five Year Plan was launched in 1928 under the leadership of Joseph Stalin (1878–1953) and aimed to achieve rapid industrialisation of the Soviet Union. Technological optimism and utopianism were rife in the early Soviet state, as reflected in the slogan Tekhnika reshaet vse (“technology decides/solves everything”).[35] A new approach to invention law was also devised to support the aims of rapid industrialisation, culminating in the Decree on Inventions and Technical Improvements, passed on 9 April 1931. Its preamble noted the widespread dissatisfaction with the outcomes of the NEP patent system: In spite of the enormous importance of mass inventions to the cause of the struggle for the speed-up of industrialization, the exploitation of inventions and the exchange of technical experience are most unsatisfactory. The work of the bodies set up to assist inventions is inadequate. The creative initiative of the worker-inventors is not sufficiently encouraged.[36] The above preamble and the first Five Year Plan reflected the campaigns to foster inventions, where “mass inventing” or “worker inventing” were desirable outcomes. To resolve the shortcomings of patents and ensure the timely exploitation of inventions in the Soviet Union, the new law sought to bring about closer relations between the worker-inventor and the state.[37] However, this was not a complete return to the post-revolutionary abolition of patents. Instead, the decree reintroduced the inventor’s certificates while keeping patents as a parallel option. In practice, the dual system distinguished between inventions by Soviet citizens and foreigners. Patents, primarily intended for foreigners, were issued for a term of 15 years and required the invention to be worked in the Soviet Union during the first three years of its term or be subject to a compulsory licence.[38] Despite increased ideological vigilance, pragmatism prevailed in this compromise: it allowed Soviet inventors to patent abroad via reciprocity, and likely facilitated contract negotiations between Soviet industries and international companies. Another aspect that favoured patents was that their annual fees were a source of hard currency, which was always in short supply in the Soviet Union.[39] Inventor’s certificates, in contrast, required assignment of ownership to the state. The worker-inventor could not exclude others from using the invention, but received monetary remuneration for such use on a fixed scale calculated according to the annual savings that the invention brought to the industrial field. Inventions that did not bring savings but rather improvements in quality, work conditions, or safety measures were also rewarded on the fixed scale.[40] Esteem was also an important incentive,[41] and inventor’s certificates further secured for the inventor certain exemptions and social privileges, such as improved housing, vacations, higher education, and promotion to research positions.[42] Thus, as several American commentators have noted, the system was designed to provide incentives for employed inventors.[43] Both patents and inventor’s certificates had novelty and industrial application requirements. Although, in principle, a Soviet inventor was free to choose to apply for either a patent or an inventor’s certificate, the only reasonable option was the latter. The government favoured them for ideological reasons, and discouraged royalty-based systems even if the beneficiaries were Soviet citizens.[44] Patent applications carried high fees, while inventor’s certificates had none. Whereas a patent holder had to bear the costs of commercialising their invention, the ownership of inventions by the state came with the responsibility for exploitation of the invention: the law stated that “each useful invention shall be implemented in all enterprises of the industry, where it can be applied with the benefit.”[45] The new 1931 law was to work in tandem with the mass inventing campaign mentioned earlier. During these campaigns, there was emphasis on Stakhanovism and over-fulfilment (such as reaching the goals of the Five Year Plan early), and in this atmosphere, minor rationalisation proposals that could increase short-term productivity was favoured over truly innovative inventions that carried a greater risk and where the potential benefits were long-term. Following the 1959 legislation, usefulness became the key criterion for inventor’s certificates, which paradoxically can be seen as an obstacle to innovation. As more pathbreaking inventions were perhaps more difficult to put to immediate use, some inventions with great potential were in fact deemed “useless” as the responsible organ could not see any immediate application.[46] In the decades that followed, the key changes were not to the regulatory framework but to the organisational form of the administration and processing of applications. The entire Soviet Union was affected by the terror and purges in the 1930s and the Committee for Inventions was no exception. The mass inventing campaign had faced difficulties reaching targets, resistance from state enterprise directors who did not use suggested inventions, and struggles to promote exchange of technical information between state enterprises. The Committee for Inventions was abolished in 1936 and its former head was arrested and shot in 1937. The administration of inventions became decentralised and fragmented, there were changes to the framework and procedures several times, including attempts at recentralisation, in the the coming decades, which were shaped by the terror, World War II, and new rounds of repressions.[47] Following Stalin’s death, there was a return to a centralised invention system: the Committee for Inventions and Discoveries was established in 1955 and “quickly rose in prominence and received generous state support.”[48] This prefigured a revision of the law on inventions. Inventor’s certificates were part of broader government efforts to increase inventive activity, such as invention campaigns and changing institutional infrastructure. The new Statute on Discoveries, Inventions and Rationalization Proposals, enacted on 24 April 1959, added scientific discoveries as a category for protection and established a new certificate for discoveries, with both inventions and discoveries handled by the Committee for Inventions and Discoveries.[49] The new law kept patents alongside certificates, although patents could not be obtained for chemical products, medical compositions, foodstuffs and articles of refreshment and pure scientific discoveries.[50] As with previous statutes, patents were valid for a period of 15 years from the filing date, whereas inventor’s certificates had an indefinite duration. Although the rights to the invention were exclusively assigned to the state, this meant that Soviet inventors could “receive remuneration from the user of his invention indefinitely.”[51] The State also “assumes the responsibility for exploiting the invention, having regard to the expediency of its introduction.”[52] The legal requirements and rewards from inventor’s certificates were deliberately geared towards benefitting Soviet citizens as “worker-inventors.” As before, Soviet inventors tended to seek protection through the inventor’s certificate system, and rarely obtained patent protection.[53] 2.4 Encouraging the Circulation of Knowledge The inventor’s certificate system was designed to promote the free flow of knowledge. Lifting legal restrictions on knowledge flows was seen as pivotal in the Soviet aim of rapid industrialisation and catching up with the West,[54] and this is an area where Soviet commentators emphasise the difference with patents. However, perhaps paradoxically, Peter Maggs and James Jerz suggest that the goal of promoting flows of information may also help explain developments in the 1960s and the Soviet decision to accede to the Paris Convention “after having remained aloof from it for so many years.”[55] As in earlier decades when retaining patents were seen as instrumental in relation to foreign trade, there was a general desire to conform to international business practice and attract more foreign investments, but the need to obtain patent information also played a role. In line with this focus on knowledge flows, the Soviet Union had in the post-war decades built up a great capacity for organising and distributing patent information. E. Artemiev, the Deputy Chairman of the Committee for Inventions and Discoveries, outlined this centralised system of patent information and patent services in Industrial Property for the benefit of the international reader. He emphasised that the legal principle of invention’s belonging to society prevails in the Soviet Union and provides the basis for unimpeded circulation of patent information. Artemiev suggested that this centralised patent information system was unique, not to be found anywhere else in the world. He also pronounced it a success, having “rapidly resulted in an increase in the number of inventions.”[56] This outline of the work of the All-Union Technical Patent Library (and other, regional, parts of the system) is both idealised and self-congratulatory. However, the monumentality of it is striking: the information system covered both domestic and international inventions, aiming for a near totality of inventions worldwide.[57] However, Maggs and Jerz suggest that the efforts to organise, disseminate and use patent information in the Soviet Union were not paying off. Given the significant delay between filing and publication, not least in the US, the “disclosure” part of the patent bargain was too slow, and: Soviet scientists may work for years on a problem, the solution to which has already been filed at the United States Patent Office. Given the present rapid expansion of the Soviet economy, the royalties involved would be a small price to pay for the contributions these inventions could make to Soviet economic development […] Payment of substantial royalties would of course involve a drain on limited Soviet foreign exchange resources. To some extent this drain might be compensated by royalties received by Soviet patents abroad.[58] Artemiev’s letter was published in 1969, several years after the Soviet Union joined the Paris Convention. The potential difficulty in obtaining timely information from the published patent specifications thus did not immediately diminish the faith in disseminating technical information. The Soviet effort at increasing the circulation of technical knowledge did not altogether fail; Svitlana Lebedenko even suggests “the Soviet period was a peak moment of Russian innovation.”[59] Inventing activity was indeed larger than patent activity in other industrialised countries, and with 10 million members in the Soviet inventor’s society, mass inventing can be said to have been achieved. Patent services were available to inventors at most enterprises and research institutes (although, as mentioned, it was firmly the inventor’s certificate that attracted Soviet inventors).[60] The emphasis on making knowledge accessible and freely circulating is in stark contrast to many accounts of Soviet society which emphasise how secrecy was endemic.[61] Although there was no trade secrets law in the Soviet Union, the law on inventor’s certificates explicitly provided for secrecy in certain circumstances, under which many military inventions were made secret.[62] Loren Graham has also famously characterised innovation in Russia as plagued by “lonely ideas” – the absence of a social environment where great ideas can be turned into economic development. Graham takes a much more negative view on the inventor’s certificate system and argues that the absence of a proper patent system was a main source for these shortcomings. However, as shown above, inventing activity flourished during the inventor’s certificate regime and the focus on organisation and dissemination of patent information may be seen as ways to combat loneliness. Nevertheless, Graham’s argument can also be interpreted to mean that the main asset of patents is not incentivising invention, but going from invention to innovation.[63] Following the Second World War, inventor’s certificates as a legal form of protection spread to many other of the new socialist states, and the Soviet Union also took a more active role on the international stage. Intellectual property and international trade were seen as essential for the free flow of technical information, which would help to build the economic and political power of the Soviet state. The pursuit of international recognition raised questions about whether the inventor’s certificate was the same as a patent, or not. This issue was a matter that BIRPI and later WIPO gave attention to from the late 1950s and onwards, and as we will see, the socialist countries in these discussions generally stressed the similarities between the two forms of protection.
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In this section we will limit ourselves to what is undoubtedly the most critical amalgamation of renewable resources: agriculture. Today agricultural systems, especially in the Minority World but increasingly in the Majority World as well, are firmly in the grip of profit-oriented big-capital in pursuit of ever-greater efficiencies, that is, the drive to achieve the biggest bang for your buck. In practical terms this equates to the industrialization of agriculture, where economies of scale are pursued to create ever-larger, more mechanized farms with an emphasis on expansive monocrops and concentrated animal feeding operations. It is these strategies that also lead to the unsustainable, damaging impacts on the undergirding ecosystems due to the heavy and often indiscriminate reliance on limited ground water, fossil fuels, artificial fertilizers, pesticides/herbicides, and genetically modified organisms (GMOs). An alternative, compeerist-aligned form of agriculture, therefore, has two interrelated aims. One is to achieve a more equitable, community-centred, and, ultimately, use-value oriented governance arrangement for our agricultural means of production. The other, and seen as a direct consequence of the former, is the establishment of a more generative (and hence symbiotic) relationship to the land and its natural systems (Piques and Rizos, 2017; Giotitsas, 2019). Relevant techniques employed to achieve this second imperative include the use of organic fertilizer, integrated pest management, limited soil tillage, intercropping, and concerted soil maintenance and recovery. As such it is a form of agriculture that participates in the circular economies in nature via the nutrient, energy, and water cycles already in place. At the same time, and supplementing the focus on localized commons governance and stewardship, there remains an emphasis on the power of the digitized general intellect to assist in the execution of such agriculture. Given the obvious similarities here with the basic impetus of the DG-ML model, then, we can denote this approach ‘design global, farm local’ (DG-FL). Feeding the world The first issue to be resolved in the pursuit of a DG-FL arrangement is whether it could actually provide enough food to meet the needs of a global population expected to reach over 10 billion people in this century. The biggest focus when considering this question tends to fall on analyses of yields and productivity. Those in support of the current industrial agricultural system argue that it produces the highest possible yields with ever-diminishing labour needs; any shift from these gains, it is argued, would cause a serious reduction in food supply, rising prices, and hence hunger. The pushback to such arguments, however, emphasizes the fact that smallholder, non-industrialized agriculture is, in fact, a major source of our current food supply and that there remains much still untapped potential in this more sustainable farming approach. Homing in on the question of potential, the first point to be made here is that feeding humanity is not just about yields, but about creating broad socio-economic arrangements that support and foster much more efficient agricultural production and consumption, measured in terms of overall resource and ecosystem use and impact. A widely circulated and esteemed study by the Research Institute of Organic Agriculture, for instance, found that organic forms of food production, which are often performed at smaller scales, could meet the needs of the world with the caveat that food waste, meat consumption, and non-food crop commitments would need to be significantly reduced (Muller et al, 2017). In essence, existing agricultural land needs to be reorganized to achieve use-value, that is, the aim should be feeding people, not animals or combustion engines (via bio-fuels). A DG-FL approach to agriculture could go a long way in bringing about such a needed shift. Most obviously, growing food within a reasonable distance to where it is consumed would significantly help in reducing food waste, most of which is linked to getting agricultural goods to distant users/ consumers. Indeed, it is estimated that about a third of the world’s produced food ends up as waste, representing a massive squandering of energy and land (Hawken, 2021). Additionally, a localization and democratization of agriculture could re-establish a connection between farmer/farm and user (challenging deeply entrenched alienation), which, in turn, could foster a greater demand for more resilient and humane forms of production and consumption, even if they are more labour intensive, and hence pricier. Relatedly, rediscovering the rewards of local food, such as eating fruits and vegetables that actually taste like something, could boost overall supply through the expansion of personal and prosumer food production in yards, rooftops, and community gardens. Turning to yields, there is ample research indicating that organic agriculture is not only more productive than assumed, but that it could still significantly increase its productive capacity with the right technologically enabled interventions (Badgley et al, 2007; Rodale 2018). It is here that the design global component of the DG-FL model also becomes relevant, as a vibrant digital commons could become an invaluable source of agriculturally focused knowledge/data/design/code that could boost sustainable production while reducing labour demands. We will consider this potential in more detail shortly when we delve into the directly related challenge of making commons-oriented farms more economically viable. Yet before moving on, we must briefly also address what is undoubtedly the most controversial of all yield boosting technologies: GMOs. To begin, it is important to note that a 100 per cent adoption of organic or even small-scale production is not always required within a generative, compeerist-aligned farming arrangement. In some cases, as in the production of grains, non-organic inputs and monocropping may be justified if these are holistically monitored and supplemented with restorative techniques to ensure any affected ecological systems are not overly stressed. The same logic then applies to the use of genetically modified organisms, which are generally rejected in organic production. While there is much disagreement on the risks associated with this technology, there is mounting evidence that GMOs could significantly boost the yields of smaller farms engaging in otherwise generative agricultural methods (Rotman, 2020). The fundamental constraint on this potential today is that GMO technology is primarily controlled by capital, which has focused on the development of seeds intended to play a particular function within a broader industrial agricultural system geared towards profit. As such, plants are designed for their compatibility with synthetic inputs, their ability to be transported long distances, their outer appearance, and their infertility (a classic case of imposed scarcity that makes the purchase of seeds necessary). However, in the spirit of abstract hacktivism, GMO research could very well be turned towards other aims instead, for instance making plants more resilient, productive, and nutritious without the need of additional, non-organic inputs. Importantly, many of these benefits can be achieved without using genetic material from non-related species, that is, cisgenic as opposed to transgenic modification, thus posing a much smaller chance of unwanted mutations and other risks. Proponents of cisgenic GMOs argue, therefore, that less regulation in this form of modification is called for. In their view, a loosening of government restrictions could boost a much broader range of collaborative, commonsbased research, leading to much bigger yields in regions currently suffering from paltry agricultural production (Benkler, 2006b; Rotman, 2020). Further bolstering this potential is the development of gene editing techniques, such as CRISPR, that are becoming more precise, easy to use, and cheap. Still, despite the latent promise here, compeerism refrains from prescribing the degree to which any technology should be adopted. In the end, compeerists pursuing a post-capitalist path to food security will need to weigh the pros and cons of GMOs for themselves, based on their respective contexts and priorities.
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Following from this, a strong compeerist case can thus be made for any commons-derived aggregated, open-sourced data to be placed under more proactive peer-property licensing regimes that limit how and by whom the data may be used. Enforcing such regimes for aggregated data, however, is even more challenging than what is involved with specific, added-value intellectual property. Not only is it difficult to contain and control access to this data once it has been made available to a large number of in-group entities, but proving that it has been utilized by an out-group actor in a specific way is often problematic. Nevertheless, in certain situations, where the misuse of protected data is believed to be especially egregious, targeted legal challenges could be pursued on the basis of the relevant peer-property stipulations in place. In the longer term, of course, as part of a broader economic shift to the commons, the compeerist aim will be to increasingly diminish the power of capital in all aspects of the economy, including in the area of data collection and use. Still, it is important to acknowledge that such a decapitalization will not automatically deliver us from the ills linked to the use of agglomerated data today. This is because the underlying technology, developed to assist in the functioning of capital-focused assemblages/apparatuses, could still be present, retaining a latent agency that runs counter to compeerist aims. Such agency is particularly evident in capital-sourced AI and algorithms, whose code is full of profit-seeking and class-based/racial biases. Hence, in line with abstract hacktivist principles, this code must be systematically expunged through meticulous rethinking and rewriting. Yet even then, we must ultimately accept that algorithms can never be fully objective or foolproof; being human constructions they will always be reflective of the prejudices and assumptions inherent in humans and society more broadly (Ntoutsi et al, 2020). Following from this, the enlightened use of digital networks and their trove of endless data will require nothing less than continuous critical, democratically informed oversight and engagement. Couldry and Mejias’s (2019) answer to this call is to involve the populace in an ongoing, citizen-based research endeavour that seeks to keep tabs on how digital data-capturing technology works in the real world. To execute such a project, an open database could be maintained that tracks a wide range of important algorithms and their functions, based on people’s submitted personal experiences. Ideally, then, where problems are identified, collaborative solutions could be found to restructure the hardware, programming, and the overall governance arrangements overseeing this technology to ensure that any bias or other forms of unfair targeting are purged (Stewart, 2020).
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Imagine we are in the late 22nd-century and a compeerist ‘renaissance’ has come about after a prolonged period of environmental and subsequently social and economic upheaval. Most notable on the political front is that the Westphalian order of nation-states has largely been dismantled, giving rise to the predominance of partner states, each consisting of several tiers of governance with distinct jurisdictions. The highest level of political authority within these partner states has been shaped by commons-oriented societies in an effort to create a macro-level governance unit that can facilitate the expansion and management of the commons, yet with significantly less coercive power than the nation-states of old. The territorial reach of these partner states is also more confined, based primarily on the agreed upon cultural and natural characteristics of the underlying ‘bio-region’ (Alperovitz, 2005). Homing in on just one of these, we can envision, for lack of a better name, the Alpha Bioregion (AB), located in North America and with a population of about 35 million people. The region is governed by a nested system of commons-oriented councils, with the highest tier, the federal partner state, maintaining a binding constitution that evolved as a deliberative process of negotiation and compromise. Guided by principles for effective, collaborative commons governance, the constitution lays out the legal organization of the various lower tiers of decision making, as well as the establishment of a bill of rights. This bill enshrines the entitlement to basic individual liberties from coercive authority; rights to the means required for a thriving existence; a commitment to the commons and its democratic governance; and nonhuman rights focused on the humane and enlightened treatment of animals and ecosystems. True to Thomas Jefferson’s belief that a constitution should be a living document, however, the AB’s constitution is a constant work in progress. The highest tiered, federal partner state is given jurisdiction over a number of key governance areas that are by their nature geographically expansive. This includes the responsibility of maintaining an effective monetary and judicial system; providing critical transregional infrastructure (broadband, rail, roads, seaports) and services (postal, health, higher education, research); and, more broadly, implementing regulations and guidelines pursuant to the bill of rights. The federal partner state is also responsible for managing relations with political units outside the AB, for instance to negotiate transregional agreements in the areas of trade, immigration, the environment, and space exploration. Yet, despite some similarities, the AB’s federal partner state is quite different to the traditional nation-state, as significant power is devolved to lower tiers of governance which range from the six meso-regions directly under the top tier to the thousands of neighbourhood-sized precincts at the lowest level. Each tier is composed of representatives from the tier immediately below it and while each governance level has certain powers that pertain to its specific jurisdiction, significant leeway is given the lower tiers in interpreting and applying any regulations/guidelines coming from further up the nested arrangement. The governance of the commons in such a political regime is inevitably multi-scalar and characterized by negotiation, collaboration, and the skilful navigation of conflicting interests. The central role of the federal partner state here, as per the constitution, is to pursue the expansion and accessibility of the human-made commons while fostering fair, sustainable, and democratic management over the natural ones. Yet, it is further down the nested governance structure that these macro-level aims are ultimately implemented via targeted policies and oversight procedures. Furthermore, the actual, on-the-ground management of the various commons is then primarily performed by an assortment of partner-state entities, cooperatives, and non-profits that tend to be local in relation to the resources and assets they are overseeing. To help envision this decentralized partner state, it must be placed within the broader context of a populace that has become well-informed and has largely embraced commons-centric rationales when engaging in governance issues. Moreover, this governance should be understood as being conducted within a society in which compeerism has become the dominant mode of production. In other words, the benefits of win-win strategies have begun to bear fruit, including basic needs/wants being met, the equalization of opportunities to thrive, minimal wealth gaps and, critically, a significant increase in the amount of free time – all of which we will explore in more detail when we cover the economy. Not least, governance itself has been fundamentally transformed by sophisticated big-data capabilities and advanced AI data crunching, making it much easier to execute valid assessments of problems as well as offer data-driven response options. Still, it would be wrong to conclude that an apolitical technocracy has been established. There will, for example, always be contestation over the stakeholdership, and hence power claims made, over a given commons. Indeed, the question of who gets a seat at the table is always a fraught one. Furthermore, even with excellent, data-based analyses and policy options, difficult decisions still have to be made regarding the underlying values and aesthetics to be pursued, where to set priorities, and what degree of risk is deemed acceptable in any given governance decision. Finally, the collection, processing, and interpretation of data can never be a completely objective process, no matter how smart the AI. In short, politics will remain an integral part of any commons-centred governance regime. Unlike today, however, the organization of political affairs in the AB is very different due to its decentralized, nested character, which gives much more power to the populace in determining their local realities. In this way, there is generally lively participation in the lower tiers of the partner state, where, within the broad guidelines and overarching goals agreed upon at the higher tiers, a number of important issues are adjudicated, largely in line with the agonistic approach to commons-based politics addressed in the last chapter. Important governance topics include, for instance, land use and the rights/responsibilities of land users; achieving resilience, organizing and implementing educational opportunities; and, not least, resolving contentious issues like the regulation of weapons, drugs, advertisement, and car use. Beyond these localized forums that are part of the multi-scaled partner state’s responsibilities, however, commoners are also engaged in numerous economic governance processes involving non-state actors. Cooperatives, open-value-networks, and non-profits have become the norm in the AB’s economy and these too, using advanced network democratization platforms (like Loomio today), pursue and facilitate participation and decision making from within and outside the organization regarding its economic mission and operations. This localized participation then easily feeds into the higher tiers of the partner state, giving rise to a steady stream of qualified ‘commons servants’ from below. At these higher tiers, governing bodies inevitably become more distant from the populace. Nevertheless, representational politics have here been made significantly more democratic by adopting many of the reform recommendations explored in the last chapter. In this way the upper tiers of the partner state government have managed to achieve high degrees of transparency and fair representation, and, with the help of numerous digitally enabled governance tools, constituents are given multiple opportunities to participate in important decision making. It should nonetheless be noted that the ideal of consensus is generally rejected within the deliberative bodies of the AB partner state, as such an aspiration carries with it the sense that there is an absolute right to be attained, a position compeerism generally rejects (Mouffe, 2009). Instead, more attention is paid to the process of politics with an emphasis put on avoiding simple win-lose scenarios, for example by employing ranked voting for various policy options. In this way, by arriving at solutions/decisions that are considered ‘good enough’ by a unanimous majority, there is a greater likelihood of avoiding either stalemate or widespread disgruntlement, both of which are associated with winner-take-all arrangements (Bollier and Helfrich, 2019). It is also recognized that the monumental sum of continuous, micro-level decision making entailed in governance can never be fully democratized without causing paralysis and governance burnout. Therefore, various forms of common criteria are used in which micro-managers within partner state and other democratic organizations are freed to handle mundane, everyday decisions with the understanding that they maintain full accountability in their charge to abide by the democratically established guidelines that apply. Blockchain-based ledgers are again an effective tool here in maintaining full, detailed transparency and hence accountability in any execution of policy. In its entirety, then, the governance arrangement within the AB depicted here is a combination of the nested political jurisdictions theorized by Bookchin and the partner state proposed by P2P scholars. The aim of such an organizational structure is to facilitate an engaged and commons-focused populace to run its own affairs at multiple scales in a way that is radically democratic, fair, and practical. In the end, it is nonetheless just one, rough outline; there are many variations possible. Regardless of the governance regimes adopted, however, they must ultimately be understood as both expressions and enablers of the specific commons-based socio-economy being pursued and executed. We can now delve deeper into the form that one such economy might take.
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Given that some degree of macrogrid dependence remains unavoidable for many communities, then, the subsequent question for compeerists is how this infrastructure can best be commonified, that is, taken out of capital’s hands and placed under the purview of stakeholder communities. This is precisely the aim of the growing energy democracy movement, which has linked demands for a renewable energy transition to increased citizen empowerment. To better grasp the challenges and possible ways forward in such a movement, it is helpful to view electricity infrastructure as consisting of three main components: generation, transmission, and distribution. The first aim of compeerist-aligned energy democracy activists tends to focus on gaining community control over the last-mile of macrogrid electricity distribution. Strategies to be pursued vary here according to the underlying conditions on the ground. In the worst-case scenarios, where investor-held energy companies have monopolized electricity delivery, the most common tactic has been to strive for a cooperativization or municipalization of the energy infrastructure (Burke and Stephens, 2018). The cooperative route is generally adopted where the underlying regulations are favourable and the population to be serviced is relatively small. Germany, for instance, has seen a significant increase in small-scale cooperatives, from less than a hundred at the turn of the millennium to close to a thousand today (DGRV, 2020). The US proves to be an outlier here, as large-scale cooperativization has also been on the table in some parts of the country, likely due to the presence of already existing large energy cooperatives that can be traced back to the electrification push of the New Deal in the 1930s. In one recent case in the state of Maine, it took a governor’s veto in 2021 to block a voter referendum that would have replaced the current for-profit utility (linked to the energy conglomerate Avangrid) with a decentralized, user/consumer-owned utility (Maine, 2021). In most instances where larger populations are involved, however, the energy democracy movement has been inclined to pursue municipalization efforts. Germany is again an exemplar of this strategy, with the city of Hamburg, for instance, ousting their corporate energy supplier, Vattenfall, as the result of a public referendum which gave the municipality full control over its grid in 2014. Notably, this transition occurred without the local support of both the dominant centre left (SPD) and centre right (CDU) parties (Provost and Kennard, 2014). In Berlin, a similar referendum, again resisted by the mainstream parties within the city council, was supported by 80 per cent of those who voted, but the measure failed because it fell one per cent shy of the 25 per cent quorum requirement (BBC, 2013). Turning to the US, while much attention has focused on Boulder’s multiyear battle to break free from its corporate energy provider, Excel, a much larger municipalization effort has been unfolding in San Francisco. In the California case the beleaguered PG&E utility finds itself increasingly in the sites of the city council, which has been entertaining the idea of a municipal takeover for several years (Castle, 2020; Kukura, 2021). Importantly, however, capital-based corporations are not always the dominant entity in electricity delivery; for example, in the US nearly half the population already receives its last-mile(s) of electricity from either a cooperative or public utility. Nonetheless, homing in on the latter first, despite tending to offer marginally better rates and greater environmental awareness than their investor-owned counterparts, these hierarchically organized public entities still generally lack options for community input and empowerment. In response to this reality, the energy democracy movement is beginning to make robust demands to address these shortcomings. Based on the Berlin case noted earlier, such demands can include the embrace of full transparency, citizen and worker participation on the board, neighbourhood advisory assemblies, and the power to force decisions through citizen petitions (Angel, 2016). The Switched On London campaign for a public utility is making similar demands (Switched On, nd). Yet, as is evidenced from the resistance to such measures from within some city governments themselves (Hamburg and Berlin are both good examples), bringing about truly commonified public utilities will be a continuing battle. The situation is somewhat brighter when we turn to existing cooperative electricity providers, as these tend to be endowed with mechanisms aimed at facilitating community input. Furthermore, being member cooperatives that are not driven by profit – if revenues exceed the needs of the cooperative, the money is redistributed to its members – they are more amenable to member interests and wishes (Bozuwa, 2018). In the US there are hundreds of New Deal era, cooperative utilities and electricity-centred cooperative federations, which were established to distribute (and in some cases generate and transmit) electricity to the large swathes of the country that were considered too unprofitable for capitalist investments. Today, US cooperatives own and maintain 42 per cent of the distribution lines that make up the last-mile(s) of electricity supply (NRECA, 2021). From an energy democracy perspective, having electricity cooperatives already in place on the ground is undoubtedly the most ideal starting point. To illustrate the compeerist potential here, we can take the unlikely case of the US state of Georgia, where a significant portion of the population, mostly in rural areas, receive their energy from various Electric Membership Cooperatives (EMCs). While the actual running of these membership cooperatives can be criticized for the decisions they have made, for instance a lack of investment in sustainability initiatives or barring the public from board meetings, the governance structure is still fundamentally democratic, meaning it is the members of the cooperative (anyone purchasing energy from an EMC) who are empowered to elect their respective decision-making board (Orrock, 2011). This governance arrangement then opens up significant opportunities to ‘hack’ the way these cooperatives have tended to operate. Indeed, it is worth pointing out here that in the oft neglected co-op elections that are offered, candidates with the most energized base usually win (Grimley, 2020). Hence with a concerted compeerist push, greater control over a cooperative board could be used to amend operating procedures to allow for greater openness and transparency while refocusing services to be more in line with commons-based principles. Furthermore, this control could then conceivably be extended to the higher tiered cooperative federation. For example, in the case at hand, each regional EMC board is permitted to vote for their particular representative to the governing body of the state-wide Oglethorpe Power Corporation, which, beyond the last-mile, is also involved in energy production and transmission.
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The efforts to establish CSAs and food sovereignty, just noted, highlight the second major and interconnected challenge to a DG-FL model, that is, making commons-oriented agricultural production economically viable once land has been secured. Indeed, it is only through the competitiveness of alternative, compeerist-oriented farms that the envisioned DG-FL transition could begin to take hold. As we will see, the answer to the question of viability, as in previous sectors we have explored, once again hinges on making the most of available commons-based resources (especially in the digital realm); pursuing boundary-commoning initiatives; and collaboratively working to create a more supportive political-economic environment for compeerist food production. Turning first to the digital commons, noted earlier as a promising factor for expanding yields within more generative forms of agriculture, we can begin by pointing to the tremendous potential in simply opening up global channels for the exchange of farming know-how. Studies have shown the tremendous impact that knowledge exchange can have on small farmers’ success and the important role information technology can play in facilitating this process (Zhang et al, 2016). Such exchanges, furthermore, are particularly valuable in more generative forms of farming, which is especially knowledge intensive due to the numerous geographically specific ecosystem interactions that must be taken into account. The need for cutting-edge academic research to be made available within an open access, global digital repository, as noted in Chapter 2, also becomes apparent here. Beyond information/knowledge sharing, however, the digital commons also offer significant openings for tapping into more affordable production-boosting tools and machines (Giotitsas, 2019). Along similar lines to the Open Source Ecology project noted in prior chapters, the Farm Hack initiative sees itself as ‘a community of users and organizations joining together to build a collaborative platform for developing and sharing tools of all kinds, in the name of open knowledge sharing and resilient agricultural systems’ (Farm Hack, 2016, np). Farm Hack maintains an extensive tool design inventory that anyone can contribute to, use, alter, and distribute. Examples of tools include a bicycle-powered fanning mill, a solar-powered off-grid pasture-monitoring system, and an online software platform to assist in planning and managing a farm. The management dimension just noted is worth emphasizing, since so much of what makes a local farm successful lies beyond production, from effective operational administration to establishing the many linkages needed to find buyers. Regarding this latter point, it is important to recognize that there is a great deal of networking involved, for instance, in assembling all the right actors for a successful CSA initiative or farmers market. Consequently, there are several commons-based digital solutions being pursued on this front. One good example is that of Open Food Network, a globally linked group of commoners committed to fostering ‘a sustainable and resilient food system’ by establishing a free, open-source software platform that links intentional farmers to various types of buyers through online networks and markets (OFN, 2022, np). A further area of research and design that is especially hard to come by in the digital commons pertains to GMO technology. For compeerists interested in pursuing this potential within more generative forms of agriculture, a primary aim is to create a collaborative, open-source effort in which the process and product of such efforts are made available to the digital commons. Important initiatives along these lines are already being explored, as with the Australia-based Centre for the Application of Molecular Biology to International Agriculture (CAMBIA). CAMBIA’s biological open-source project is centred on fostering a network of participants (including private, governmental, and civil-society actors) interested in developing collaborative technological innovations along free open-source software principles (Benkler, 2006). Particular attention here is paid to the need to bridge the gaps in technological access – often maintained by big-capital’s proprietary patents – that block lower-budgeted, local farmers from the many innovations in molecular biology. In considering the value of these various digital resources in the pursuit of a DG-FL transition, however, we must return to what we have seen to be a central component in compeerism’s tactical outlook in contending with capital, namely the establishment of peer-property licensing regimes. While some of the examples of agriculturally relevant digital value just covered would be of limited use to Big Ag operators, others clearly could have broader market implications. By pursuing protections in this latter realm, compeerists can strive to gain a broader foothold in the agricultural sector of the economy. Targeted peer-property licenses could be applied, for instance, to ensure that a commons-sourced GMO seed that is particularly adept at thriving in dry conditions, or cutting-edge software for real-time soil analysis, is intentionally managed, with free access made conditional on either being a subsistence farmer or having embraced certain commonsbased principles. In this way, if such peer-licensed resources significantly expanded, compeerist-aligned farmers would maintain privileged access to tools that both increased their yields and decreased their operating costs, giving them an important market advantage in relation to their capital oriented counterparts. Yet, the compeerist-aligned farmers’ boundary-commoning options are not just limited to the digital, there are many more solidaristic endeavours that could be instrumental in securing viability, including the collaborative arrangement of low-interest loans and the pooling of physical resources, such as the local sharing of land and expensive machinery. To help in such efforts, formal compeerist-aligned cooperatives could be formed. These could then also be employed to better control input and product prices, as well as make unified political demands. Agricutural cooperatives are, of course, already a well-established institution, but in the Minority World these generally represent large-scale, capital-oriented farmers pursuing the expansion of market share within a particular sector (such as Land O’Lakes and Sunkist in the US). In the Majority World, however, there are a number of examples where such cooperatives are employed to empower the oftexploited small-scale farmer. The Indian Amul milk cooperative is a case in point; co-owned by over 3.5 million dairy producers, this massive co-op shows that it is indeed possible to productively organize an immense number of small-scaled farmers to great effect (Somjee and Somjee, 1978). Importantly, the desirability of choosing a commons-oriented approach to farming increases as the benefits of boundary commoning expand. Currently, many farmers engaged in corporately controlled, industrial agriculture are not in a particularly happy place. The control exerted from higher up the Big Ag complex, and the demand for continuous and often risky investments, are resented by many farmers who feel they have no alternative but to comply. Relatedly, more and more farmers are frustrated by their diminishing self-sufficiency, which is a deep-seated value in farming communities. The reason for this loss can be linked to the ever-expanding role of intellectual property, applied to everything from seeds to the software running the farming equipment (Rotz et al, 2019). Indeed, farmers can increasingly be added to the hacking community as they collectively resist the corporate repair monopoly by finding ways around the proprietary protections placed on the digital innards of their tractors and other machines. In light of these conditions, it is therefore conceivable that farmers could be tempted by a viable commons-oriented alternative (Kuipers, 2021). As with digital value production and manufacturing, however, in agriculture we must also acknowledge that extensive boundary-commoning efforts are unlikely to be sufficient in achieving thriving compeerist-aligned economies. In the Minority World, in particular, food production is characterized by a state-sponsored context that explicitly favours extractive, profit-seeking, industrial farms. As such, a reorientation of government priorities is critically needed. Keeping our focus on the Minority World, there are many policies that could be pushed for in this effort. First, the subsidization of agriculture, which is already broadly established, would need to be restructured so that support did not overwhelmingly and unjustly favour the largest and most industrial operations (Gordon, 2021). Then, and more proactively, extra monetary incentives could be directed to the production and consumption of sustainably farmed goods, while targeted regulations and fees could be imposed to ensure any environmental externalities involved in food production are reflected in the final price. The ability to engage in small and microscale, community-focused farming, in turn, could also be facilitated by offering concrete resources, like targeted, low-interest loans, preferred access to affordable leases on viable government land, and high quality and well-endowed extension services. Relatedly, demands could be made that agricultural research within government funded institutions focus more on sustainable, open-source agriculture that is aimed at serving community needs, not just global trade. More education and outreach on commons-based agriculture would also be beneficial, especially if accompanied by trusted certification and labelling programmes – administered at no cost to the farmers – that informed users/consumers about the sourcing of their food, with a particular focus on environmental and humane practices. A final move that could be immensely beneficial to the compeerist agricultural cause is abandoning one-size-fits-all regulations on the production, processing, and selling of food, which is often drafted by corporate interests in a way to burden small-scale competitors (Carson, 2009a). Instead, more nuanced arrangements could be pursued in which localized, small-scale agricultural producers maintain their own, distinct guidelines. In this way – following the food sovereignty movement’s demands – rules and regulations targeting small-scale community-oriented farmers could be largely decentralized, allowing leeway for local communities and even farmer-buyer relationships to play a bigger role in determining a farmer’s restrictions and responsibilities.
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The main takeaway from this brief review of the internet’s underlying infrastructure is that a small number of large corporations are using this materiality within internet storage, transmission, and delivery to gain control over, and profit from, its unwieldy content. In this way, what was originally conceived as a decentralized network of co-equal computers has been transformed into a centralized, client-server system aimed at imposing rent-seeking, access scarcity. It is a development, furthermore, that has directly fostered the demise of net neutrality and a widening digital divide between those with and without access to the internet as non-profitable communities remain unserviced. Faced with these realities the populace at large ultimately has a choice: either pay the rising price to access an internet increasingly curated by capital or, as compeerism advocates, to pursue avenues of immediate and longer-term exit. Seeking commons-based alternatives At this point, short of refusing to use the internet altogether, there are very few ways to fully avoid the large capital actors controlling the server cloud. At the same time, it is worth noting that the decentralized, peer-to-peer roots of the internet have not completely vanished. The so-called ‘dark web’, for example, apart from its shady content, still works mostly along the lines of the original internet concept, with direct communication between computers/ servers without a centralized middleman. P2P file sharing networks using protocols such as BitTorrent to interlink personal computers are also still very much alive, offering some guidance in how a more commons-based approach to the material management of digital storage and access could be achieved (Sandvine, 2018). Some peer-to-peer advocates are now also seeking to overcome the clientserver structure of the internet by using blockchain contracts to incentivize participants to lend out their free computing space, thus establishing capabilities based on a swarm of individual, decentralized machines as opposed to isolated, massive server farms. Currently these efforts are led by small startups, like Storj for crowdsourced online data storage or IEX and Golem for decentralized super-computing. While these examples are still run as capital-oriented platforms, they could also quite easily be based on compeerist-inspired platform cooperatives, as exist, for instance, with other forms of resource sharing, such as for cars (eGo CarShare) or household items (Peerby). In this way, users of the internet could once again become an integral part of the infrastructure instead of being made into mere consumers. One thing that nonetheless becomes abundantly clear in such an envisioned trajectory is the need for a massive increase in the small-scale ownership of more powerful computers/servers and less reliance on mobile, cloud-based devices (Losey and Meinrath, 2016). In line with this reasoning, yet even more far-reaching, is the idea behind the Holochain project, which aims to build a parallel, decentralized, commons-oriented internet that nonetheless offers much greater capabilities than what is possible in simple peer-to-peer connectivity. The project’s primary focus is establishing a blockchain-like code that would be capable of organizing the complexity entailed in managing the endless information and transactions that make up the internet without recourse to client-server systems. In doing so, the Holochain code also seeks to overcome many of blockchain’s various drawbacks, particularly the energy intensive ‘proof-ofwork’ verification system used (via mining) and the difficulties in upscaling applications to a much larger set of transactions. This is being done by developing a biomimicry-inspired ledger that replaces anonymous, ‘trustless’ networks (the basis of Bitcoin) with smaller interlinked groups where trust has been established, thereby enabling greater verification speed and the ability to significantly upscale the processing of transactions (Brock, 2016). Arthur Brock, co-founder and chief designer behind the Holochain project, explains that the foundational code works to establish a ‘method and reward structure for storing and accessing data and applications between users themselves’, thus creating the foundation for a people-run internet (Brock, 2021). This envisioned network would serve as the home of Holo applications, or Happs, which could then become increasingly interlinked and expansive, committed to the peer-to-peer, non-commercial nature of the network. Early examples of such Happs range from alternative social media platform initiatives, such as Junto, to energy monitoring and management systems such as RedGrid (Gerhardt, 2020). The material autonomy that Holochain seeks to achieve is then based on the adoption of prosumer-oriented HoloPorts, which are intended to serve as the hardware that hosts the Holochain-based internet. Investing in holoport capacity is incentivized by issuing HoloFuel, a unique cryptocurrency that is used in executing transactions within Holochain-based applications, similar to how the popular cryptocurrency Ether is used to run Ethereumbased ones. All in all, given the active reworking of both blockchain and the material infrastructure of the internet as a means to exit capital, the Holochain project is an exemplar of the abstract hacktivists’ call to re-engineer and repurpose existing and emerging digital technology as a way to pursue a new social and economic paradigm. Next, moving from storage to transmission and delivery, we must consider both long-distance interconnectivity (the internet backbone) and local access. With regard to the latter, and focusing particularly on the last-mile(s) of direct connection, there has been a surge of activity in finding alternatives to the large corporate internet service providers (ISPs), either because they show little interest in investing in broadband capability in certain areas or the services provided are considered subpar and overpriced due to monopolylike privileges. Not surprisingly, communities are therefore turning to the same options available with regard to electricity provision: municipalization and cooperativization. In the US there have been several examples of successful municipal interventions aimed at making broadband internet more accessible. The municipal Electric Power Board of Chattanooga in Tennessee, for instance, offers a fibre-optic network that was first in the nation to claim one gigabyte per second internet speeds for its customers (Koebler, 2016). Chattanooga’s fibre-optic infrastructure is also used to establish a smart energy grid in the city, leading to significant energy efficiencies. Most of the cooperative efforts in the US, in turn, have centred on rural parts of the country (providing 30 per cent of access there), often by building on the already existing infrastructure in place for cooperative electricity provision. There are now over a hundred electricity cooperatives across the country that have diversified into offering broadband (Trostle et al, 2022). A further critical task related to access pertains to expanding wireless connectivity. In less remote areas, one promising initiative has been through the use of mesh networks, where a large number of small-scale routing devices are shared within the network as a way to extend a direct line to the internet backbone (like a far reaching wi-fi network). Guifi.net, for example, is a community-based internet provider in the Basque region of Spain seeking to circumvent capital-oriented ISPs by establishing expansive mesh networks as a way to provide internet connectivity as a common good (Baig et al, 2015). Similarly, in Detroit, the Equitable Internet Initiative is using mesh networks to tackle ‘digital redlining’, which has contributed to 40 per cent of Detroit residents not having internet access (Kalischer-Coggins, 2021). In more isolated areas, in turn, where direct broadband linkages to the internet backbone are few and far between, commons-oriented projects have focused on establishing an independent infrastructure of cellular towers for radio-based wireless connectivity. One example can be found on Native American lands, which have long been on the losing side of the digital divide. Non-profits like the Tribal Digital Village, servicing tribes in southern California, have worked to address this problem by utilizing a small band of non-licensed spectrum as a way to deliver internet access to native homes via tribally-controlled transmission towers. Yet, one of the biggest challenges in this effort pertains to limits on the publicly available radio spectrum. Thus, the push to treat spectrum truly as a commons, with much greater access allotted to localized, non-capital interests, has become a central issue to native efforts seeking not only to reap the benefits of the digital revolution, but to achieve greater autonomy and self-determination (Duarte, 2017). In the end, however, any internet access system, whether through a direct cable connection or via some form of radio-based network, ends with a needed link to the internet backbone. This means there will always remain a certain dependence on what is ultimately a globalized infrastructure, which, as with the electricity macrogrid, raises some key questions from a compeerist perspective regarding how such a macroscaled resource should be organized. In approaching this question, it must first be acknowledged that the commons-oriented spirit associated with the original creation of the internet is still evident in its global management. To this day, the overarching governance arrangement of the internet’s backbone is characterized by a collaboration involving numerous actors representing civil society, business, government, and research (Radu, 2019). One influential organization in this management assemblage/apparatus is the well-endowed, nongovernmental Internet Society, which, among other things, aims to serve ‘as a focal point for cooperative efforts to promote the Internet as a positive tool to benefit all people throughout the world’ (IS, 2021, np). The commons-centric aim of the Internet Society is reflected in their promotion of open standards and protocols, the sharing of technical information, and the building of community networks. In pursuit of this latter goal, the Internet Society has been a strong advocate for increasing the numbers of internet exchange points (IXPs), especially commons-oriented ones, as these are critical in linking, smaller, lower-tiered networks to the internet backbone. Today many IXPs, including some of the largest ones, are established as non-profits with the singular drive to create a more effective and accessible internet. From a compeerist standpoint, with an eye to fully commonifying the internet backbone, the existing commons-centred principles still evident in the oversight and management of this trans-local and unwieldy infrastructure need to be sustained and extended. In particular, more participation and input should be sought from civil society, especially from those that have still largely been left out, either due to their remote location or their lack of wealth. Compeerism here fully embraces the view (broadly adopted by the United Nations), that internet access is a human right, and hence the priority animating any governance over the macroscaled infrastructure of the internet must be to expand service (Howell and West, 2022). This need is evidenced by the fact that significant chunks of the population in the Minority World still do not have access to the internet, let alone a broadband connection, while on the global scale roughly a third of humanity remains excluded (ITU, 2021). As these facts make evident, despite some collaborative governance arrangements, the pursuit of an expanded internet backbone to achieve highspeed access as a universal right remains fundamentally hobbled, primarily by big-capital interests that do not see adequate profit opportunities in such a development. At the same time, as with electricity, there is no alternative but to work with the existing macroscaled infrastructure and its overarching governance regime. Even a Holochain-based internet, which is primarily focused on achieving autonomy in the realm of data storage, would still need to rely on the transmission hardware currently in place. Given this scalar reality, compeerism must again acknowledge the need to engage macro-level governance actors, including, in particular, the state. Most discussions today around how the state can best be enlisted to pursue internet access as a human right, adopt either an accommodational or confrontational approach to capital. The accommodational position sees the state coaxing and incentivizing capital in order to garner the needed investments for internet expansion and upgrades. In Japan, which is often pointed to as a model for this approach, classic incentivizations offered to key IT linked industries include subsidies, low-interest credit, and tax incentives (Atkinson et al, 2008). The confrontational approach, in turn, has primarily focused on outright nationalization. Indeed, we can point again to the British Labour Party’s election platform in 2019, for which, along with electricity, the public takeover of internet provision was another key proposition. While compeerism remains deeply sceptical of the long-term desirability of seeking synergistic relations with capital as a tactic to grow the commons, nationalization, as noted with electricity, is also considered imperfect in its current proposed forms. The compeerist concern with a government takeover of the tier one backbone again revolves around the state’s hierarchical tendencies, which, in turn, are associated with excessive bureaucracy and uninventive management, largely because there are no mechanisms to allow for cross-sectional, democratic governance. Thus, following the main arguments made regarding electricity earlier, the alternative option would be the facilitation of a commons-oriented third way. While not well fleshed out, Bernie Sanders’s 2020 presidential campaign platform in the US came close to such a vision in calling for ‘publicly owned and democratically controlled, co-operative, or open access broadband networks’ (Bernie, 2017, np). It is the focus here on establishing an internet infrastructure that is not monopolized by capital or the state, but rather is owned and governed by the people via an assemblage of democratically managed entities, that resonates with compeerist principles. One promising option here would be the creation of so-called stakeholder cooperatives, or solidarity co-ops. More particularly, the internet’s infrastructure, from long distance broadband cables and exchange points to large-scaled server capacity and cellular networks, could be placed in the hands of cooperative federations comprised of representatives from a host of commons-oriented and collaborative stakeholders. Such stakeholders could include last-mile ISP co-ops, local/regional governments, workers, and user-members. Importantly, and reflecting this organizational shift, the charter of such macro-level cooperatives could then be rewritten to focus on operating the internet infrastructure as a commons, in line with its original intent as a resource sharing peer-to-peer network and building on the commons-oriented management regimes already in place.
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Privately held agricultural land, in turn, which is the norm in Minority World economies, is firmly plugged into the corporate food-based commodity chains controlled by ‘Big Ag’. To confront this reality, one compeerist-aligned effort has been the legal pursuit of a transvestment of land from private to community hands by establishing land trusts and easements. Currently, conservation is the main goal here, in which a particular plot of land is protected from development in perpetuity, even with a transfer of land title. The US has seen a boom in such trust efforts over the last few decades, with conservation-based trusts making up nearly three per cent of all US territory, exceeding the size of the entire United Kingdom (LTA, 2022). Some land trusts, however, are focused specifically on maintaining agricultural land. The US government’s Purchase of Agricultural Conservation Easement programme (PACE), for instance, has worked with private landowners to protect over three million acres of farmland. Private agricultural land trusts, in turn, make up roughly the same amount; combined with PACE the total size of agriculturally focused land trusts in the US equals the approximate area of Albania (AFT, 2021). While the PACE programme offers significant potential for the government to implement further landuse conditionalities, it is mostly in the private trusts where the aim for more intentional agriculture has been pursued. The US based Agrarian Trust, for example, purchases land and then manages it in line with commons-based principles in an effort to protect ‘farmland for sustainable agriculture’ while preserving ‘its affordability for new and disadvantaged farmers’ (Agrarian Trust, 2021). The Trust currently presides over 11 agrarian commons across the country, consisting of up to 12 farms each. At the same time, while land trusts offer an ideal option for pursuing commons-centred agriculture, it is important to note that Ostrom was not singularly focused on land ownership when considering the principles of sound commons governance. What matters, instead, are the mechanisms in place that allow for bottom-up input and power in determining the status of the land, that is, who has access to it, and how it can and cannot be used (Fennell, 2011). As such, given that trusts/easements still make up a relatively small portion of total land, arguably the most likely scenario for an expansion of compeerist-aligned, DG-FL practices would be for privately-owned small and medium-sized farms to voluntarily embrace community-oriented production and governance principles. Such governance can be pursued in a number of ways. One popular option has been the establishment of specific community-sponsored agricultural (CSA) purchasing agreements – in the US over 12,000 farms sell directly to users/consumers using CSAs (NAL, 2021). While such agreements generally include specifications on what and how to farm, they also often embody much more, including monetary and labour investments by CSA members in the farm and its operations. In this way, these commons-centric community farmer collaborations offer an enticing alternative for local farmers to the outright control that the massive transnational food industry currently exerts over the management of both small and large farming operations. Additional community-based purchasing arrangements with local farmers could come from municipalities, for example via increasingly popular farmto-school programmes, as well as from retail cooperatives, which have a long history in pursuing specific standards for their members. Grocery member co-ops, for instance, were pioneers in demanding the disclosure of ingredients and nutritional information, as well as for introducing organic food. Today such co-ops still have significant market share in Europe and could again become more active in their purchasing standards if their members demanded it. Importantly, this could include forging cooperative relationships with local farmers with the intent to push for more humane, local, and sustainable agriculture. A final example of pursuing commons-oriented governance over farmland can be found in the food sovereignty movement, which takes aim, among several other targets, at the distant governmental regulations placed on local agriculture (Edelman et al, 2014). The goal here is generally to achieve bottom-up forms of governance in the pursuit of a more viable community oriented agricultural sector. In practice this can mean that a community decides to exclude their local, community-serving farms from specific rules and restrictions that are clearly meant for large, industrial operators, and place undue burdens on small-scale producers. For instance, communities adopting food sovereignty measures may allow local farmers to sell certain products that are officially not permitted according to federal law, such as unpasteurized milk or food that was not processed in an industrial, federally regulated facility. Importantly, in this way, a community exerting more control over the rules and regulations related to proximate food production then also enables it to exert more say in how local agricultural land is used. 
S Manufacturing
Compeerism solves manufacturing and distribution more efficiently than capitalism
Gerhardt 23
Hannes, Professor of Geography at the University of West Georgia. “Democratizing Infrastructure.” From Capital to Commons: Exploring the Promise of a World Beyond Capitalism. University of Bristol. Pp 101-104. /LJS
While the prospect of a decentralized, autonomous industrial base of small scale manufacturers has frequently been pondered, from an assortment of political approaches, more contemporary work on what a transition to such a system would involve, given our current economic and technological context, is scarce. Where this question has been taken up, however, a favourite example is that of the Emilia Romagna (ER) region of Italy. With just over 4 million people, this region boasts a vibrant and diverse manufacturing sector comprised of nearly 50,000 mostly small and medium sized manufacturing firms, employing roughly a quarter of the regions’ population. The innovative, flexible, and demand-centred small-batch manufacturing system, which relies on significant inter-firm collaboration and networking, has long been an economic engine within Italy and has proven to be impressively resilient to market fluctuations. In 2005 a team sent by the Cooperative Charitable Trust Forum scoped out the region to find a manufacturing model ‘that is practical, has scale, and (is) consistent with social justice values’ (P2PF Wiki, 2018, np). One of the team members documented what they found, describing, ‘a fascinating web of cooperatives, small manufacturing companies, innovative social service programmes, and a complex and dynamic partnership between business, labour, and government’, concluding that Emilia Romagna should be top of the list for anyone seeking an ‘alternative development model’ (P2PF Wiki, 2018, np). Furthermore, in seeing ER as an example that could inform a specifically non-capitalist, use-value form of production geared to meeting the needs of the community, Kevin Carson (2009b, p 5) concludes that, ‘given the small scale of production and the short local supply chains, a shift to production primarily for local needs would be relatively uncomplicated’. This optimistic assessment, however, needs a bit more unpacking, given that the ER industrial system functions primarily as a production centre for components or parts within a complex global manufacturing chain in which assembly is usually done elsewhere. The question thus arises whether assembly could similarly be localized. One possible answer to this query can be found in the emergence of microscaled factories, espoused by a handful of specialized, start-up firms whose vision it is to use digital manufacturing, and especially 3D printing, as a way to outcompete mammoth, dedicated factories. In the words of Kevin Czinger, founder of the automotive-focused Divergent Technologies: There needs to be an alternative to hundreds of thousands of people performing repetitive tasks in a behemoth factory centralized in the lowest cost geography – with loss of manufacturing jobs everywhere else. In our filled-up planet, we should start to re-localize and democratize production. Focus on small teams. Focus on adaptation to the local environment. Think resilience. Think adaptation. Think meaningful, human scale work. And frankly, that’s how we recapture the soul of manufacturing. (Teng and Czinger, 2018, np) Certainly, this vision of microfactory production is very much in sync with the aspirations of the DG-ML model. More critically, it points to a possible path to a compeerist entry into the manufacturing sector, due to the smaller capital requirements for startup and the competitive advantages that can still be attained despite forgoing economies of scale. To get a sense of the emerging capabilities involved here we can look at a few comparisons to big industry, with a particular focus on the automotive sector. Beginning with product development, consider that large automobile manufacturers can take up to seven years to go from concept to production. Yet, in the case of Local Motors, an early pioneer in micro-manufacturing in the automotive sector, their commercially successful Olli vehicle (an electric, autonomous people-mover), managed to go from concept to final product in only a year (Peels and Haye, 2021). Modular, 3D enabled manufacturing also opens the possibility for a much more affordable supply chain by using simpler designs and fewer parts; the low budget, Chinese made LSEV 3D printed electric car, for example, reduced the amount of plastic components from over 2000 to 57 (Coxworth, 2018). Furthermore, Divergent Technologies, which built the first 3D printed ‘supercar’, claims that the dematerialization and efficiency inherent in digital manufacturing fundamentally reduces the material and energy inputs required in production (Weiss, 2015). Looking at capacity, these microfactories also prove to be competitive. To compare, take Daimler AG’s flagship Sindelfingen plant, which employs 25,000 workers in a 14 million square-foot factory to assemble up to 300,000 vehicles per year. Local Motors’ microfactory, in turn, could produce up to 350 Olli vehicles annually, using 20 workers on a 10,000 square foot workspace (Rogers, 2019). When these numbers are crunched, we see the microfactory producing 17.5 cars per worker compared to Daimler’s 12, and 28.6 cars per square foot compared to the 10.3 in the Sindelfingen plant. Microfactories, which are less automated, also require less investment in relation to output capacity, making market entry much easier. Consider here that the construction of the high-tech, US based Toyota-Mazda plant that was started in 2022 is expected to cost over US$2.3 billion (Toyota, 2021). In relation to its estimated yearly car production (similar to the Sindelfingen plant), we arrive at an estimate of just over $7500 per car. According to Divergent Technologies, its small, digital manufacturing microfactory can produce up to 10,000 vehicles per year and cost roughly 20 million dollars, which comes out to be less than a third of the investment per car compared to the Toyota case (Weiss, 2015). While the ER region and microfactories demonstrate the potential competitiveness to be achieved through smaller-scaled component production and assembly (at least with cars), it is worth noting some additional benefits to downscaling being pursued in some other industrial sectors. Growing concerns about the environmental impacts of large-scale facilities, for instance, has led to downsizing initiatives in industries that have long pursued economies of scale. Hence, the advent of the electric arc furnace has triggered a boom in the use of mini-mills capable of smaller, more targeted batch production of recycled steel; and in the chemicals industry there is growing promise in utilizing much smaller, modular, and more environmentally friendly production plants (Scherrer, 1988; Seifert et al, 2012). We are also beginning to see a greater emphasis on downsized, more localized manufacturing to overcome the problem of uncertain and shifting demand. Deloitte, the largest professional services network in the world, reported on this trend in 2015, stating: ‘The digitization of manufacturing … has made manufacturing more repeatable and portable. Individual designers and small businesses now have the ability to produce high-quality goods locally at low cost’ (Hagel et al, 2015, np). They point to the 160,000- square-foot ‘Manufacture New York’ facility in Brooklyn as an example. In line with the DG-ML’s scalar ideals, this centre was created ‘to enable more small manufacturers to subsist locally and be more responsive to local needs’ (Hagel et al, 2015, np). It is worth briefly noting here that this focus on ‘local needs’ could portend a broader change from a supply driven industrial system focused on throughput to a more user-driven approach emphasizing quality and durability/repairability. Importantly, such a shift could also mean placing significantly less strain on localized industrial capacity as the lifespan of goods would be significantly increased, a potential that is often neglected when considering the output limits of small-scale production. We will, however, leave the broader environmental implications involved in more demand driven, prosumer-oriented production to the next chapter. Still, despite the growing potential of localized, small-scale manufacturing, it is nonetheless important to acknowledge that the cost-benefit analyses of pursuing such an approach will vary across industries. This means that the ‘manufacture local’ ideal will undoubtedly be more difficult to implement or justify in some areas. For instance, in the high-volume manufacturing of some standard items, from the spinning of thread to the injection moulding of basic tools, using fast, large scale, specialized processes will still be much more economical in terms of resource input and product output ratios than engaging in small-scale, versatile production arrangements. Ignoring this reality, as some DG-ML proponents tend to do, would be naïve. The 99 per cent reduction in the price of solar panels in the last four decades is a case in point; it is a development directly related to Swanson’s law, which stipulates that a doubling of panel production leads to a 20 per cent decrease in price (Kavlac et al, 2018). As such, in some realms of manufacturing, compeerists will be forced to contend with the overpowering logic that favours the embrace of specialization and economies of scale. This ‘contending with’ for compeerists here is in line with the related ruminations triggered in the realization that some components of the electricity and IT infrastructures must be allowed to function on a macroscale, as per the previous chapter, or, as we will see in the next chapter, that the production of primary goods (natural resources and agriculture) will undoubtedly remain subject to a degree of comparative advantage and hence transregional trade. While these larger scaled arrangements are undoubtedly more difficult to square with compeerist aims, they should not, however, be assumed to be irredeemably incompatible with them. In the end, navigating the question of scale within commons-oriented industrial aspirations will be up to compeerists themselves. They must determine where, and to what degree, localized/regionalized small-scale manufacturing should be pursued. This decision will inevitably be based on a careful weighing of factors to determine the best option for achieving the goals set out by the compeerist enterprise and variously involved stakeholders. As a whole, achieving community focused production, supporting the commons, and sustaining worker and environmental welfare will be the primary driver in making production decisions. Nonetheless, achieving input-output efficiencies will still have to be factored into the overall compeerist equation, because efficiency, after all, remains a critical factor in both achieving market viability and maximizing the production of use-value goods. If the compulsion to pursue such efficiencies then leads to opting for larger scaled production, compeerists will need to ensure that they do not sacrifice the core principles that motivated this production in the first place. We turn next, therefore, to the entrepreneurial governance options available to compeerist-aligned manufacturers in successfully dealing with these various pressures and imperatives.
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Even with the use of new material highly curtailed, as just described, some recapture and reuse associated with the latter stages of the circular economy will, nonetheless, still be needed. The processes involved here ultimately go beyond the immediate purview of the DG-ML model, yet the overall mission of creating an economy where ‘whatever is heavy is local’ still remains relevant (Kostakis et al, 2015, p 128). Indeed, the reliance on distant raw materials, which invariably are also dominated by large-scale, extractive capitalist actors, clearly flies in the face of the compeerist ideal. Hence, in seeking to stay true to the preference for local, democratic economies, it becomes imperative to focus on the ‘urban waste mine’ as a raw material commons from which to source our non-renewable resource needs (Krook and Baas, 2013). Most experts concede that almost full waste recapture and reuse is technically possible with the right infrastructure, logistical organization, and product design (hence pointing again to the promise of a global design commons) (Piques and Rizos, 2017). To achieve such a feat, manufacturers, households, retailers, and recyclers would need to be tied into a cohesive system of incentives and enforceable mandates, that is, a macro-level governance system overseeing the urban waste commons that is in line with Ostrom’s principles. Currently, however, such macro-level assemblages/ apparatuses are largely lacking in most of the world, where recycling is characterized by haphazard coordination, limited buy-in from key actors, and the dominance of exchange-value rationales responding to the fluctuating market price of recyclables. Thus, even if the amount of recycled raw materials used in manufacturing has significantly increased, it is still far from supplying most of the non-renewable resources being used. In some cases, furthermore, as with the many rare-earth minerals on which our expanding range of electronic devices depend, there is no recycling done at all, leading to an almost complete dependence on just a few, distant sources. In the short term, compeerists are left with no choice but to navigate this imperfect environment, using boundary commoning between commons based actors to engage in the recovery and reuse of critical materials where possible (Gutberlet, 2019). Still, such localized or regional efforts remain isolated and largely insignificant as they find themselves swimming against the current of broader market and big-capital dynamics. More specifically, linear, cradle-to-grave product pathways remain not only cheaper than circular ones, but they also ensure the continued need for the profitable production of more raw materials and products. This is why the promise by the plastics industry to finally make plastics recycling effective on a large scale is highly doubtful, since a truly functioning recycling system for plastic would spell the end to their industry. As in other sectors, the results-oriented compeerist committed to the longue durée is therefore compelled to supplement on-the-ground initiatives with more macro-level efforts aimed at the state. In the pursuit of a truly circular economy, governments, for instance, could be pressured to issue mandates requiring designs that follow certain modularity and recyclability requirements. The state, at various scales, would also be the natural entity to spearhead efforts at reaching 100 per cent capture, reuse, and recycling of all waste via a multi-stakeholder system, driven by decrees and supporting funds for the required infrastructure. An important component to these efforts would most likely be the imposition of ‘extended producer responsibility’ (EPR), where manufacturers are made responsible for organizing the recycling of the products they produce, as is being increasingly explored and implemented in Europe (Marques and da Cruz, 2018). Recycling requirements, furthermore, would need to be extended to all materials involved, including vital rare-earth minerals. Critically, the implementation of such top-down reforms would not need to be done by state-run entities; instead, much of it would likely fall to compeerist-aligned actors, as cooperatives and non-profits are already significantly involved in, and adapted to the recycling/reuse economy. Indeed, with a serious government commitment to circularity, compeerists would naturally pursue commons-centred control over the management, processing, and reuse of the recaptured raw materials of the various urban waste mines. Managing to get the state engaged on such a level undoubtedly hinges on the ability to foster and tap into the environmental awareness and commitments within the populace more broadly. On this front, at least, there are some encouraging signs. For instance, in a massive UN poll of over one million people across 50 countries, two thirds of respondents considered climate change a global emergency (Flynn and Yamasumi, 2021). There is also evidence people are becoming more intentional in their own actions. For instance, in the US, which is by no means at the forefront on such matters, over 50 million households participate in kerbside recycling without monetary benefit or punitive threat, which represents about a 70 per cent participation rate where such services are available (Mouw, 2020). One development that could boost this growing environmental consciousness even more, while simultaneously empowering users/ consumers to vote with their pocketbooks, would be the establishment of much greater transparency and communication regarding the details of a product’s environmental impact and credentials. Compeerists could here make the mandated documentation of blockchain-enabled product sourcing and other qualities a key demand on government, including visible certifications of a product’s ecological footprint and, as is being pioneered in France, its overall repairability (Gerhardt, 2020; Stone, 2021). Offering clear product evaluations to users/consumers in this way can again significantly assist the competitiveness of compeerist-oriented enterprises that would do well in such assessments. Market research, for instance, has shown not only a growing demand for environmentally friendly products, but also a willingness to pay more for them. One study by McKinsey found that 70 per cent of Europeans and Americans are willing to accept a five per cent price increase for environmentally sourced goods, and roughly 50 per cent are willing to pay 15 per cent more (Miremadi et al, 2018). Still, even with a significant, state-supported shift to localized, commonsoriented waste mines, where the circular resource loop comes full circle, it is nonetheless important to also acknowledge that full autonomy from distant non-renewable resources will take time. The technology of indefinitely recyclable plastic, for example, still has a long way to go before it can become the standard in all applications. Furthermore, in some cases the amount of already extracted material is insufficient for the needs of the economy of the future. For example, there is currently nowhere near enough lithium in circulation for the massive expansion of renewable energy storage required to transition out of carbon-based fuels (IEA, 2022). From a compeerist perspective, then, to the extent that mines, quarries, and wells are still needed, they should be subjected to commons-based governance regimes. Importantly, this does not mean state nationalization in the name of the people. Government-run mineral and carbon-based extraction is not uncommon, but it tends to be large-scaled, hierarchically organized, and market-oriented. If there is one key takeaway from Ostrom’s research, and borne out in the countless instances of social and environmental injustice throughout the world, it is that any approach to resource management that does not involve the people where these resources are found is a recipe for mismanagement and abuse. When it comes to non-renewable resources available for local/regional consumption, therefore, member cooperatives are the most obvious option. The Ohio based Energy Cooperative is a good example. While starting as a regional electricity member co-op, it made the move to secure local naturalgas reserves by purchasing the private company that owned their leases (NGO, 2022). In this way, The Energy Cooperative was able to expand its member services to home gas provision as well. As noted in the prior chapter, such cooperatives still necessitate significantly increased member-driven, commons-oriented input to steer them in a more compeerist direction, but the example is illustrative of how community control of critical local resources could be executed. In most cases, however, due to the uneven and concentrated nature of their geographical distribution, non-renewable resources are extracted to service distant demands (as is the case with many renewable resources as well). In such instances, where trade is a primary motivator, commons-based governance is especially critical, yet still extremely rare. Taking mining as an example, the compeerist ideal would be the application of less invasive but efficient technology within an operational regime characterized by significant worker and community buy in (Batterham, 2017; Alves et al, 2019). Such an arrangement is by no means an impossibility, yet given the large capital investments and specialized expertise needed to run competitive mining operations, these generally tend to be controlled by large, centralized corporations or states pursuing maximally extractive rationales. Only in the poorer and lower-tech Majority World can we find some isolated exceptions, such as in Bolivia, where significant mining concessions are offered to local, mostly small-scale operators organized as worker cooperatives (Salman et al, 2015). These examples are noteworthy in that they highlight the compeerist potential inherent in the relationship between government and the mining sector. For instance, it becomes possible to imagine how the US’s efforts to create a cooperative friendly environment for electricity during the New Deal could similarly be pursued regarding raw material extraction. The difference, however, is that the state, in the US and most other contexts, would be required to take an even more aggressive tack by actually decapitalizing (and then commonifying) the extractive mining industry that is already in place (in the case of rural electrification, capital-based actors were not yet present). We should nonetheless also add that apart from the state-cooperative alliance that characterizes the existing mining co-ops in the Majority World, these offer little else in terms of inspiration for compeerists; their community empowerment efforts, worker conditions, and environmental practices all leave much to be desired. More to the point, the long-term viability of these largely artisanal operations, and their ability to deliver real development, remains questionable at best. This is because there are much more rooted, postcolonial assemblages/apparatuses in place that stand in the way of allowing local peoples to truly benefit from the resources on the lands that they inhabit. We will return to this predicament later in the chapter; first, however, we must consider the compeerist potential and challenges within the renewable resources sector, and especially agriculture, where, incidentally, many of the same postcolonial dynamics are in play.
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Even with significant inter-commons and state-centred initiatives to boost the pursuit of a DG-FL model, we cannot ignore the reality that inherent limitations to the localization ideal persist, as they do with the other material economies explored thus far. Climate realities, in particular, are difficult to overcome as there are always limits to what can be grown in any given region. Yet it is hard to imagine that the Minority World would be willing to give up on bananas, cocoa, or coffee; or, for that matter, for the Majority World to forgo its acquired taste for northern grains. It follows that some continuation of the pursuit of natural comparative advantage in agriculture, with the aim to trade, even at significant distances, is likely. The same predicament, it should be noted, pertains to non-renewable resources and even, to some extent, manufactured goods (where economies of scale are adopted), for which the following discussion is equally relevant. While trade is economically rational and has the potential to establish significant win-win relationships, it is a process that nevertheless also complicates the localization ideal in the DG-ML/DG-FL models and brings to light numerous additional challenges for the compeerist. In addressing these, we will limit ourselves to a compeerist vantage point from within the Minority World. We can here distinguish between export- and importbased issues. Turning first to export, the primary producer’s relationship with the community immediately becomes more difficult as the benefits, for instance by exporting the land’s harvest or mineral wealth, do not necessarily trickle down to the local community. In other words, it is not a symbiotic relationship in the way it is when the primary producer, like the local farmer, services local demand. In a trade-based scenario, then, a commons-oriented governance arrangement would, ideally, entail a community say in the decision to produce for export, where consent could be linked to a number of conditions, like sharing in any earned revenue. On the most basic level, efforts could be made to establish farms that, as with manufacturing cooperatives, adopted governance procedures where decision making was significantly democratized to include meaningful input from workers and the stakeholder community. To further concretize such relations, an additional step could be to amend property rights to where ‘ownership’ was actually made conditional. This could mean, for instance, that the use and profit from a piece of land was tied to legally binding usufruct requirements, like the adoption of commons-based governance protocols that ensured a certain level of community empowerment. Yet, seeing that such a far-reaching democratization of the land would require a significant, compeerist-aligned societal and political transformation, immediate goals would likely focus on more limited policy aims. This would include, as outlined in the previous section, pursuing the support of locally oriented, cooperative production arrangements, while holding non-cooperative ones to account when it comes to the most pressing interests of the community, for example by imposing redistributive taxes and establishing regulations around issues of labour and the environment. We will, however, revisit what an alternative property regime could look like in a fully developed compeerist society in Chapter 10. Turning then to the import side of trade we are confronted with distant production systems, both with renewable and non-renewable resources, that are generally managed by actors far removed from one’s locality. As such, it is not difficult to step away from any sense of implication or responsibility for what happens there. Compeerism nonetheless recognizes that many of the hurdles to a more just and sustainable future are geographically complex, entailing what Doreen Massey (1996) termed ‘power geometries’, which describe how any particular locale is intricately entwined with many distant ones via uneven power relations. Critically, this relationality between places does not only pertain to the present, for instance how purchasing distant commodities ends up supporting the economic, political, and environmental processes involved in their production; it also includes past unequal relations and interactions that are largely responsible for how and why these processes have been adopted. These power geometries thus also clearly come into play on the export side, with issues pertaining to how any specific export arrangement with a distant place, and the price dynamics involved, have come to be established. In this sense, compeerism’s understanding of trade inevitably gives way to questions related to the complex power geometries involved, or, in other words, it becomes an issue of international relations and the global world order more broadly. As such, we are confronted with the question of compeerism’s trans-local and ultimately global outlook, especially with regard to Minority–Majority World relations. It is a topic that deserves some fleshing out. We can begin by establishing that compeerism considers the power geometries of greatest concern to be those that link the Minority World to the most dire forms of economic and political stagnation/dysfunction in ex-colonial, Majority World societies in the south. This is why the term ‘postcolonial’ is helpful, as it points to how these societies have been, and still are, fundamentally impacted by a global political-economic (and cultural) arrangement that favours the wealthy Minority World in the north. It is a condition that is well documented and presented within a range of critical theoretical ‘schools’ dealing with the issue of ‘development’, from the earlier, economically focused ‘world systems theory’ and ‘dependency theory’ to the more recent and culturally centred work on postcoloniality. Minority World compeerists in the north, then, who find themselves looking south to trading partners in the Majority World, see variegated but often deeply contested economies, particularly in the primary sector. In agriculture this plays out as an ongoing struggle over land use, that is, whether to prioritize productivity and export crops in a bid to modernize and access valuable foreign currency, or whether the land should remain, or be reverted to, small-holder plots focused on broad subsistence capabilities and basic food security. As with the Majority World’s efforts to benefit from their mining sector, however, neither of the noted land use options offers a path for bringing about real prosperity as long as the involved societies remain fundamentally hobbled by their historically rooted, economically compromised position in the world. Given this underlying context, some in the Minority World have pursued interventions that would allow Majority World societies at least a partial exit from their constrictions, especially when it comes to trade. An initial model can be found in the Fairtrade movement, which aims to guarantee a minimum price for key cash crops to participating farmers, thus creating greater economic stability for these communities. The use of certifications and labelling is again important here. It should nonetheless be noted that Fairtrade and other similar initiatives are still reflective of postcolonial relationships and a capital-dominant economy. More specifically, Fairtrade arrangements are largely shaped by for-profit companies committed to maintaining an unequal division of labour, where production of mostly non-lucrative raw materials is left to the Majority World while profitable added value is claimed by the Minority World in the north. In light of these shortcomings, a more far-reaching framework and strategy worth noting here is that of ‘cosmo-localism’ promoted by some P2P theorists. Similar to the DG-ML model, the cosmo-local idea focuses on the global digital commons as a means to localized empowerment and development, yet now with a particular focus on the Majority World. As such, it represents a type of commons-based, and digitally mediated technology transfer intended to bolster not just the traditional primary sector, but also manufacturing and services. In this sense, the aim is more far reaching than Fairtrade as the actual subservient trading position of the Majority World is being addressed. One of the first attempted enactments of the cosmo-localism model was the Free Libre Open Knowledge (FLOK) project launched by Michel Bauwens via the P2P Foundation in 2013. The FLOK project, in quasi-coordination with the Ecuadoran government, was aimed at rethinking the country’s economy along digitally enabled, peer production lines as a way to remove it from its still heavy dependence on colonial-style extraction (Commons Transition, 2014). As Bauwens later acknowledged, however, significant power interests linked to the existing extractive economy were still entrenched in the government, thus fundamentally limiting the project’s potential (Bauwens and Gerhardt, 2020). Consequentially, Bauwens ultimately concluded that it was not, in fact, possible to ‘hack a country’ with the intent of bringing about a new, commons-based economy, without the concomitant ‘political will’ and ‘social basis’ for such a transition (P2PF Wiki, 2021, np). While this is certainly a valid insight, compeerism nonetheless sees the challenges involved here as being more deeply rooted. To begin, despite some bright spots, the digital commons/commoning on which the cosmo-local idea hinges is still too limited in its capabilities to offer a viable path out of the chronic disadvantages the Majority World faces. This is because the general intellect that is to be captured and shared in the digital commons has not yet been adequately liberated, primarily due to capital’s continued command over the apparatus of capture. Furthermore, as we have seen, even with a vibrant and rich digital commons, there still needs to be a material foundation with which to access and make use of this digital value, and here much of the Majority World is in woefully short supply, especially when it comes to domestically owned assets. As such, the Majority World remains stuck in its efforts to break free from its postcolonial disadvantages, unable to escape its dependence on foreign, capital-sourced investments, which remain primarily focused on exploiting and extracting distant labour and resources. Of utmost importance in all of this, however, is that global capital’s predatory arrangement with the Majority World continues to be abetted by the most powerful Minority World states. The reason for this synergy, furthermore, ultimately lies in a deeply embedded ‘us versus them’, winlose rationality that can be traced back to these states’ colonial histories. In applying this rationality to their respective postcolonial, geopolitical/ geoeconomic gazes, these states see a natural alliance between themselves and the globally active capital that is headquartered within their borders. Consequently, these states continue to do this capital’s bidding when it comes to their outward looking strategies, with very little effort made to actually reform the global order in a more equitable direction. In sum, then, there truly is no hacktivist, back-door path to rapid economic and human development in postcolonial societies. This does not mean that bolstering the global digital commons or supporting local commoning efforts within the Majority World are futile. With time, they can still play an important role in helping these societies achieve greater wellbeing and resilience. Arguably, however, the most direct route to improve the outlook of the Majority World would be by fundamentally breaking the capital-state nexus in the Minority World, especially as it pertains to foreign relations. Only in this way could the problematic power geometries linking the Minority and Majority World, and their concomitant trade relations, be redressed and equalized.
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In short, the vision of a commons produced solely by volunteers ignores the impact of the apparatus of capture, that is, the commodification of everything and the subsequent need to sell one’s labour. What the culture of commons production really reveals, therefore, is a dependence on people that have the luxury to contribute their time because they can find access to market-acquired money elsewhere, usually a ‘day job’ linked to capital. This form of the digital commons, then, does not represent an alternative to capitalism, rather, it is a relatively small, subservient economic activity, squaring with the original formulation of commons-based peer production maintained by Yochai Benkler. Hence, from a compeerist perspective, the result of casting the digital commons outside the realm of money/markets is that most of the digital productive capacity held by capable workers, who must pay their bills, will be sucked into capitalist forms of production. As such, while compeerism accepts that volunteer labour can be an important means to boost the commons, there is also a tactical acknowledgement that it should not, if the commons are to truly expand, be the only source. The issue of remunerating creative/cognitive work by and for the commons must therefore be addressed. We revisit this matter as part of a more in-depth consideration of the challenges and options entailed in contending with the overarching dependency by the commons on market-based resources in Chapters 7 and 8. Nonetheless, it is helpful to offer a brief overview here of the specific funding realities involved in pursuing an expanded and vibrant digital commons. We will do the same when covering other sectors of the economy throughout the book. To begin, and in line with the more purist views of the commons, various forms of freely donated monetary support can be pursued to pay for some labour and other expenses, as is often done within non-profit organizations. As per the Fast Forward’s ‘non-profit tech directory’ there are hundreds of digital value producers registered as non-profits, driven by the aim ‘to scale social impact’, and many of these will undoubtedly be reliant on some form of donation model (Ffwd, 2022, np). Wikipedia, however, remains the classic example of the donation approach to expanding the digital commons, managing to garner over US$150 million in revenue each year, with an average contribution sum of $15 (Wikimedia, 2022). Wikipedia then uses this revenue for operational expenses, including the payment of over 500 staff members, but, importantly, not content suppliers.
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The contemporary capitalist state’s refusal to play a more integral role in the governance of money has not always been a given and continues to be questioned by some unorthodox economists. Probably the most obvious exception to the complete submission to the monetary-banking apparatus is the use of the state’s central bank as a source of free loans to the government. Essentially the central bank can here be used to create money, buy up government bonds, and then, because the bank is beholden to the state, repatriate the interests on the bonds back to the state, in essence providing interest-free lending. This practice has become increasingly relied on in recent times to deal with significant financial crises, for example via so-called ‘quantitative easing’ meant to inject liquidity into the economy by buying government bonds with money created with a few taps on a keyboard. Some economists and monetary activists, however, are making the case that such ‘interest-free’ lending could be made use of more actively to help governments expand their budgets and be less on the hook for interest payments to various, and increasingly foreign, creditors. Canada is often pointed to as an example where the central bank was actively involved in funding the government from the 1930s up to the 1970s, at which point a growing, neoliberal consensus – along with monetarist views on the cause of inflation – led to a disavowal of internal government funding sources. In response, a concerted movement has emerged to rejuvenate the Bank of Canada’s role in supplying internal credit for public programmes and projects, hence releasing the government from its dependency on usurious debt (Ryan, 2018). Beyond the Canadian case, however, there has recently been a significant increase in the development and embrace of a number of even more ‘radical’ heterodox economic theories. In essence, these suggest a monetary rearrangement is possible that would give states direct control over the money supply, thereby circumventing the need for loan intermediaries altogether. In such an instance, the state can create and then release money into the economy directly in pursuit of its policy goals. One popular theory in this vein is that of modern monetary theory (MMT), which puts the state, as opposed to the central bank, in charge of pursuing full employment (Kelton, 2021). Here, in times of high unemployment, the state can use internally created fiat money to generate the stimulus needed for the economy to recover. In other words, the state is empowered to unilaterally spend money into existence, thus establishing a ‘sovereign money’ regime. In this arrangement, taxes and bonds are viewed as mere tools to be used to control the quantity of money; and this, according to MMT, becomes an issue only after full employment has been reached. We should note here that MMT still leaves private banks and debt-based lending in place because, according to its reasoning, these banks would now be primarily at the mercy of state spending, which would become the driver of monetary expansion. It is this unwillingness to challenge fractional reserve banking, however, that has led some to seek even more far-reaching monetary reforms (Zarlenga, 2002; Huber, 2014; 2017). In these proposals, and in line with the thinking of Irving Fisher and the Chicago Plan of 1933, a demand is made that banks can only loan out what they have in their account, thus drastically reducing the growth of the overall money supply. State-issued money, in turn, can be released in various ways, including socalled ‘helicopter money’ made accessible directly to the public, as well as targeted loans and government spending on specific programmes (opening up the compeerist-aligned option, for instance, of funnelling investment towards the pursuit of use-value rather than exchange-value). In such a monetary context, generating funds via the state to address society’s most critical needs, while also overcoming the debt-driven, runaway, and unsustainable growth imperative, suddenly appears like a real possibility. We will consider one specific, albeit hypothetical application of such a sovereign money regime in Chapter 10. Yet, it should also not come as a surprise that most contemporary, mainstream economists tend to scoff at such heterodox positions. When any such notions cross their path, it does not take long before references to Weimarian wheelbarrows full of useless money enters the discussion. The ultimate fear here is a scenario where money is used to demand much more from the economy than the economy can deliver, leading to crippling inflation and ultimately a complete loss of confidence in the currency and the ability to conduct exchanges. While such inflation concerns cannot be dismissed, they must nonetheless also be put into perspective. In the end, there is a complex array of factors, particularly with regard to consumption and production, that come into play in determining inflation. For instance, a society that is highly dependent on a critical commodity that is inelastic in responding to demand, like oil, will be much more susceptible to inflationary pressures. Yet, when supply has the capacity to be more reactive to consumption, any increase in money supply tends to lead to increased economic activity, hence neutralizing inflationary pressures (within obvious limits). Following from this, then, it is also possible to see that the use of sovereign money on ‘non-productive’, use-value focused investments, such as ecosystem service restoration or a universal basic income, can still be monetarily viable. While such initiatives do not appear to add immediate, additional market value (needed to prevent inflation), the money added to the system and used to pay for supplies and labour can still lead to an overall increase in such value over time as this money works its way through the economy – especially if newly unleashed demand is not heavily focused on inelastic goods. Furthermore, in the case of investments aimed at improving apparently non-commodifiable endowments, an increase in market-based value often also ensues with time; for example, replenished ecosystems can lead to all around higher production and the creation of new economic activity, ranging from agriculture on reclaimed land to a boost in (eco)tourism. In short, we should recognize the malleability and longer-term dimensions of economies when worrying about ‘non-productive’ money entering the system. We would, in fact, do well to keep in mind here the millions of so-called ‘bullshit jobs’ within capitalism – identified by David Graeber (2019) to include work in unneeded bureaucracy, advertising, lobbying, and ego stroking – that also fail to directly contribute to an increase in exchange value based goods and services. Indeed, our current economy has been more than capable of absorbing this superfluousness for decades, with no one harping about possible inflationary pressures. In a similar way, then, a state in possession of sovereign money should be able to pursue significant (use-value) investments considered to be ‘gratuitous’ without automatically triggering the collapse of this money’s worth. Still, we would also be imprudent if we completely ignored the impact that the money supply can have on prices. It is therefore incumbent on any state that has embraced a sovereign tender to establish a sound monetary policy that ensures currency issuance is in line with the actual supply of goods and services it denominates. Most fundamentally, and particularly given that economic growth rates are to be significantly reduced, this means states must also find ways to reabsorb much of the money that has been released, thereby taking it out of circulation. To begin, one advantage for the state controlling its own currency is that it has become the primary lender of credit, meaning that any interest collected would essentially entail a decrease as opposed to an increase of the money supply. Next, where additional shrinkage is necessary, along the lines of MMT, a state can resort to targeted taxation/fees and the sale of state-derived goods and services as ways of taking liquidity out of the system. Lastly, and most critically, if any emerging inflationary pressures were detected, the state presiding over a sovereign currency could respond directly by curtailing monetary outflow, which is significantly less tortuous than the predominant reliance today on steadily increasing interest rates. A more radical option worth noting here would be to place a demurrage function on the sovereign currency. Due to its built-in devaluation, the state would hence be absolved from having to retrieve money from the economy. Such a currency would serve primarily as a tool to facilitate exchange and would no longer function as a useful store of value. Yet the challenges in such a move for the state are significant. The subsequent hoarding of certain goods as a way to pursue savings, for instance, would have to be addressed. International trade could also be significantly impacted, as the value of a demurrage currency would likely be quite low due to its fleeting worth. We will return to how a demurrage currency could potentially be adopted by a partner state within a post-capitalist context in Chapter 10, but its viability in the near term is doubtful. Even with sound monetary policies, however, sovereign currencies will likely still face inflationary pressures from time to time just as bank-issued currencies do today. As such, any budgetary ‘belt tightening’ on the part of a state would need to proceed carefully to ensure that the most critical economic interactions remain active. One particularly powerful economic stabilizer in this regard would be a guaranteed income, which, due to the maintenance of basic consumption that it enables, would prevent a precipitous economic retraction in the most critical areas of the economy. The role of a vibrant commons-based sector in helping to weather difficult economic adjustments is also worth noting here. For instance, if the state’s curtailment of money circulation led to a squeeze in household budgets, any ensuing difficulties could be minimized by leaning on the commons, which, if having been fostered and allowed to flourish, would have found some autonomy from the formal economy and its money system. In this way, a family dealing with an income reduced to the UBI could use the commons to access free, cheaper, or bartered goods and services that they previously acquired in the private sector. This household could then reengage the market economy when the opportunity arises, or, as the optimistic compeerist would argue, the experience may lead them to stay and commit to the commons-based economy for good. Given the emphasis on sound monetary management, a final concern that needs to be acknowledged pertains to the ability of the state, which is viewed by many with great suspicion, to effectively execute such responsible stewardship. Critics here point to our deeply imperfect political systems and humanity’s well-established corruptibility. In short, politicians will be tempted to abuse their power over monetary management, pursuing short-term wishful thinking or selfish desires rather than decision making based on objective, detailed analyses and long-term planning. Monetary reformers are cognizant of these concerns, which is why they generally suggest that monetary governance should be left to an independent body of persons committed to act in an informed and nonpartisan way. Most proposals emphasize public input and transparency as well as clear barriers between monetary managers, who determine the money supply, and the executive and legislative branches of government, who then decide on fiscal priorities, that is, how this money should be used. The National Emergency Employment Defense (NEED) Act, a US House bill, is often pointed to here as an example of actual (although dormant) legislation that would establish sovereign money (Kucinich, 2011). In this proposal, the independent body charged with monetary policy would consist of nine members serving sixyear terms, where each member would be appointed by the President and approved by the Senate, but no more than four members could be of the same political party. While such an arrangement could undoubtedly be made even more apolitical and bound by oversight, it is, at least, not a bad starting point. Nonetheless, even if such an independent and accountable monetary governance authority were established, there would remain ample room for internal clashes of opinion regarding policy, which is inevitable when dealing with extremely complex systems entailing many unknowns. This is where emerging technologies could be of significant assistance. As Paul Mason (2016) has argued, it is high time that the incredible capacity to model complexity that we already have at our disposal be actively applied to the realm of economics, which has thus far largely avoided such tools. Indeed, if this modelling potential were to be fully tapped, especially in light of its growing power via the use of big data crunching AI systems, it could be possible to establish a relatively clear picture of the current and future impact of any specific release of money, for instance in the form of a UBI or as larger, targeted investments. Given a broadly accepted, transparent, and effective modelling system, like that for projecting hurricane trajectories within meteorology, debate over monetary and fiscal policy could mostly avoid disagreements over the reality of certain processes and outcomes, as these would now be largely understood and acknowledged. Focus could, instead, turn to the imperative question of what we want the economy to do for us, as opposed to the current, obverse emphasis on what we can do for the economy. Importantly, any such data analysis and modelling should also be released to the digital commons, allowing for greater oversight and informed input from civil society and the populace. This is where the onus would fall on compeerists to demand comprehensive and deep analyses that are not limited to using only exchange value as an assessment metric. Indeed, compeerists are of the conviction that any well-rounded, long-term modelling based on big-data and effective AI processing would ultimately validate and bolster their policy positions. 
AT Economic Independence
Compeerism can create and maintain alternative money systems to divest from state and capital
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In this sense, the more formal ‘alternative’ banking arrangements available today still demonstrate some significant limitations from a compeerist point of view. To unleash their full potential would require moving them even further away from their revenue-generating focus, essentially making them more akin to upscaled forms of the cooperative accumulation covered earlier, as in the Swedish JAK banks. To achieve such upscaling, however, also requires more access to savings, meaning commoners of all stripes must themselves rise to the occasion and pursue an exit from their own investment mentality. In other words, a mass divestment is required from the capital-controlled financial institutions peddling returns sourced from extractive/exploitative activities, with savings funnelled, instead, into more solidaristic, boundary-commoning initiatives that offer low or no monetary growth. Only in this way would it be possible to establish a more robust and expansive, commons-oriented circulation of money, at least within the standard dynamics of our current monetary/financial arrangements. Alternative forms of money The just noted ‘standard dynamics’ referenced in relation to our current organization of money highlights the potential of finding additional, nonconventional ways with which to grease the wheels of the commons and commoning, particularly through alternative forms of tender. The use of currencies that exist alongside official, state-based money has long been a tool used to stimulate economic exchange, mobilize resources, and incentivize certain activities. In some instances, where such currencies are widely adopted, they can also bestow a significant level of financial power to the issuing entity and establish a degree of protection from any negative developments within the broader economy. The most heralded, affirming case of the economic potential of a complementary currency can be found in the experimental issuing of so called ‘freigeld’ (free money) during the Great Depression by the mayor of the small Bavarian town of Wörgl (after which the currency was named). As is often the case with freigeld, the Wörgl was linked to a demurrage function, meaning that the money had a built-in expiration to prevent hoarding and encourage circulation. As a result of the Wörgl’s introduction the town was able to sustain robust economic growth and employment while the rest of the country was experiencing deep decline. A more recent, pioneering example of a complimentary currency, focused particularly on boosting commoning and not just economic activity, is the Toreke currency issued by the city of Ghent. Toreke money can be earned by contributing labour to various service projects in the impoverished Rabot neighbourhood. The value of the currency, in turn, which incentivizes such labour, is rooted in the fact that it can be used to rent coveted, municipally owned gardening space in the neighbourhood (Telalbasic, 2017). With the advent of blockchain-enabled cryptocurrencies, there is now a growing interest in how the commoning potential of alternate forms of money can be expanded and deepened. Some of the most ambitious efforts have even set their sights on offering a commons-based money that could provide a viable alternative to state-based tender, that is, one that can function as a widely-adopted means of exchange and currency of account (for the actual buying and selling of goods and services within a broader economy). We will consider the steep uphill climb facing such initiatives in the next chapter, which deals with the more far-reaching aim of actually replacing the existing monetary-banking apparatus with a commons-friendly substitute. Most commons-based cryptocurrency efforts, however, are more limited in scope, but also more immediately achievable. Their potential and the challenges they face are worth considering. The Toreke concept, for instance, has been embraced and furthered in a number of cities with the help of blockchain-based ledgers. One example is the English city of Hull, where certain community-centred volunteer work is paid in HullCoin, which can then be redeemed at participating retailers (Sylvester-Bradley, 2019). Blockchain capabilities here work to maintain a record of rewarded activities and currency issuance and use, thus allowing for user-friendliness, transparency, and security within a commons crediting system that is significantly more complex than the Ghent example. We can note that the reliance on participating retailers in this case, however, ultimately makes this currency dependent on a form of capital-linked gifting. A further locality-focused currency is that of city-cryptos, where the issued crypto coins can be used to pay for specifically designed digital processes and smart-contracts, as Ether is used to run Ethereum-based ‘DApps’. Yet, being a cryptocurrency that depends on proof-of-work ‘mining’, as Bitcoin is, some of the earnings of this mining activity are shared with the sponsoring city. As such, while city cryptos are generally capital owned and initiated projects, they still maintain a promising B-Corp component to them due to their commitment to the municipality. MiamiCoin, established in the summer of 2021, was the first large scale city-crypto implemented, with 30 per cent of mining revenue (issued in tradable MiamiCoin) going directly to the municipal government (Volpecelli, 2022). In this way the city of Miami garnered over $7 million in just the first few months, and while MiamiCoin’s value has plunged since its inception, there are many who still believe the promise of such city cryptos is just beginning (Brown, 2021; Volpecelli, 2022). Still, from a compeerist perspective, to truly work in support of commons-based aims, city-cryptos would preferably be organized along cooperative or non-profit lines, where there would be direct buy-in from the municipality and civil society, and where most revenue was earmarked to support the urban commons. While certainly conceivable, however, such a commons-based city-crypto has yet to be executed. Another crypto-based initiative pursued by compeerists is the creation of an alternative form of money that can help generate funds and incentivize behaviour to achieve a specific, usually trans-local aim. Arthur Brock (2018), mentioned in Chapter 4 as the co-founder of the Holochain project, has argued there is room for a large number of such crypto-based currencies; the key to their viability, however, is that they actually denote something of value. Consider, for instance, the Fishcoin project which seeks to incentivize fisherfolk in Southeast Asia to record essential data from their catch for the purposes of sustainable resource management. The fisherfolk are awarded Fishcoin crypto tokens for providing the data and uploading it to a database. The data itself, which is of interest to a wide range of stakeholders, including environmental NGOs, governments, and users/consumers, can only be bought with Fishcoin, which provides its foundational value (Gerhardt, 2020). Due to this value the currency maintains a certain level of worth in exchange markets, which is also why the fisherfolk view it as an adequate reward for participating. Not least, by being linked to an actual value generating endeavour (and hence representing more than just crowd-based speculation), Fishcoin was able to generate significant funds from the getgo through an ‘initial coin offering’, hence garnering critical capital for its early stages. In the absence of any foundational, undergirding value, however, incentiveoriented cryptocurrencies remain mostly speculative with little prospect for growth. SolarCoin, for instance, seeks to incentivize solar investments by awarding anyone producing solar energy with their crypto token. Yet, these tokens maintain limited appeal as there is very little of value they can be used for. Thus, to significantly improve the prospects of SolarCoin, the issuers could, hypothetically, follow Fishcoin’s example by selling energy data collected from project participants, where SolarCoin would be required for the purchase. Alternatively, the currency could seek to become an accepted form of payment within participating electricity cooperatives. Unlike the gifting noted in the HullCoin example earlier, in this case the gift would not be directly dependent on capital, but rather it would come from a commons oriented enterprise offering an alternative mode of operation. Boundary commoning synergies such as this will likely be critical if cryptocurrencies are to play a significant role in boosting commoning incentivizations. Based on the various examples just offered, we can see how commons oriented, crypto-monies have the potential, if well-designed, to help fund and foster the commons and commoning with very little initial capital. Yet there are also noteworthy challenges. Apart from issues related to finding willing partners to build the value of a commons-based cryptocurrency, not to mention the volatility and speculation associated with crypto markets, we should lastly also emphasize the inherent challenge of working with blockchain technology. This code, which was born out of and designed for the libertarian principles of independence and a lack of trust, is not conducive to the types of money compeerists seek to create. As such, alternative currency projects are tasked with not only hacking blockchain’s intended application, but also, especially in the longer term, with fundamentally redesigning, repurposing, and re-governing its underlying code to ensure that the compeerist-aligned functions being pursued can be effectively performed. While no easy task, we have, nonetheless, already seen some promising executions of such abstract hacktivist thinking, for instance how Holochain has completely reworked the fundamental structure of blockchain to create a more expansive digital ledger optimized for collaborative, commonsoriented transactions. In terms of governance, furthermore, where many cryptocurrencies such as Bitcoin are characterized by top-down, opaque, and highly guarded decision-making structures, commons-based efforts have pursued an intentional balance between an emphasis on technical skill, on the one hand, and open, inclusive decision making, on the other. A good illustration of this is the ambitious, means-of-exchange FairCoin cryptocurrency (covered in more detail in the next chapter); while FairCoin is maintained by a limited number of code administrators, the overall intentions and strategies associated with the project are determined democratically in a ‘general assembly’ of stakeholders (König et al, 2018). In the end, however, and looking back to the entirety of efforts reviewed in this chapter that seek to address the commons’ fraught dependency on money, we would do well to remember that these are all essentially coping strategies. They are intended to help commons-oriented actors find the means to swim in the taken-for-granted water of exchange-value monopolization. Yet compeerism is critically aware of this assumption and has begun to actively question it, just as the mature tadpole begins to see the possibilities that lie beyond the water’s embrace. More precisely, compeerism acknowledges that the longue-durée goal is not simply creating better conditions for the commons to contend with the dominant monetary-banking apparatus in place, rather it is to fully usurp and replace it. Only in this way can the compeerist vision of a world beyond capitalism have any chance of coming to fruition.
Compeerists can become independent of capital and the state with dynamic socio-technological strategies—modern examples are proof of concept
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There is no doubt that a move to sovereign money by the state would be a monumental shift with enormous implications for the capitalist mode of production, while at the same time opening up significant opportunities for commons expansion. Still, given the uncertainty of whether or when states would be prepared to trigger such serious monetary reforms, we must also consider efforts for finding a wholesale exit from, and replacement of, the monetary-banking apparatus that could be pursued via bottomup mobilizations. One of the things that has characterized past complementary currencies and alternative trading networks is their focus on a relatively limited economic space. This was partly due to an ideological focus on localism, but it was also the result of limited technological means to expand such efforts. Yet, in the previous chapter, we saw how cryptocurrencies have enabled much more expansive transactions, for instance to incentivize compeerist-aligned behaviours. Now a growing number of projects, albeit many still conceptual, are also using cryptographic and blockchain technology to pursue entirely new means-of-exchange money that can help facilitate and support a growing and more delinked commons economy (Fritsch et al, 2021). In other words, these currencies strive to become units of account used in actual transactions, as opposed to simply a store of value that is mostly held as a speculative investment, as most cryptocurrencies still are. The enticement of a non-state means-of-exchange tender from a compeerist perspective is that it could potentially endow the issuer with similar advantages to that of a state managing its own sovereign currency. This is, however, assuming the currency allows for some form of intentional control, which is difficult to achieve in blockchain based cryptocurrencies due to the intentional decentralization of their validation and issuance procedures, as with Bitcoin. Still, even if an alternative design could be developed along abstract hacktivist principles, hence allowing the currency to be used more intentionally, managing to successfully launch and then reap the benefits of such an alternative money is still fraught with sizable hurdles. Undoubtedly the greatest challenge is that of creating enough buy-in to make the currency viable. Cryptocurrencies are known to be particularly vulnerable to speculation and subsequent valuation swings based on herdlike movements within the volatile world of cryptocurrency exchanges. Such instabilities are particularly untenable for means-of-exchange tender as it makes it difficult to price goods and services, hence significantly damaging such currency’s appeal. While much of this instability could be remedied if the intended unit of account actually denoted a sizable economy of things to be bought and sold, the big question is how to get to that point when this money starts off as unstable, unwieldy, and impractical. We should add that if such a currency were, in fact, to ever achieve viability, the utmost care would then need to be taken to not over-issue it, as this could quickly lead to devaluation and abandonment, with very few means to remedy the problem. Currently there are still no instances where an expansive, non-state-based currency of account has effectively been implemented. Paradoxically, the closest example is Bitcoin. Although treated primarily as a speculative store of value today, Bitcoin was originally intended to be a means-of-exchange money that could compete with state-based tender, hence the much-told story of the first pizza bought with Bitcoin shortly after its launch (the amount paid for two pizzas at that time is worth about US$150 million as of this writing). Since then, Bitcoin has, in fact, steadily been making inroads as a legitimate unit of account, with a growing number of big vendors accepting Bitcoin payment and the prospect of more Majority World countries – following El Salvador’s example – adopting the cryptocurrency as legal tender (Bernstein, 2021). While Bitcoin is not a sovereign currency (due to its in-built decentralization), if a sovereign, means-of-exchange crypto token/coin were to actually reach Bitcoin’s overall valuation, the concomitant economic power bestowed on the issuer would be significant (Fama et al, 2019). Bitcoin may currently only be the equivalent of 0.1 per cent of the world’s overall accessible money supply (known as broad money), yet this still signifies a third of the money supply of Kenya (US$10 billion) and ten times that of the Seychelles. Indeed, a sovereign, alternative currency that denominated $10 billion worth of value within a commons-based subeconomy could be leveraged in various ways to boost the commons and commoning. There are currently several nascent efforts pursuing such a goal, usually adopting one of two main strategies. The first is an exit-centred effort in which crypto tokens are issued with the aim of achieving a viable commons based network of exchange that could support a guaranteed basic income. The second is a more radical project where an alternative money form is created to denominate what is to become an expanding commons-based economic realm that can compete with (and perhaps even replace) the dominant capitalist economy and its adopted state-based currency of account. We can start with the former. In basic-income type cryptocurrencies, such as SwiftDemand, Mannabase, and Circles, the aim is to establish a means-of-exchange money that is accepted by enough people to enable its incremental release as a form of free income. Focusing on just one example, Circles, which runs on Ethereum’s blockchain-based xDai sidechain, is pursuing a guaranteed income currency by creating relatively closed, trust-based networks comprised of individuals and businesses who agree to accept each other’s Circles tokens as tender to be used for any goods and services they bring to the network (Circles, 2020). A key challenge facing such basic-income cryptocurrencies, however, is that many may be interested in free money, but few will be thrilled about denominating their assets in such a currency if there is little expectation that doing so will be reciprocated. In Circles this issue is decentralized, leaving it up to the various trust networks to establish systems of accepted reciprocity; only if you are invited into the network can you receive your steady stream of Circles currency. While this may lead to a slow start, it also creates more confidence and security in the currency. With time, then, the aim is to have the trust-based networks begin to interlink, expanding them from very small complementary economies to ever more expansive and diversified ones. The expansion of Circles networks also means that the inflationary pressure of a continuous issuance of guaranteed income money can be partly offset. At the same time, inflation is also not fully shunned in the Circles project, which strives to maintain a set level of seven per cent yearly inflation to dissuade its use as a store of value. In the Circles whitepaper, the currency is clearly envisioned as a currency of account that is meant to be used for economic interactions. Thus, the pursued level of inflation serves as an intended demurrage, ensuring that the Circles money stays in circulation as a means of exchange (Circles, 2020). Yet, while inflation poses an ongoing challenge to be managed, the Circles currency also comes with the benefit of avoiding sudden and unpredictable fluctuations in its value. This is because the Circles currency is not set up for external trading; it is an internalized system where each Circles participant is given their own individualized crypto tokens to be used in a closed, mutually agreed upon network or group of networks. In such an arrangement, there is no easy way, even for an individual, to sell their Circles money outside of the network. Importantly, while the individualized approach to Circles money issuance prevents any entity from gaining a singular sovereign control over the currency, the Circles monetary arrangement can still be leveraged to achieve commons-based, use-value centred ends. In other words, the currency’s power is devolved to the Circles communities themselves who can decide on what can be denominated in Circles tokens and hence what counts as ‘valuable’. In this way, these networks can use the Circles system to foster intentional economies that are not driven by purely exchange-value determinations. In the longer term, then, if the Circles networks were to significantly grow and interconnect, these economies could offer ever more options to exit capital and, as per their main aim, find a significant reprieve from the apparatus of capture via a guaranteed income. The second approach to pursuing a more expansive, commons-based currency of account centres on establishing a money form that can be used by the issuing entity to directly subsidize a commons-based subeconomy. The aim in such a project is ultimately to assist in the compeerist goal of a transvestment of capital-controlled wealth to the commons by engaging state-based money. In other words, such a currency strives to be more than simply complementary. In the most ideal scenario, then, a highly competitive commons-based subeconomy using its own sovereign currency could establish current account (trade) surpluses with market-based economies. The resulting boost in access to state-based currencies could then be used to acquire critical assets held by capital, including land, infrastructure, and means of production. While there are not many, one example of a project that roughly adopts such a vision is the anarchist-inspired FairCoop and their FairCoin currency. The aim of this project is to create a FairCoin denominated marketplace that would ultimately confer quasi-sovereign currency privileges to FairCoop (König et al, 2018). More specifically, FairCoop has here taken control over a significant chunk of initially created FairCoin (estimated to be about 20 per cent of the total) while the rest of the currency was either gifted to other actors or was created as part of the cryptocurrency’s decentralized, proof-of-cooperation mining process. Yet, with the FairCoin that were internally held, FairCoop has pursued various commoning efforts, such as the funding of Freedom Coop, which offers legal and banking services to self-employed individuals looking to make a living outside the exploitative grip of capital or the state. Importantly, with a cryptocurrency that is designed to engage other forms of money in the open market, the challenges that emerge are distinct from those faced by basic-income crypto projects, like Circles. To begin, we should note that FairCoin, at least, is not burdened with the need to continuously release its currency, hence dampening inflationary pressures. Instead, the issuing of currency can be more intentional and limited with the aim of controlling its overall value. In line with this reasoning, after an initial airdrop (free distribution) of coins and a limited period of mining, FairCoin put a cap on currency creation. Such a cap makes sense given that a decay of FairCoin value would undermine the likelihood of its adoption as well as the wealth position that FairCoop has created for itself. Nonetheless, if the currency’s value significantly increased, a fork in the blockchain could be instigated to allow for further money issuance, an option that has not been ruled out (König et al, 2018). A much more far-reaching and complex problem, however – one that the Circles currency manages to circumvent – pertains to the danger of succumbing to speculation, hoarding, and value fluctuations, as FairCoin is not shielded from being treated primarily as a store-of-value asset. This issue comes especially into play because FairCoop has not achieved a big enough economic realm denominated in FairCoin to establish an autonomous, externally backed pool of market value. In response to FairCoin’s wild fluctuations, and in an effort to ensure the currency can function as an effective means of exchange, a minority of FairCoop stakeholders have proposed pegging FairCoin to a more stable, state-based currency (Barinaga and Ocampo, 2019). Achieving such a fixed exchange rate, however, is not tenable if FairCoin is to remain a tradable, means-of-exchange form of money, as this would require costly currency market interventions to maintain the targeted currency value. More specifically, such interventions require large sums of valuable state-based tender that are generally not available. The dominant view within FairCoop, therefore, is to continue allowing the market to determine FairCoin’s price. Supporters of this line of thinking argue that swings in value must be accepted as an inevitable component of the strategy they have adopted (FairCoin, 2018). In fact, the market-oriented strategy adopted by FairCoin entails a recognition that value fluctuations can cut both ways, and thus have the potential to be exploited. As such, we can see that an underlying, initial aspiration within the FairCoin project was to essentially hack the unstable cryptocurrency markets by playing the store-of-value game, even if the eventual goal was to become an expansive currency of account (not unlike Bitcoin’s potential trajectory). Initially this appeared to be a promising strategy. In 2017, riding a wave of Bitcoin fuelled upward speculation, FairCoop was able to garner a significant amount of state-based reserve currencies for its FairCoin holdings as the coin’s value reached €1.2. In the end, however, there was ultimately nothing FairCoop could do when the bubble popped and FairCoin’s price came crashing back to earth, demonstrating the extreme difficulty in replicating Bitcoin’s route to widespread adoption based on its acceptance as a store of value. After hitting rock bottom, the FairCoin project has begun picking up the pieces in a bid to re-establish its worth. As of this writing FairCoin’s exchange rate stands between €0.05 and €0.08 euro cents. At this juncture, arguably the only way FairCoin could truly alleviate the challenges it faces is if it could significantly broaden the microeconomy it denotes. How big is big enough remains an open question, but it would be wrong to assume outright that a commons-based economic realm could not reach the needed scale. Take the example of the Seychelles again, which maintains the smallest economy to employ a free-floating independent currency. This economy maintains a GDP between US$1 and $2 billion per year and has managed a remarkably stable currency over time. Then, consider that the total sales of the Mondragon mega-cooperative is well over $10 billion. Clearly, there could be commons-aligned economies that are big enough. Following from this, then, rather than trying to build up a commons-based currency from the bottom, with dreams of hacking the cryptocurrency market, as with FairCoin, a more promising approach would likely be one that was more orchestrated and started big. This would mean launching a means-of exchange currency with the backing of an already well-established pool of market value. Such an initiative could be spearheaded by a massive cooperative like the Mondragon Corporation, or through a broad alliance of cooperatives, non-profits, and open-value networks, which could account for an even larger economy to be denoted by the new currency. Of critical importance here, however, is that the currency is launched with all of this backed value from the outset. The organizational effort and far-sighted intentionality required to launch such a large-scale, commons-based cryptocurrency would, without a doubt, be considerable. The odds of success, furthermore, would be greatly dependent on the broader monetary context. This context, of course, is primarily controlled by the state. Lest we forget, it is the state that maintains ultimate authority over the legal status and allowances afforded any alternative currencies. Presently, in the most liberalized capitalist economies, cryptocurrencies are legal and increasingly subject to codification and control. Somewhat paradoxically, the more states seek to restrict cryptocurrencies via regulations and limiting laws, the more they seem to gain recognition and stability as a viable asset. How far these states are willing to allow cryptocurrencies to function as actual means-of-exchange tender is another matter, however. While Bitcoin’s impact on national economies and their money system is understood to be mostly negligible for the time being, there is no saying that this would continue to be the case if cryptocurrency adoption and use, especially as a unit of account, were to significantly increase. A basic concern here is that the state’s monetary and fiscal tools to shape the economy could become fundamentally hampered (Claeys et al, 2018). Undoubtedly the biggest possible potential threat in this regard is that posed by big corporations, who could also benefit from establishing some form of centralized means-of-exchange tender for themselves. We can point here to the big US airlines’ rewards programmes as a precursor to such currencies, where the points that can be redeemed for air travel have become a financialized micro-economy in their own right, becoming a leading source of revenue for these companies (Genter, 2022). Currently, large tech firms are exploring similar possibilities with the help of crypto-based technologies; while Meta (Facebook) has thus far been stymied by regulators in pursuing their vision of the ‘Diem’ currency, Amazon is forging ahead with a more careful exploration of their internally used Amazon Coin. If regulatory limits were removed, it is not difficult to imagine how the massive amount of value that is funnelled through such corporations could quite easily be leveraged to launch an immediately sizable, sovereign cryptocurrency. Once established, corporations could then use such currencies as units of account for their goods/services and as the de facto money used for intra-company transactions, possibly including the payment of wages (depending on laws). Additionally, massive initial (and subsequent) coin offerings could be initiated to access state-based tender. Importantly, the significant state-based currency reserves controlled by these large companies would also enable them to engage in currency market interventions to partially control their own currencies’ value. Not least, if the corporation’s private tender were to become broadly adopted, it could even garner seigniorage privileges, meaning that the issued money could be used to purchase goods and services without it returning to make claims on the corporation’s assets. The fate of commons-based sovereign cryptocurrencies, then, which are unlikely to match the power of those linked to big corporations (at least in the near term), will likely depend on how states respond to such monetary developments. A state largely in the grasp of capital-oriented interests could theoretically be persuaded to cede even more of its monetary power to corporate actors, opening up a complex monetary environment characterized by a multitude of interacting and competing state, corporate, and possibly some minor commons-based currencies. At the same time, a nationalist turn could lead to the outright banning of all non-state-based monies as the state seeks to re-establish its own power over the monetary realm; China, for example, along with a handful of other countries, has already adopted this approach by outlawing the use of Bitcoin. From a compeerist perspective, therefore, the most favourable scenario would be one in which the state significantly restricted the development of expansive means-of-exchange tender controlled by profit-seeking capital, while leaving commons-oriented crypto projects largely untouched. Yet such a policy adoption would, naturally, depend on the state finding common cause with commoners. Indeed, in the final analysis, and in taking the top-down (sovereign) and endogenous, bottom-up (crypto) approaches to exiting the monetary banking apparatus together, the likelihood of success for either hinges, as with so many other compeerist initiatives, on the continuously evolving relation and power dynamics between the state, capital, and the commons. It is the charge of compeerists to greatly increase the power of the commons in this dynamic if the envisioned transition out of capitalism is to ever transpire. To succeed in such a task will ultimately necessitate a widespread socio, cultural, and political upheaval demanding that the rationality and practice of the commons and commoning be embraced as a political-economic alternative to capital. The question of how such an upheaval could come about, and what it could result in, is the focus of the final part of this book.
AT Financially Infeasible
A compeeerist shift is financially feasible—circumventing capital-based credit is possible and does happen
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Hence, in the here and now, compeerists are faced with the challenge of circumventing capital-based credit by establishing their own commons-based arrangements around finance. One of the most basic forms of internalized, commons-based banking is ‘cooperative accumulation’. Such cooperative financing efforts were established, for instance, in the 18th-century British and Irish ‘terminating building societies’, which would pool money to make low-cost credit available to help members purchase critical assets for their household or business. Today the Swedish JAK banks are replicating this model, with 30 local branches accumulating the savings of members to offer interest-free loans for everything from mortgages to community projects. Loans average US$23,000 but reach up to $1 million and the default rate is only 0.05 per cent (Bollier and Conaty, 2016). Other, more targeted forms of cooperative accumulation include the pooling of funds to save a particular community asset such as a pub or soccer club, or to expand community-oriented capacities, for example by supporting investments in local renewable energy or agriculture. A good example is the Slow Money Movement, a non-profit focused on organizing zero-percent interest loans intended to support farmers and initiatives committed to sustainable, community-centred food production. In this way dozens of local groups have formed since its start in 2010, mobilizing more than $79 million in loans to hundreds of local food system initiatives (Slow Money, 2017). Digital technology has also been harnessed to facilitate much broader lending pools via P2P lending or crowdlending. This platform-based system functions essentially the same way as crowdfunding, with the expectation that funds are repaid. While a circumvention of established banking institutions is a significant draw here, the most established P2P lending sites such as Prosper and Zopa are generally still controlled by capital-based middlemen, and participation by lenders is mostly done with a considerable focus on returns. More commons-oriented approaches to P2P lending, however, can also be found. Kiva, for instance, is a non-profit that links funds offered by the public to micro-loans to specific projects in the Majority World. Once the loans are paid off, the returned money can be committed to another project or reclaimed by the lender. Since its inception in 2005, Kiva has granted more than 2.1 million loans, totalling over US$1.72 billion (Kiva, 2016). In 2011 Kiva began offering US based P2P loan mediation with zero-per-cent interest, offering what is essentially a more expansive, online based version of the Swedish JAK banks. Boundary-commoning approaches to addressing credit needs between commons-based entrepreneurs can also be found, as noted in a number of cases covered in previous chapters. Along the lines of cooperative accumulation, many of the early member co-ops often worked together to combine extra revenue from their operations to form a cooperative bank, which, over time, would administer an ever-growing equity fund to service the needs and expansion of the cooperative economy. While there has been a waning in the intentionality and mutual support within some cooperative sectors, the tightly-knit cooperative alliances evident in France and northern Italy still participate in such arrangements. More recently, finance-based boundary-commoning initiatives are also being employed in open-value networks or similar forms of digitally networked production. The New Zealand-based, commons-oriented Enspiral network, for instance, responsible for the Loomio app noted earlier, maintains a financial entity within its collaboration-focused production organization that actively diverts a chunk of earned revenues (averaging around 20 per cent) to be managed and utilized internally in the pursuit of its mission to facilitate a transition to a ‘post-capitalist, sustainable economy’ (Enspiral, 2021, np). The banking entity overseeing this task, named ‘my.enspiral’, oversees the collection and allocation of these funds, hence overcoming any need for external banking. The setup is explained as ‘a bank for a “microcosm economy” protected from the outside world by the walled garden of a limited liability corporation’ (quoted in Bollier and Conaty, 2016, p 32). Importantly, allocations of funds, while overseen by my.enspiral, are based on a democratic process, enabled by the Loomio app, where the voting power of a member is proportional to the contributions that have been made to the network.
AT Human Nature
Their human nature arguments are baseless cynicism—compeerist movements can compete in capitalist markets while gaining support because of their inherently democratic nature
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It is in light of the shortcomings entailed in the tactics of exit and gifting that the need to engage markets becomes apparent. John Restakis, approaching this issue from the perspective of cooperatives, argues: ‘To cut off a collective, whether a commons, co-operative or the wider social economy, from the world of markets and money is self-delusional and ineffective, it undermines the purpose of these organizations, which is to socialize and democratize the economy’ (quoted in Bollier and Conaty, 2016, p 11). Building on this line of thinking, the compeerist framework holds that market engagement by formal commons-oriented actors makes up a critical source of wealth that is needed to expand the commons and ultimately challenge capital, especially since the feasibility of a revolutionary, forced commonification is rejected. The fundamental proposition here is that compeerist-aligned organizations and enterprises, with the support of tailored emerging technologies and an increasingly commons-centric socio-economic political environment, could usurp the current mode of production by outcompeting capital within the market itself. Despite having market generated revenue, these entities would still be part of the commons realm because of the non-capitalist values they embrace and operate by. We have seen these values play out, for instance, in the way profit is made subservient to the pursuit of the commons and commoning, the focus on worker empowerment and fair remuneration; and the efforts made to include the community as a stakeholder with legitimate claims to economic democracy and revenue sharing. Following from this, the earnings generated should not be understood as ‘profit’ in the traditional sense, but rather as a transvestment of wealth from capital to the commons. Furthermore, and in distinction to gifting, the market engagement that is the source of this transvestment is simultaneously seeking to displace capital in the market of goods, services, and labour, hence offering a fully-fledged alternative to the organization of our productive capacities. The major question begged in this proposal, however, is whether such a compeerist form of production could ever truly thrive to achieve significant scale. On the one hand, following Rosa Luxemburg (2011), there is the issue of non-capitalist economic endeavours failing to achieve critical mass as they refuse to take advantage of extractive/exploitative operational tactics. On the other hand, the obverse corollary of this point (often emphasized by anarchists and autonomists) is that if scale actually is achieved through market engagement, it generally comes at the cost of the motivating values being espoused. The increasingly profit-oriented attitudes and actions of large cooperatives, like the Mondragon Corporation, are here often referenced as a case in point. Nonetheless, the previous chapters have attempted to show that a commons-based trajectory out of capital’s dominance in various economic sectors is conceivable, but it would by no means be given or easy; the inability to match capital’s market-capturing tactics, or becoming corrupted in the process of trying, are both immense challenges. In response to the former, compeerists are tasked with finding non-extractive/exploitative sources of market competitiveness that can match those of capitalists. As we have seen, the focus in such a pursuit has generally fallen on the imperative to leverage boundary-commoning advantages, like peer-property regimes, while additionally seeking government-sourced policies/interventions to establish more commons-friendly market conditions. The critical need to bring about alternative financial/monetary arrangements in such efforts, in turn, is a key focus in this chapter and in the next. Yet the latter challenge identified, pertaining to the corruption of compeerist ideals, has not yet been fully addressed, especially in those instances where it cannot simply be traced back to market exigencies. Indeed, in the case of the Mondragon Corporation covered in Chapter 5, it is, in the end, difficult to assess the degree to which market pressures forced the mega-cooperative to abandon its worker co-op commitments when shifting manufacturing overseas. Given its market positions and overall revenue, it could be argued that such a capitulation to exchange-value driven rationales was not necessary, and hence that this move can be traced to an internal loss of direction. We can, hence, briefly review a number of compeerist-aligned business practices and strategies that can ultimately be adopted to avoid such potential internal digressions, which pose a legitimate threat to the compeerist vision of achieving a post-capitalist future via market engagement. A first critical step here would be for compeerist-aligned enterprises to establish a public mission, vision, and values statement as well as intentionally formulated and legally binding bylaws regulating operational procedures. These foundational documents would include norms against abetting extractive capital actors while supporting the aim of inclusive, boundary commoning. Also, in line with Ostrom’s insights concerning effective commons governance, they would reflect a commitment to openness, inclusion, and democracy both in terms of internal operations and stakeholder relations. Indeed, exclusionary or discriminatory practices, which can also be found in commons production, are not only viewed by true compeerists as inherent ‘bads’ that vitiate the vision of a better, commons-based future, they are also recognized as being antithetical to the overarching strategy of expanding and hence fortifying the commons (Stavrides, 2016; 2019; Pentzold, 2021). In other words, it is only through an intentional openness that the commons can be expected to gain supporters, grow, and hence ever achieve a release from exchange-value’s monopoly on economic organization. In applying this philosophy to stakeholdership relations more broadly, we find there is significant room to expand inclusion within existing cooperative arrangements. Hence, while commons-based worker cooperatives and open value-networks are well placed to look after the interests of their workers, preferably, they would also recognize the community and end-users linked to this production as ‘invested parties’ with rights to participate. Similarly, non-profits, member-cooperatives, and municipalities engaged in commons oriented service provisions should ensure that their members and constituents, as well as the workers themselves, have a say in how these services are generated and delivered. An important consequence of broadening democratization in these ways is that it helps prevent a corruption of values, ensuring that the relevant entities remain focused on serving the community. While establishing an expansive formal commons-based subeconomy operating according to the ideals noted here will undoubtedly take time, the logistical execution of such governance regimes is becoming ever more feasible. For instance, the Loomio app developed by the New Zealand based Enspiral collaborative is designed to help organizations achieve buy-in and manage decision making using various functionalities like proposal-making tools, poll taking, feedback forums, and secure voting (Loomio, nd). As discussed in Chapter 2 when considering the potential of such technology for open-value-networks, it is likely that we will soon see even more capabilities to control operational procedures via the use of decentralized autonomous organizations (DAOs), where the rules and procedures of an economic entity are coded directly into its internal decision-making mechanisms. In sum, then, if compeerists can pursue both the right external and internal tactics to gain market competitiveness without becoming corrupted, then the market engagement response to the monopoly of exchange-value with which we started the chapter, represents a further strategic route to be pursued beyond that of exit and gifting. Yet, the advantage here is that market involvement offers commons-oriented actors both an option to access the resources they need while also directly challenging capital’s grip on consumers and labour; this makes it the lynchpin of compeerism’s overall evolutionary approach to achieving a post-capitalist mode of production.
AT Movement Fails
Compeerism can build a movement quickly—the time is now to beat the neofacists
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Compeerists seeking a large-scaled political movement of movements to help drive a systemic commons transition will naturally seek to spawn, solidify and tie together a commoner consciousness as outlined in the previous section. Yet, as was also made clear, such a consciousness, despite its idealized presentation, is far from monolithic. Instead, it will exist as variously coherent and internalized iterations, finding expression and definition from within a broad range of activities and efforts, many of which we have covered in earlier chapters. It is from within these actions, many having grown into micro-movements in their own right, that we find the most fertile ground from which a compeerist-oriented movement of movements could form. Building on the commoner consciousness that is there, the compeerist aim thus becomes to tie the various commons-oriented forces into a larger whole by creating a basic political consensus around the broad aim of expanding the commons and commoning as an alternative to capital. In this sense, ‘the commons’ becomes the ‘empty signifier’ noted by Laclau and Moofe (2014) as the amalgamating idea and discourse that can unify a large, diversified group of people by being able to encompass all of their various concerns, imperatives, and context-specific outlooks (see also Walljasper, 2010; Dardot and Laval, 2014). In the digital realm, then, promising initiatives to be brought into the fold of a broader mobilization would include hacker and pirating efforts; the production of free, open-source software; reclaiming data; establishing platform co-ops; and the various work geared towards decentralizing and democratizing the internet. Also included here are the broader demands being made for the revision or outright abolishment of copyrights and patents and the push to dismantle the monopolistic/oligopolistic power of the tech giants. In the material realm, common cause can be found in the numerous environmental and justice-oriented efforts seeking a sustainable and fair use of our global material commons; the pursuit of off-grid resilience capabilities; and the various initiatives to expand the urban commons, including the cooperativization and municipalization of key infrastructure. In the actual making of stuff, in turn, obvious synergies exist with the DIY, maker, open-hardware, and open-design movements, which are each motivated in different ways by a desire to exit materially based dependencies on capital with the help of an open-source digital commons. Not least, within the market-engaged production of material goods and services, important allies can be found in commons-oriented cooperatives, open-value-networks, and non-profits across key economic sectors. In employing the commons and commoning as an underlying ‘empty signifier’, compeerists hope that the various commoners involved in these visions and actions could be convinced that their work not only has macro-level political insinuations – in that they favour more commonsfriendly political-economic conditions – but that their (latent) policy preferences are also shared by a host of compatriots involved in disparate yet similar commons-related doing. Once these aligned political positionalities become self-evident, especially in the face of inevitable clashes with powerful capitalist interests, it becomes possible to see, at least for some, how a wide spectrum of commoners could coalesce into a movement of movements committed to a commons-based future beyond capitalism. Such a hopeful outlook is, of course, not shared by everyone, and many would dismiss such conjecture as being fundamentally out of touch with the socio-political realities on the ground. While difficult to assess such cynical claims in any objective way, compeerists could push back by first pointing to the vibrancy of the many commons oriented micro-movements that already exist. They could further draw attention to the numerous inroads achieved by commons-based political initiatives, particularly in municipalities across Europe; or note the macro-level waves of counter-capitalist uprisings in the last few decades – from the anti-globalization movement in the 1990s to Occupy Wall Street in the 2000s – which offered a glimpse of the tremendous, albeit still mostly diffuse and untapped, people power that seems to lie just beneath the surface. Also notable has been the strong showing since the turn of the century of upstart political parties and candidates taking a more adversarial stance to capital, as for instance in Greece and Spain (and to some extent Britain and the US). While these formal, electoral efforts (which, we should note, were not explicitly compeerist), ultimately failed to bring about paradigm-shifting policies, the fact that they garnered the support that they did points to underlying counter-capitalist sentiments and an openness to forging a different way forward. Lastly, it is also important to recognize that the nascent, compeerist-aligned forces that are taking form have the potential to significantly expand as the capital-state nexus flounders to deal with a host of culminating crises rooted in the dominant assemblages/apparatuses of the current political-economy (Varvarousis, 2020). These emerging dysfunctions offer compeerists fertile ground for expanding commoner consciousness and, more specifically, forcing an internal reflection of the repressed irrationalities inherent in the ‘middle class’ justification of the status quo (De Angelis, 2010). Taking these various points together, compeerism maintains that the eventual formation of a commons-centred, counter-capitalist movement of movement is by no means a far-fetched proposition. Critically, however, in considering the growing disillusionment towards capitalism’s hegemony, we must also acknowledge that compeerism will not inevitably be the embraced response. Indeed, the escalating symptoms of a capitalism in crisis (faltering wellbeing, failing governance regimes, wage stagnation, and rising precarity) could quite readily also give rise to sentiments that are inherently neo-fascist (anti-democratic and xenophobic), which is a trend that is already apparent the world over (Dyer-Witheford, 2015). The challenge facing compeerists here brings to mind De Angelis’s insistence that working in common is not the same as commoning, as the latter entails a certain form of commoner consciousness, as outlined earlier. As such, faced with the very real prospect of neo-fascist competition, compeerism must clearly stake out its position with the aim of winning out in the arena of public opinion and, ultimately, politics. This position will revolve around two intertwined points of contention, reminiscent of the clash between fascists and anarchists of old. The first centres on the question of decision making and how it is best governed. Here the neo-fascist’s preference of a patriarchal model of top-down authority is in stark contrast to the compeerists’ preference of diluting decision-making power, including in the economy, through maximal distribution. The second is the fundamental moral clash over who should be included in the universe of persons considered worthy of our concern and care, or put in more stark terms, who truly counts as human? This latter question hits on one of the key irrationalities suppressed by De Angelis’s middle class, namely the ‘othering’ that is internalized to blame a particular, generally powerless grouping of human beings for the loss of any wellbeing and/or security within the community. In doing so, responsibility on the part of the actors within capital and the state, that are actually culpable, is deflected. As long as this ‘othering’ is maintained, regardless of whether this is in a strictly capitalist or neo-fascist state, any transition along compeerist lines will be thwarted. For compeerists, then, the undemocratic, neo-fascist framework will need to be effectively debunked as illiberal, patronizing, dishonest, and parasitic; its primary aim being nothing more than the amassing of power (and wealth) in the hands of the few. The compeerist alternative, in turn, must come to be understood as a win-win option that could benefit the so-called 99 per cent of the entire globe, thus making such a pursuit not only empowering, fair, and rational, but also potentially cathartic in its ability to bring about a feeling of being in common, or what Hardt and Negri simply referred to as the ‘economic power’ of ‘love’ (Hardt and Negri, 2009, p 180). Yet, for such a discourse (and feeling) to take hold – given a broader context shaped by historical injustices and deeply ingrained sentiments centred on competition and mistrust – will undoubtedly require the patient application of compeeristaligned care and goodwill. This effort, furthermore, will have to emanate from the bottom up, that is, from the many commons-oriented initiatives and micro-movements on the ground, which is also where any formal, populisttype politics embracing the compeerist message would need to be rooted. Building on this point of a needed material groundedness from which change must emerge, we should keep in mind Chantal Mouffe’s (2005) reformulation of Carl Schmitt’s ‘friend-enemy’ dichotomy, where she makes the convincing case that we can never achieve a discourse-based, enlightened end of history. There will always be declared enemies that cannot see eye to eye, where the limits of rational discussion are laid bare. Consequently, compeerism’s prospects for outcompeting a neo-fascist alternative will also come down to its ability to deliver equitably and collaboratively governed commons realms that offer real contributions to overall wellbeing. This includes not only concrete material gains but also the social and psychological rewards that come with being able to take part in social relations involved in commoning. Only by offering such tangible benefits will larger segments of the population begin to open up to the compeerist message more broadly. In light of this demand, then, an overarching imperative for compeerists must be to establish a positive, snowballing feedback loop in which gains in the commons-based economic realm are leveraged to garner social mobilization and political clout, which is then applied to create even more robust compeerist-aligned economic capabilities and hence yet more social and political power. The effective execution of such a feedback loop as capitalism’s challenges come to a head is the only way the compeerist post-capitalist vision can both supplant capital while also ensuring neofascist alternatives do not get the upper hand. For such a spiralling process of compeerist economic and social usurpation to materialize, however, will necessitate deft, multi-scalar, political engagement and organization, including, crucially, in relation to ‘the state’.
AT Militancy
Insurrection fails—only lines of flight working together can destabilize the system
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Having established a basic outline of how contemporary capitalism works, the next question has to be how it can be challenged and overcome. Communists and anarchists of old would tend to answer this question with the call to ‘revolution’, even if their ideas of what happens afterwards varied. As the 20th century unfolded, however, insurrectionary tactics were increasingly abandoned. While revolutionary Marxists persist, often in the limited realm of academia, their numbers have significantly dwindled; and on the anarchist side the singular focus on class and the need to rise up in revolt has given way to more countercultural areas of attention and the aim to ‘prefigure’ systemic change from within (Cornell, 2016). The increasing unpopularity of revolutionary demands to ‘smash the system’ coincides with a theoretical shift in ontological thinking (the basic assumptions of what reality is) rooted in the post-structural dismissal of deterministic, inflexible frameworks. In this view the Marxist reification of monolithic structures such as ‘capitalism’ or ‘the state’ are viewed as fundamentally wrongheaded. It is not possible to topple capitalism by capturing the state, because ‘capitalism’ is not a ‘thing’ that can simply be undone, nor is the state. These so-called ‘systems’ are better understood as complex phenomena composed of numerous interacting parts, both physical and mental, with which we, as subjects, are intimately intertwined. Directly related to this assessment, critical scholars and activists have also challenged classical Marxist thinking for being inherently disempowering (Gibson-Graham, 2010). In other words, when capitalism is conceived as a colossal, reified thing with a more or less determined trajectory, it leaves people with little sense of agency; revolution becomes a waiting game for the all-encompassing system to reach an apex of inevitable internal crisis. While such crises are often presented by Marxists as imminent in economic downturns, when capital then nonetheless regains its footing, these same prophets succumb to dismay and resignation. Consequently, there has been a concerted turn in recent decades towards approaches and conceptualizations that posit a much more indeterminate and malleable reality, one that leaves more room for political action here and now. One way to capture this flexibility is through the concepts of ‘assemblage’ and ‘apparatus’ (Foucault, 1980; Deleuze and Guattari, 1987; Agamben, 2009; Legg, 2011). While the terms have been used in disparate ways, an assemblage/apparatus can here be understood as the never fully stable arrangement and articulation of multiple animate and inanimate forces and potentials that interact to achieve specific outcomes. Importantly, this conceptualization of reality is one of flux, determined by the relations between things rather than by their essences. Yet, at the same time, assemblages/apparatuses still manage to bring about a distinct order, as, in the words of Agamben (2009, p 14) they maintain ‘the capacity to capture, orient, determine, intercept, model, control or secure the gestures, behaviours, opinions, or discourses of living beings’. In terms of conceptualizing capitalism, a productive use of assemblage/ apparatus can be found in the work of Deleuze and Guattari (1987) who present the various defining features of our socio-economic condition as being continuously de- and reconstructed to ensure the overarching logic of capital accumulation. Especially instructive is their rethinking of Marx’s (1993) trinity formula as the ‘three-headed apparatus of capture’ (three apparatuses in one), understood as the intertwined forces that manage to continuously reinvent the governance of land (property), labour, and money in the service of profit. Thus, in its original iteration commons land and serf labour were set free from their positionalities within the feudal mode of production, only to be recaptured and reconstructed through the mechanisms of rent and wages to become the privately owned factory and the industrial worker. Underlying all of this, however, is money, which enables the commodification of property and labour in the first place. Money is brought under control via the assemblage/apparatus behind the execution of taxation, where the obligatory payment of a specific tender grounds this money’s worth and gives it the power to become the de facto measure of exchange-value in the market more broadly. Hence, in Deleuze and Guattari’s approach, Marx’s conceptualization of a capitalist mode of production, and more particularly the submission to an exchange-value framework, as captured in the idea of commodity fetishism, is still present, yet the underlying forces creating this reality are now seen as being part of a more indeterminate process of deconstruction, recapture, and reconstruction. This ‘process’ of capitalism, furthermore, is continuous, as we can see, for example, with the industrial worker (labour) and the factory (land) being de- and then reconstructed as the gig worker and the server farm. Or, for that matter, how money was de- and reconstructed to become an unbacked fiat currency that could expand exponentially in the pursuit of growth via fractional reserve banking. Returning, then, to the question of achieving systemic change, we can make use of two further concepts from Deleuze and Guattari, namely ‘lines of articulation’ and ‘lines of flight’. Lines of articulation can be understood as the way assemblages/apparatuses channel inherent potentials to maintain the functioning of a given organizational stability. Lines of flight, in turn, have been described as ‘bolts of pent-up energy that break through the cracks in a system of control … they reveal the open spaces beyond the limits of what exists’ (Rayner, 2013, np). Deleuze and Guattari suggest that lines of flight may combine with others to ultimately bring about the destabilization of an entire ‘system’, referring to this as ‘a whole generalized conjunction that overspills and over-turns the preceding apparatuses’ (Deleuze and Guattari, 1987, p 452). On a large enough scale, then, such a generalized conjunction could, theoretically, spell the end of the capitalist mode of production, at least as it is currently conceived. Arguably, the most critical lines of articulation within capitalism are rooted in the apparatus of capture, where the commodification of everything, including labour, pulls subjectivities into the overarching logic of exchange value calculations and hence capital accumulation. Lines of flight, in turn, can have various expressions, including haphazard ones, but from the perspective of actively pursuing systemic change, the most relevant lines of flight take the form of prefigurative acts of resistance – where prefiguration is defined as ‘those forms of social relations, decision-making, culture, and human experience that are the ultimate goal’ (Boggs, 1977, p 100). In essence, prefiguration is an action of being the change you want to see, which, by being embodied and performed, creates a line of flight that makes a different world suddenly seem possible. Significantly, however, Deleuze and Guattari see these rebellious lines of flight, including intentional forms of prefigurative resistance, as remaining mostly imperceptible from within the status quo. In other words, those controlling and embracing the currently dominant operating procedures and discourses are blind to these prefigurations, either because they are intentionally hidden from view, or because their logic makes no sense from the given set of assumptions within the current assemblages/ apparatuses at work. For those familiar with Star Trek, this is akin to the Borg, a hive collective of cybernetic beings who do not acknowledge outsiders beaming onto their spaceship until they are explicitly identified as posing a danger. In the case at hand, lines of flight can be seen expressed in the various forms of commons-based peer production, and commoning more generally. Until quite recently, these lines of flight have largely gone unnoticed, operating in the shadows, overlooked or seen as hardly noteworthy. Yet, to bring about change will eventually require coming into the light. Indeed, the point of the prefigurative is not, as Thomas Nail (2015, p 99) helpfully explains, ‘to relish the theory of an impossible and invisible revolution, but rather to “bring the imperceptible to perception” by changing the dominant conditions for visibility’. In this sense, lines of flight are like rockets seeking to break free from the fetters of gravity; they are continuously pulled on until they fall back to the ground, unless they have the power to break out of the conditions of visibility that define our world. What this means in terms of achieving a commons-based mode of production is the need to overcome the nearly inescapable apparatus of capture, which comprises the dominant conditions for visibility that render transgressive lines of counter-capitalist possibilities, like the commons, not only invisible, but largely dysfunctional, especially at larger scales. But what would a generalized conjunction of lines of flight that could topple the apparatus of capture actually look like? Is it even possible? The answer to these decisive questions hinges on how the alternative economic activities and relations being posited (the lines of flight) are understood in relation to the currently dominant capitalist mode of production. When considering the commons and commoning as this alternative, we find a number of conflicting approaches.
AT No Mindset Shift
Yes mindset shift—the compeerist framework avoids pitfalls of previous radical movements while also giving people a viable alternative to capitalism
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In line with De Angelis and Holloway, compeerism embraces the possibility of an outside to capital while acknowledging that this exterior is always contested and vulnerable. Compeerism also views the emergence of a different consciousness – the explosion of De Angelis’s middle class – as a necessary component of this ‘outside’. We can call this self-reflective, commons-oriented form of seeing and thinking ‘commoner consciousness’, which will find different sources and iterations depending on a person’s particular experiences and mental processes in their engagement with the capitalist mode of production. Yet, in an effort to avoid the overt vagueness for which some autonomist approaches have been critiqued, we can nonetheless attempt to offer a bit more specificity regarding what a commoner consciousness would entail, and, even more critically, the role of such a consciousness in the creation of a broader political mobilization. To begin, and in line with Holloway and De Angelis, compeerism does not see the essence of being a ‘commoner’ as rooted in some form of intellectual illumination; it is rather through acts of non- and counter-capitalist ‘doing’ and ‘commoning’ that commoner consciousness is brought about and sustained. Such doing could involve, for instance, volunteering at a soup kitchen or refugee centre; helping to organize a community maker/repair space; or building and contributing to the open-source designs of an offgrid tiny house that is intended to facilitate an exit from the demands of a never-ceasing earn-and-spend culture. As such, commoner consciousness is also not contingent on a conscious ‘class position’, but rather on the establishment of common interests and subsequent common organization in the face of capital’s exploitative/extractive nature more broadly (Hardt and Negri, 2005; De Angelis, 2010; Wright, 2021). Importantly, and following from this focus on doing, for commoner consciousness to be truly active it can never rest idle; commoning must continuously and intentionally be reengaged and reinvented to not be coopted. In other words, static and unreflective ‘anti-system’ positions, for instance choosing to be vegan, will not suffice; capital will simply respond with the McVegan burger at McDonalds and a vegan section at the local Walmart. Yet a key question that must be answered here is how the intentionality and depth needed to continuously challenge capital can be brought about, which would also go a long way to explain how a lasting and impactful counter capitalist movement of movements can be galvanized and sustained. Regarding such political mobilization, we can point out that many autonomists and anarchists, especially those falling in line with the thinking of Hardt and Negri (2017), would here refer to the spontaneous, decentralized, and intentionally amorphous multitude as the needed motor to propel any large-scale anti-capitalist activity and organization. The view here is that nothing can match the power of an anarchic swarm, leading to the ideal of the ‘headless’ movement, as exemplified in the Occupy Wall Street protests. Yet, it is precisely this thinking around the multitude that has also been dismissed as overly nebulous, and hence ineffective in explaining, let alone bringing about, progressive systemic change (De Angelis, 2007; Mouffe, 2009; Rancie﻿̀re, 2016). Indeed, with the Occupy movement increasingly in the rear-view mirror, it is not unfair to conclude that there were few lasting gains or concessions achieved. All the while capitalism marches on. The compeerist position, therefore, loosely shared by a smaller cohort of autonomists who are more critical of Hardt and Negri’s approach, is that greater unity and strategic intentionality is needed in the disparate and latently powerful forms of counter-capitalist consciousness already emerging (De Angelis, 2010; 2012; 2017a; Dyer-Witheford, 2015; Toupin, 2021). In compeerism, specifically, achieving this political cohesion is seen as ultimately depending on commoner consciousness embracing a malleable, but still broadly shared, morally informed political-economic outlook. This is decidedly not a vanguardist proposal for a grand and dogmatic ideology or a prescriptive agenda of specific actions that must be taken; indeed, the hierarchical power arrangements inherent in vanguardism are fundamentally counter to the compeerist preference for decentralized and egalitarian crowdsourcing. Rather, it is a call for a flexible yet cohering outlook and state of mind, which is seen as already being innate in most commoning-type doing, that can help commoners coalesce their efforts to actually achieve real systemic change (Bauwens and Ramos, 2018; Bollier and Helfrich, 2019; Kioupkiolis, 2020a; Ramos, 2020). Hence, in terms of its foundational, ethical core, the commoner consciousness espoused by compeerism is rooted in the broad value of human equality. As such, any form of oppression is rejected and resisted, including, for example, the use of identity-based bias and discrimination to exploit commons-based labour or to block or restrict access to the commons and commoning (Federici, 2012; 2019). Furthermore, the compeerist aspired-to commoner consciousness entails an embrace of justice and solidarity, rooted in a rejection of an ontologically posited, autonomous and individual subject. Instead, our social/psychological reality is better conceived as fundamentally inter-subjective and interdependent, giving rise to values such as openness, sharing, and collaboration (Bauwens 2005; Hyde, 2012; Bollier and Helfrich, 2015). It is this same inter-subjective outlook that lies behind the recognition of humanity’s geographical and hence ethical interconnectedness across distance and time, as emphasized in Chapter 6 with regard to the concept of power geometries (Massey, 1996). It follows, therefore, that the pursuit of an expansive and non-discriminatory commons is embraced as a global effort, requiring transnational mutual aid and camaraderie (Esposito, 2013; Dardot and Laval, 2014; Schismenos et al, 2020). At the same time, while the ethical and strategic embrace of inclusivity is seen as foundational, a well-honed and intentional commoner consciousness will also recognize that inclusivity cannot be infinite. Following Ostrom (2015), boundaries and regulations are still required for effective commons governance, especially when it comes to more physically limited, and hence rivalrous resources. Thus, the complex and contested nature of the commons reminds us of the quarrelsome politics that will always be a part of their governance. It is in light of the inevitability of politics, and indeed contestation, where the importance of more particular commons-centred dispositions come to the fore. It is these dispositions, which would ideally also be shared across commoner consciousness more broadly, that are needed to ensure the commons can, in fact, become the basis of a more just and sustainable prospering for everyone. Details of what an execution of such a mentality would entail are well expounded in the work associated with the Heteropolitics project initiated by Alexandros Kioupkiolis (2017). Here, political theory and commons practices are combined to articulate an ‘alternative’ politics that would be needed to intentionally align the management of the commons with the ideals of egalitarianism, fairness, and resilience. The result is ultimately an ‘agonistic’ form of commons-oriented politics that, in the words of Kioupkiolis (2020b, p 73), is rooted in ‘openness, diversity, elasticity, inclusivity, grassroots autonomy, participation, assemblies, process, horizontality, prefiguration, work in everyday reality, networking and action over fixed ideologies and closed identities’. These intentionally non-vanguardist, yet also purposedriven governance principles align well with the ideals compeerism adopts in its approach to commoning. However, compeerism is not just concerned with prefiguring or envisioning the commons, it is also, critically, about overcoming capitalism. This is where compeerism sees the value in commoner consciousness also maintaining a broadly shared, more macro-oriented political-economic outlook, which could function to tie commoners together within a powerful movement of movements. In terms of what the substance of such an outlook would entail, compeerism’s starting point aligns well with Michael Hardt’s (2010, p 353) basic premise, traced to the early Marx, that the ultimate aim of societal struggle is the ‘autonomous human production of subjectivity’. In other words, it is a broad and flexible embrace of the inherent value of pursuing, on our own terms, our self-determination as individuals and communities. Clearly, such a never-ending process of self-determination will vary over time and between people(s). Yet, from the compeerism perspective, a unifying ground to be found here is in the shared desirability to expand and wisely govern the material and digital commons needed to pursue our own and collective self-determination, and hence, thriving. As such, and keeping in mind the ‘middle class’ outlook that is to be ‘exploded’, a commoner consciousness would preferably evolve to entail a shared acknowledgement of the unsustainable, unjust, and squandering nature of our current organization of labour and resources. Further building on this insight, then, would be the conviction, given our technological endowments, that the principles of cooperation, collaboration, and mutual assistance are much more sensible principles for organizing our societies than those of cutthroat competition and targeted exclusion. Compeerism ultimately addresses these overarching internalizations by pursuing a replacement of capital by commonifying the means of production. Yet, at the same time, there is an intentional openness as to how these processes must unfold. For instance, private and/or state property are not presented as inherent evils needing absolute dismantlement. Instead, the degree to which these forms of property should be maintained, within the larger context of pursuing a vibrant and accessible commons, must be determined primarily by and for the people that are most impacted. It is in this light that we can also understand compeerism’s commitment to greater economic and political decentralization as a deliberate facilitation of localized self-determination, albeit within the confines of respecting the interests and concerns of legitimate external stakeholders (Bollier, 2017). This opening up to socioeconomic-political diversity, in essence, is what is meant by a post-ideological ideology, or post-ideology. It is an acceptance that communities may pursue divergent prioritizations, and find different answers to the same problem, while still being bounded within a set of overarching aims and principles.
AT State Crackdown
No state crackdown—compeerists engage the state while laying the groundwork for its eventual overthrow
Gerhardt 23
Hannes, Professor of Geography at the University of West Georgia. “Compeerists of the World Unite!” From Capital to Commons: Exploring the Promise of a World Beyond Capitalism. University of Bristol. Pp 185-189. /LJS
Regarding the prefigurative level, we would do well to remind ourselves that compeerism is fundamentally grounded in a (r)evolutionary vision where the economy is run by and for the people (not capital or the state), hence cementing the bottom-up impetus of the compeerist outlook. As such, the progression of compeerism, if it happens at all, will be propelled in fits and starts by the impactful events and innovative economic/social experiments unfolding locally as lines of flight (Dyer-Witheford, 2012; Bauwens and Gerhardt, 2020; Wright, 2021). These lines of flight are also immensely important in that they represent what Deleuze and Guattari (1987) refer to as ‘micropolitics’, which, by being ‘molecular’ enactments of a desired future to come (Holloway’s ‘doing’), foster an ethos of ‘becoming-revolutionary’ (Reyes, 2020). The becoming-revolutionary quality here is essential, as it serves not only as a force that undermines capital, but also as an inoculation against capital’s coopting powers. In addition to these isolated lines of flight, cracks, or micropolitics, compeerism also insists on a trans-local, meso-level political activism centred on achieving a greater solidarity among commoners themselves. We have referred to this throughout the book as various instantiations of boundary commoning, and these, following compeerism’s strategic outlook, would need to see a massive expansion via a blossoming of commoner consciousness and a subsequent movement of movements. One of the key aims of boundary commoning is to cohere the lines of flight into a more concerted force to deal directly with capital. These efforts often have a primarily economic impetus, such as the sharing of resources and information, yet when these also include a push to establish a peer-property regime that intentionally excludes capitalist actors, the prospect of contestation and, hence, politics is not far off. This reality, then, leads to a secondary purpose behind boundary commoning, which is the combining of commons-based interests into organized groupings, such as guilds or cooperative alliances. Here the aim is much more directly political as these entities seek to leverage the power of commoners to contend with contextual challenges, which, in the end, will need to be pursued via the existing governance/government arrangements in place. Indeed, the acknowledgment of the power that state-based assemblages/ apparatuses have over compeerists ability to realize their goals leads directly to the embrace of ‘molar’ forms of political engagement, or macropolitics (Deleuze and Guattari, 1987). This macro-level of activism broadly denotes those efforts that directly seek to interact with and ultimately influence and shape government. It should be noted that beyond the P2P approach, this embrace of macropolitics as a supplement to the micro has also become adopted in some autonomist literature, from the ‘harm reduction’ espoused by the Midnight Notes Collective (2009) to the law-focused pressurization on the state backed in the later work by Hardt and Negri (2012). More specifically, and following Kioupkiolis (2020b, p 178), the ‘alternative politics’ involved in such a macro focus would need to orchestrate ‘broad-based political alliances which aggregate their forces, coordinate their action around a common political plan and a new collective identity, and make a concerted effort to reshuffle the decks of power so as to restructure dominant social relations’. In this sense the embrace of the macropolitical is a clear rejection of the assertion that any engagement with the state, or other reified assemblages/ apparatuses, inevitably end up bolstering the very forces that are being targeted for change, as per Holloway (2010). Instead, compeerism’s position holds that any such complicity can be overcome if the ethos of ‘becoming-revolutionary’ manages to also infuse the molar outlook of the movement of movements, meaning that the pursuit of state concessions (such as labour unions demanding a higher minimum wage) are not seen as ends in themselves (Merriman, 2018; Gerhardt, 2019). Rather, such demands must be consciously embraced as means to a much larger end, namely the establishment of a post-capitalist, compeerist society (Firat, 2020). The perceived need to engage the state in this tactical way aligns well with Slavoj Žižek’s provocative argument that refusing such engagement is ultimately a form of capitulation. In a controversial piece entitled ‘Resistance is Surrender’, Žižek (2007) takes to task the increasingly submissive and resigned attitudes he perceives on the political left. His point is that resistance to capitalism and the state has devolved into a retreat, where the political-economic structures are seen as essentially unassailable, while at the same time viewing engagement with the state as inevitably leading to cooptation. With such a starting point, Žižek argues, we end up with the left making lofty moral arguments that have no chance of actually penetrating state power. Those in charge can thus point to the peaceful, disengaged, and noble dissent on the left as an indication that the system is working, only to proceed unhindered in pursuing devastating economic and geopolitical interests. For Žižek this arrangement is a cynical and destructive win-win, where the dissenters save their souls while the state (and the capital interests it represents) maintains its unchecked power. Žižek (2007, np) goes on to argue that if you believe a different world is truly possible, as compeerism does, then the thing to do is to actually fight for this world, not by making ‘“infinite” demands we know those in power cannot fulfill’ but rather ‘to bombard those in power with strategically well-selected, precise, finite demands’, as these cannot be so easily dismissed. This is what we can call a ‘hit-andrun’ tactic, where the state (and its undergirding assemblages/apparatuses) is recognized as a critical fulcrum of power relevant to the prospects of the commons-based subeconomy. At the same time, this engagement is also understood within a deeper ‘becoming-revolutionary’ stance, committed to the eventual dissolution of the state’s current arrangement with capital. It is clear from Žižek’s comments that his focus was primarily on the national level of politics. Yet, before addressing hit-and-run tactics at this scale, we must acknowledge that compeerists would be inclined, first and foremost, to secure support and buy in on the local level, where ‘the state’ is often considerably more receptive and penetrable. Such ‘municipal activism’ is what Bookchin ultimately called for as the most appropriate and effective form of anarchist political action (Bookchin and Vanek, 2001). P2P scholars have similarly homed in on the importance of localized engagement, for instance, calling for the formation of ‘assemblies of the commons’ where commoners can meet with the aim of supporting locally governed commons, and a ‘chamber of the commons’ that can lobby for commons-friendly municipal policies (Bauwens et al, 2019). Indeed, such municipal activism is already crystallizing the world over as urban-centred commons movements are increasingly framing their actions as a strategy to ‘change the world one city at a time’ (Utratel and Troncoso, 2017, np). An encouraging sign of the potential in such an approach is the considerable expansion of the urban commons and the growing number of pro-commons municipal governments (Thompson, 2020; Vesco, 2020; Zechner, 2020). The Bologna Regulation for the Care and Regeneration of the Urban Commons is an oft-cited example that exemplifies this trend. David Bollier (2015, np) explains this project as follows: Instead of seeing the city simply as an inventory of resources to be administered by politicians and bureaucratic experts, the Bologna Regulation sees the city’s residents as resourceful, imaginative agents in their own right. Citizen initiative and collaboration are regarded as under-leveraged energies that – with suitable government assistance – can be recognized and given space to work. Government is re-imagined as hosting infrastructure for countless self-organized commons. In this way over 90 collaborative agreements have been met in Bologna between citizens and the local government, focusing on everything from childcare to urban agriculture. Nevertheless, the struggle to expand the commons along compeerist lines will inevitably also push up against larger scaled assemblages/apparatuses, which demand more macro-level hit-and-run efforts. To be effective, however, any such engagements with the national state must be well organized and ultimately well-funded. Bauwens and his collaborators, as part of a growing awareness within P2P approaches for the need to engage government, make a compelling case for the commons-based subeconomy to actively support a ‘counter-power’ to the existing political order at various scales (Bauwens et al, 2019). There are numerous ways this counter-power could be pursued, including through lobbying campaigns, infiltrating political parties, running independent candidates, establishing commons-oriented parties (along the lines of the Pirate Party or a more intentionally counter capitalist version of the British Co-operative Party), and, not least, creating policy-oriented think tanks and relevant academic fields of study to shape and popularize compeerist-oriented discourses (O’Neil and Broca, 2021). In a moment, we will turn to how a compeerist counter-power could be put to use to directly pressure and influence government. Yet, the latter point just noted regarding the broader shaping of discourse, and hence public opinion, is worth briefly homing in on. While discourse alone cannot lead to systemic change, it nonetheless makes up a critical component of the overarching superstructural hegemony, or counter-hegemony, that undergirds or challenges any particular political-economic arrangement (Gramsci, 2011). As such, the role of discourse in forming attitudes and manipulating policy decisions should not be underestimated. Indeed, the rise of neoliberalism, at least in terms of the needed execution of its defence, has been linked precisely to the methodical building up of free-market philosophies and narratives emanating from economics departments and a slew of think tanks created precisely for this purpose (Harvey, 2006; Plehwe 2017). It stands to reason that for a compeerist trajectory to unfold, a similar infrastructure would also be needed – the creation of the P2P Foundation is certainly a promising start, but much more would be needed. As an example of a compeerist-aligned discourse that could have far-reaching impact, we can point to the efforts linked to challenging and rethinking the taken-for-granted use of economic indicators (such as GDP, productivity, unemployment) as the primary gauge of a nation’s accomplishments, self-worth, and most critically, overall wellbeing. Making the limits and possible alternatives to these econocentric measures a real topic of debate could prove to be a potent, self-reflective exercise for individuals and society, who may end up demanding the use of more holistic and pertinent indices covering such things as happiness, health, and sustainability (Jackson, 2017). If such non-capitalist indicators were to become fundamentally embedded in the strategic mission and vision of the state, then the capital-oriented hardwiring within its various departments would likely be, at least partially, short-circuited.
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AT Competition
Turn – economic competition is healthy – it drives nations to compete to offer more freedom and a higher quality of life – ensures resiliency   
Kim ’10 [Anthony B, researches international economic issues with a focus on economic freedom and free trade at The Heritage Foundation, “G-20 Needs to Emphasize Competition, Not Harmonization”, June 21, http://blog.heritage.org/?p=36687]
A key driver of this economic growth and prosperity has been a healthy competition among countries to create the best possible policy economic environment. Many economies have recognized the importance of freer trade, reducing barriers to conducting business, responsible spending, and cutting taxes while emphasizing greater transparency and accountability. The powerful forces of economic freedom have indeed fostered the spirit of entrepreneurship and competitive innovation that creates more jobs, spreading the benefits of a economic dynamism around the globe. There is another benefit of such competition, too: A diverse world economy has more flexibility and resilience to withstand any challenges that come along!
AT State
Reject their generic state links—recreating the stale rev v reform debate only retrenches capitalism
Frase 13
Peter, on the editorial board of Jacobin and the author of Four Futures: Life After Capitalism. “Property and Theft.” Jacobin. 9/1/2013. https://jacobin.com/2013/09/property-and-theft	// QUEERAMID
We have here something a bit like the old “reform or revolution” dichotomy, which arrays the advocates of smashing the existing system against the timid meliorism of those who only want to make it more humane. But the contrast fails here just as it did in the larger drama of twentieth-century socialism, where revolution and reform both ultimately led back to capitalist restoration and neoliberal retrenchment. We need another path — one that recognizes the necessity of reformist struggles within capitalist institutions, while still attempting to move toward a break with the system and the creation of a fundamentally new kind of economy and society. André Gorz called this the “non-reformist reform”: a project of “reforms which advance toward a radical transformation of society” by making a “modification of the relations of power” which could “serve to weaken capitalism and to shake its joints.” What would constitute a non-reformist reform of intellectual property? The revolutionary overthrow of all intellectual property, even if it were possible, leaves unanswered the question of how to ensure that those who create knowledge and culture are provided for, and how to control the exploitation of the cultural commons by digital capitalists. The anarchist championing of online piracy only allows for some resistance around the edges, without posing a fundamental challenge to the system. And yet the idea of reforming IP into something better and more egalitarian, something that truly rewards all who participate in the work of creation, seems like another iteration of the naïve dream of a just and democratic capitalism. Anne Elizabeth Moore and Sean Andrews approach this bundle of contradictions in different ways. For Moore, the central point is that IP is now and has always been gendered, and therefore any path toward its transformation and abolition must explicitly work toward addressing inequities that are embedded in our notions of culture, even if that sometimes means more IP rather than less. “An across-the-board loosening of IP protection,” she fears, would “lead to the increased piracy of those cultural productions already less protected, worsening the economic gender gap.” The task is to “correct for generations of cultural misogyny,” which entails fundamentally rethinking what counts as IP, beyond an isolated male inventor in his study, the image of whom forms the explicit or implicit basis of much of our current regime. Insofar as the socialist perspective is taken to be hostile to the existence of intellectual property and private property more generally, Moore’s argument might be taken as a challenge to it. But this is to confuse a socialist approach with a libertarian one. The libertarian absolutist case against IP is consistent with the movement’s anti-statist trappings, and depends on the inference that because intellectual property is a debased, false form of property, it therefore does not fall within the purview of the state’s property-defending mission. A socialist, however, can recognize that law and the state are contested terrain, and that replacing the regime of capitalist private property requires erecting, at least in the interim, an alternative form of socialized property, in order to defend the commons against the persistent efforts of the capitalist class to enclose and appropriate it. The struggle over traditional physical property provides many examples of this. Land trusts that are available to the public are an alternative to private ownership. Worker coooperatives and B Corporations, which are dedicated to a social purpose rather than only maximizing profit, are being pursued as alternatives to the traditional corporate form. This is an appealing model for a potentially non-capitalist approach to the cultural commons that isn’t simply hostile to the legal system, but attempts to use it as a mechanism for contesting the narrow capitalist definition of property. But as we attempt to forge new property forms, new contradictions and unintended consequences will arise. In embracing a superficially appealing new licensing model, we could end up accidentally imprisoning ourselves in something just as bad as or worse than what we have now. Take, for example, a project that Andrews mentions, the Creative Commons license. This is, as he notes, a legal property form just as much as traditional copyright. However, where copyright gives an owner the right to keep knowledge closed, Creative Commons is designed to facilitate creators who want to ensure their creations remain open, while at the same time making sure that they receive credit for them. One of the more common versions is the CC BY license, which allows unlimited distribution and repurposing as long as the original creator receives credit in any new version or copy. Another, CC BY-SA, adds the provision that those who redistribute or remix something must “license their new creations under the identical terms,” a provision with the potential to virally spread Creative Commons protection to other non-covered work. Going further in a superficially anti-capitalist direction, CC BY-NC-SA also prohibits commercial use, while CC BY-NC-ND also prohibits the creation of modified and derivative works. These licenses might seem like a promising ways to protect the rights of creators and keep work out of the hands of corporate content monopolists. But they also pose contradictions and compromises for those who would like the commons to be as open and accessible as possible, but who recognize that a short-run strategy of total IP rejectionism is susceptible to exploitation by capitalist interests. Creative Commons demonstrates this, as does the simpler GNU Public License (GPL) for software. The attribution and share-alike components of Creative Commons are the least problematic, since they enforce an ethic of author credit and mutual sharing that is fundamental to the operation of a non-capitalist commons. The non-commercial and no-derivatives provisions, however, turn out to have some problematic unintended consequences, as explained in a set of two critiques published by the Free Culture Foundation. Marking a work for non-commercial use sounds like just a way to draw a line between capitalist exploitation and socialist sharing, and the no-derivatives clause can be defended as a way of protecting the integrity of a creator’s work. But NC licenses don’t distinguish between a small-time DJ sampling a song and a massive streaming service making millions from advertising. Moreover, they replicate traditional copyright’s grant of a commercial monopoly to the original creator. The ban on derivative works, meanwhile, is only justified if IP law is regarded as a safeguard on the natural rights of the creator, rather than a utilitarian and pragmatic mechanism for ensuring a free and open cultural commons. Another issue is that new licenses and property forms may not take into account all of the people who have a need for rights with respect to a given cultural object. Several years ago, a Texas family sued the Creative Commons Corporation along with Virgin Mobile Australia, charging them with libel and invasion of privacy. Virgin had found a CC-licensed image taken by a youth counselor, which included an image of the family’s teenage daughter, and used it in an advertising campaign without the family’s permissions. In this case, the CC license replicated a problem that Anne Elizabeth Moore identifies in traditional copyright: the rights of (disproportionately male) creators of images are protected, while the (more often female) people who become the content of the image are not. The tensions inherent in new intellectual property forms are closely related to a tension running through all discussions of intellectual production — and indeed, production generally — between the rights of the producer and the rights of the user or consumer. In a recent essay on the tech guru Tim O’Reilly, Evgeny Morozov explains how this distinction plays out in the world of software development, in the late-nineties split between the free software concept developed by Richard Stallman and the Free Software Foundation and the rival notion of open source software promoted by the libertarian Eric Raymond. Stallman was and is preoccupied with the rights of users to examine and modify the software they use; Raymond, in contrast, was more interested in protecting the rights of developers to control the terms on which their software is distributed. The distinction between the rights of the user and the rights of the developer resembles, but does not neatly map onto, a more traditional political distinction between the rights of consumers and the rights of producers. The analogy is not exact, because users who modify and repurpose software can also be thought of as producers, and because the category “developers of software” is ambiguous between the software engineers who actually write the code and the capitalist enterprises that frequently employ them and retain the licenses to the software they produce. A similar ambiguity exists in the contrast between the creators and consumers of cultural objects like books or songs. In considering various “copyleft” alternatives to the existing IP regime, there is a danger of being seduced by a facile identification with the moral priority of creators over consumers. It’s the same impulse that leads to the slippage between emancipatory critiques of capitalism and a more politically ambiguous producerism, which attempts to divert society’s bounty away from unproductive parasites and toward those who are allegedly the direct producers. But the point of defending the commons isn’t that producers and creators are better than users and consumers — a moral economy more suited to Ayn Rand than Karl Marx. Rather, it is that we are simultaneously creators and consumers, and that we should strive for legal forms that keep us from being exploited or manipulated in either role.
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Perm do both—government action key to stop capitalism’s worst effects is key
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However, there are ways in which capitalism could be restructured to address the climate crisis. Some argue that a new form of capitalism, sometimes referred to as "sustainable capitalism" or "stakeholder capitalism," could prioritize sustainability, social responsibility, and long-term value creation over short-term profit maximization. This form of capitalism would require businesses to consider the impacts of their actions on the environment, society, and future generations, rather than just their shareholders. It would require investment in renewable energy, sustainable transportation, and energy-efficient buildings, and the adoption of circular economy principles to reduce waste and increase resource efficiency. Furthermore, governments can play a significant role in shaping the market to incentivize sustainability, through regulations, taxes, and subsidies. They can also invest in infrastructure, research, and development to support the transition to a low-carbon economy and create green jobs. However, the transition to a sustainable form of capitalism would require significant changes to the current economic system and a collective commitment to addressing the climate crisis. It would require the participation of all stakeholders, including businesses, governments, civil society, and individuals. In the face of mounting evidence linking capitalism to climate change, urgent steps need to be taken by governments and corporations to address this pressing global issue. The relentless pursuit of profit and unbridled consumption inherent in the capitalist system has contributed significantly to environmental degradation. To mitigate these impacts, a paradigm shift is needed, necessitating swift and decisive action. Governments must spearhead the transition by investing in renewable energy sources, encouraging sustainable agricultural practices, and implementing stringent policies that incentivize businesses to prioritize environmental sustainability over maximizing profits. By embracing these measures, we can pave the way for a more sustainable and climate-resilient future.
Climate Action
Perm do both—capitalism can be made sustainable, but it’s the only system that solves climate change
 Ikerd 08
John, Professor Emeritus, University of Missouri, Columbia, MO. “Sustainable Capitalism: Our Best Hope for the Future.” Prepared for presentation in Cabin Fever Lecture Series, Baraboo, WI, January 23, 2008. https://ikerdj.mufaculty.umsystem.edu/presentation-papers/sustainable-economies/sustainable-capitalism-our-best-hope-for-the-future //InTr	
Many people today question whether a capitalist economy can ever be sustainable. Admittedly, the ecological and social risks of capitalism are real. However, no other economic system has been found that can rival its efficiency and productivity in decisions and activities that are legitimately private, personal, or individual in nature. Societies that have tried communism, socialism, and religious theocracies have never been able to meet the physical and material needs of their people. They are ultimately rejected by their people because they are not economically sustainable. Most individual economic decisions do not deprive anyone of their basic social rights or violate any moral imperative. These decisions legitimately belong in the individual, private economy, where there is no logical alternative to capitalism. Capitalism, with all of its inherent risks, is still humanity’s best hope for sustainability. Fortunately, sustainable capitalism does not require some radical, new-age value system; it only requires that we return to the foundational principles of classical capitalism and grass-roots democracy. We already have the necessary political and institutional structures in place to create a sustainable economy. We have the means of ensuring the renewal and regeneration of ecological and social capital needed to sustain the development of economic capital because we have a constitution that could be amended to ensure the rights of all people, including both current and future generations, to a healthy and productive natural environment. The U.S. constitution was designed to be changed, as is spelled out in Article V. The Founding Fathers anticipated such changes would be necessary to maintain the “consent of the governed.” The United States today is in desperate need of a new “bill of rights” to ensure the sustainability of this great nation. However, constitutional changes cannot be imposed upon the governed, but instead must reflect the consent of the governed. We must have a national discussion to reach a new consensus regarding ecological, social, and economic justice. Eventually, we Americans must abandon our pursuit of individual material wealth for the pursuit of a more enlightened concept of self-interest. We are material beings and we need to be concerned about our individual, economic well-being. But we are also social beings; we need other people. We need interpersonal relationships that are not predicated on the expectation of economic benefits. We also are ethical and moral beings. We need to feel a sense of rightness and goodness in the things we do to give purpose and meaning to our lives. Sustainability requires only that we seek a more enlightened self-interest. This is not some radical, new idea. In the early 1800s, in his classic book, Democracy in America, Alex De Tocqueville referred to it as sense of “self-interest rightly understood”[8] and deemed it a necessity of democracy. Sustainability ultimately is a matter of ethics and morality. We must be willing to treat other people as we would like to be treated if we were in their situation and they were in ours. We must be willing to practice the Golden rule both within and across generations by doing for those of future generations as we would have them do for us, if we were of their generation and they were of ours. We must come to the common understanding that it is not a sacrifice to care for other people or to take care of the earth because these things make our lives better. We must reflect our common sense of rightness and goodness in our relationships with each other and our relationships with the earth. Ironically, classical capitalism was built upon a strong moral and ethical foundation. Classical economists, including Adam Smith, David Ricardo, and Thomas Malthus, were very much concerned with the well-being of society and humanity. Adam Smith wrote in his 1776 classic, Wealth of Nations, “improvement in the circumstances of the lower ranks” should never be regarded as “an inconvenience to the society… what improves the circumstances of the greater part can never be regarded as an inconvenience to the whole.”[9] He also wrote that land, meaning natural resources, “constitutes by far the greatest, the most important, and the most durable part of the wealth of every extensive country,”[10] suggesting that the public must accept responsibility for protecting their common wealth. Classical economists understood that a capitalistic economy must function within the social and ethical bounds of a moral and just society, if it is to function for the well-being of people in general. However, neoclassical economists, who appeared around the turn of the 20th century, wanted to be true scientists. They eventually abandoned the social and ethical foundations of classical economics in their pursuit of impersonal scientific objectivity. Over time, market economies were allowed to drift away from the necessary conditions of competitive capitalism, in the pursuit of greater economies of scale from large, industrial organizations. Competitive capitalism requires a larger number of buyers and sellers, freedom of entry and exit, accurate information, and consumer sovereignty. These conditions existed in the days of Adam Smith, with large numbers of small proprietorships and face-to-face transactions, and the associated inability to coerce, deceive, or persuade through advertising. However, today’s capitalistic economies are dominated by giant multinational corporations, with entry and exit restrained by large investment requirements and patents, and with billions of dollars spent for misleading and persuasive advertising. International trade is no longer free trade among sovereign individuals who are not free to “not trade” but instead is coerced trade between rich and poor nations, many of whom feel obligated or forced to trade. Eventually, publicly owned corporations, not sovereign individuals, came to dominate decisions made within capitalistic economies. Corporations are not human beings. They have no sense of right or wrong, good or bad, they have no capacity for ethics or morality. Today’s capitalist economy may produce lots of “cheap stuff” but there is absolutely no assurance that it is producing the “right stuff,” certainly not the right stuff for future generations. We have antitrust laws in place to ensure competitive markets, but their enforcement has been largely abandoned. Perhaps we also need constitutional amendments designed expressly to limit the powers of corporations and to restore true capitalism to our economy. However, constitutional amendments to ensure the rights of all people to a clean and healthy natural environment and to ensure equal rights for those of future generations would do more to ensure economic sustainability than any political act of the people. Only when our economy again functions competitively within the context of an equitable and just society, will we be ensured of its sustainability. This is not communism or socialism; this is fundamental capitalistic democracy. We have the necessary legal and governmental structures and processes in place to create, interpret, and enforce laws necessary to ensure economic sustainability. We need only allow our government to do what it was designed to do. The Declaration of Independence states, “We hold these truths to be self-evident that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable rights, that among these are life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. That to secure these rights, governments are instituted among men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed.” The preamble to the U.S. Constitution states, “We the people of the of the United States, in order to form a more perfect union, establish justice, ensure domestic tranquility, provide for the common defense, promote the general welfare, and secure the blessings of liberty for ourselves and our posterity, do ordain and establish this constitution of the United States of America.” Nowhere in our founding documents do we find “ensuring economic growth” identified as a primary responsibility of government. All we need to do to establish a sustainable capitalistic economy is to return to the core values of democracy and the core principles of capitalism. We are in the midst of a great transition. We simply cannot continue doing what we have been doing because we are rapidly depleting the natural and human resources upon which the very survival of humanity ultimately depends. Today’s capitalist economies are not sustainable. We must renew and regenerate our ecological and social capital if we are to sustain the economic capital necessary for a sustainable economy. A sustainable economy is not an option; it is a necessity, if there is to be a future for humanity. Together we can and must build a new sustainable economy and society, and in so doing, we will create a fundamentally better way of life for ourselves today and for those who follow in the future.
Compeerism
Perm do both—state engagement is compatible with the compeerist framework—peer-property licensing solves their co-optation arguments
Gerhardt 23
Hannes, Professor of Geography at the University of West Georgia. “The Digital Commons’ Elusive Potential.” From Capital to Commons: Exploring the Promise of a World Beyond Capitalism. University of Bristol. Pp 48-52. /LJS
While the state, in its current form, is not in a strong position to spearhead a publicly funded expansion of the digital commons, state engagement is by no means a lost cause. Even if certain seismic shifts in governance seem distant today, it is important to keep in mind that over time, conditions and realities do change. In the meantime, there are several important concessions and interventions that could still be squeezed from variously scaled tiers of government, especially in those windows of opportunity when a commons friendly administration is in power. Regarding the digital realm, in particular, compeerist political engagement would most directly translate into demands to establish and expand government involvement in the production and dissemination of commons based digital value, including in the GLAM and public broadcasting realms. Similarly, pressure could be exerted to increase support for publicly funded research institutions, with calls for the explicit commitment to greater openness and collaboration in the research process and an insistence that all academic work be released to the digital commons. Additionally, appeals could be made for the delivery of grants, tax breaks, and other financial assistance to external actors engaged in commons-based digital production, ranging from transnational initiatives such as the Open Source Drug Discovery (OSDD) project to smaller local cooperatives focused on various forms of place-specific, commons-based digital value production. Lastly, compeerists could home in on the significant role the state plays in the determination and execution of intellectual property laws. In response to this power, there is a long established and growing movement of both copyright reform and outright copyright abolition as the intellectual property regime is viewed by an increasing number of people as leading to an unjust ‘intellectual monopoly’ (Lindsey and Teles, 2017, np). While getting the state to abandon copyright protections altogether is undoubtedly unrealistic in the near term, clear demands relating to intellectual property are mounting, for instance from the likes of the Access to Knowledge movement and anti-copyright Pirate Parties (Timmermann, 2014; Cammaerts, 2015). These demands include the suspension of intellectual property on goods linked to humanity’s inalienable rights, shortening the expiration dates of standard patents and copyrights, and establishing greater transparency and contributor rights in the assignment of patents. Additionally, given that the state also plays a critical role in overseeing and enforcing copyleft alternatives, compeerists will naturally insist that the relevant state institutions enforcing and adjudicating these cases apply the same type of rigour and commitment as they do when dealing with copyright infringements. Following compeerist thinking, however, while concerted, state-based initiatives are an important way to support the digital commons, in the end, they are insufficient on their own. This is because, for the general intellect to truly become liberated – and hence reach its full counter-capitalist promise – requires the populace itself (the true source of the general intellect) to be the driving force behind the commoning of information/knowledge. In other words, it is up to commoners to foster and expand the digital commons into a vibrant, enabling space by and for the people, unrestrained or corrupted by the extractive tendencies of capital. At the same time, as we have seen, this is a tall order considering the broader context where the apparatus of capture significantly limits people’s ability to engage in commons-based work. Massimo De Angelis has written at length about the importance of leveraging synergistic relations between commons-oriented entities themselves, to create a more concerted impetus for commoning from the bottom up. More specifically, he refers to a commons ecosystem that can be strengthened and expanded through what he terms, ‘boundary commoning’. According to De Angelis (2017b, p 287), boundary commoning ‘activates and sustains relations among commons thus giving shape to commons at larger scales, pervading social spaces and intensifying the presence of commons within them’. In this sense we are dealing with a meso-level form of economic/political organization that aims to cohere local, prefigurative commons-based initiatives into a more unified force in the face of macro-level assemblages/apparatuses undergirding the capital-state nexus. There are, ultimately, numerous ways that such boundary commoning can express itself, from variously formal arrangements facilitating the pooling, management, and sharing of resources to establishing commons-oriented guild-like organizations that work to enhance both the economic and political power of their members (Arvidsson, 2020; De Moor, 2008; Kostakis and Bauwens, 2019). In terms of the aim of expanding the digital commons, then, an important boundary-commoning initiative that comes to the fore is that of establishing a more proactive and solidaristic form of commons-based digital property governance, that is, peer property. The emerging concept of peer property denotes an alternative to both top-down state ownership and fully individualized property rights (Bauwens, 2009; Kleiner, 2010). Instead, peer property is ‘commons property’, understood in the vein of Ostrom (2015) as being produced, maintained, and governed by a particular community and made available, as any well-functioning commons, according to particular rules, norms, and restrictions. In this sense property must also be grasped, as commons advocates David Bollier and Silke Helfrich (2019) insist, as relational, not something to possess but rather something to negotiate. In the digital realm, GPL and CC are the two major alternatives to proprietary property laws, with each approaching copyright’s deficiencies in different ways: while GPL emphasizes the expansion of the commons, CC focuses on the empowerment of creative/cognitive workers. What is needed, however, is a licensing arrangement that can do both more effectively, that is, one that can further the commons while also supporting the right of the digital value producer to not only control their work, but to be remunerated for it. This goal can ultimately be achieved by making free access to commons-sourced value conditional. Bauwens et al (2017, p 38) present the matter quite plainly by stating that ‘while knowledge sharing should always be maintained, we should also demand reciprocity for the commercial exploitation of the commons’. In essence, then, peer-property licensing reverse engineers existing copyright and patent laws to form a contingency component to the license, where use rights change depending on how or by whom the peer-property asset is used. In this way, if you are in the commons in-group, you may use the peer licensed asset freely, including commercially. If you are in the capital outgroup, any use is either prohibited or comes with the mandate to pay some form of compensation. Enforcement would here be based on commons based actors using the legal status of peer-property in litigation suits against offenders, just as capital pursues the enforcement of copyright. Hence, by demanding that capital pay something for its use of commons-sourced digital value, a transference of much-needed resources into the commons is created. Such an arrangement would then open the opportunity to actually pay commons workers and cover other operational costs, thus offering a partial reprieve from the dependency on capital and facilitating the production and dissemination of commons-based digital value. Yet, a key question here is how the in- and out-groups and their subsequent rights are to be determined. One approach, termed ‘coopyright’, has sought to build a reciprocity-like license using already existing CC licensing as a foundation (P2PF Wiki, 2019b). Being grounded in the globally recognized and fully open-sourced Creative Commons regime, the terms of the license can be easily modified to include a dual mechanism in which a restrictive, non-commercial use license is primary (including unaltered use within other commodities), while a more open license becomes operational if certain commons-contribution criteria are met. In this sense, while similar to a reciprocity demand, the key issue is not so much one of share-alike, but rather share-with-whom. What ultimately counts as an adequate commons-contribution would be left to the issuer of the license. While one option would be to institute some form of tit-for-tat condition, which would require quantifying what is taken and what is returned to the commons, a simpler alternative would be to make the commons contribution criteria linked to some form of membership. This is the approach taken by FairShares, self-described as the ‘association for multi-stakeholder cooperation in member-owned social enterprises’ (FairShares, 2017). FairShares has thus embraced coopyright in a way where the digital resources produced by FairShares are available for a wide array of uses, including commercial ones, to active, contributing members of the association while non-members must pay fees, regardless of whether their interest in the resource is commercial or not. Establishing clear in-group privileges in this way helps not only to overcome questions of how to determine reciprocity, but it minimizes the difficult task of needing to oversee and enforce commercial use conditionalities, a recurring burden within CC licensing. Taking the idea of membership beyond a relatively confined in-group, Copyfarleft, developed by Dmitry Kleiner, stipulates a peer property regime in which the digital asset under its license is open and free of intellectual property protections, unless it is used with the primary intent to achieve profit, in which case some form of payment is required (Kleiner, 2010). This approach has since been adopted by the P2P Foundation as Copyfair licensing, where the in-group is now defined to include all intentional, worker-empowered enterprises, hence again dealing with the issue of difficult-to-adjudicate profit intentionality. Some, however, have argued Copyfair’s operationalization is too strict, preferring an expansion to include the commons-aligned ‘social and solidarity economy’ (SSE) (P2PF Wiki, 2019b, np). Indeed, if the aim is to create a large enough commons sphere to where peer-property can offer a significant benefit, it would make sense to also include non-profits and intentional member cooperatives. Importantly, each of these also maintain recognized legal status, thus creating clear and indisputable distinctions in determining in- and out-group designations. Regardless of its eventual form, a peer-property licensing regime that could reach adequate scale holds the potential of creating a massive collection of open-source code, design, know-how, and other digital content that would be guarded from capitalist extraction. While some critics on the left argue that the bounding of resources in this way is contrary to commoning and ultimately reflects capitalist, market-oriented thinking, it is an argument that compeerism firmly rejects (Rigi, 2014). As we have seen, compeerism regards successful market engagements as a necessity if economic and political power are ever to be transferred from capital to the commons, and peer property is a valuable tool to achieve this aim. Furthermore, as the upcoming chapters make clear, the way true compeerists, in the digital realm and beyond, interact with markets is rooted in fundamentally non-capitalist values and modes of operation. Indeed, it is due to the embrace of these values that significant market disadvantages arise, which is precisely why establishing an expansive and robust peer-property regime is so important.
Reforms
The perms solve best – restructuring capitalism is possible
Mazzucato ’21 [Mariana; Jan 28; Professor in the Economics of Innovation and Public Value at University College London where she is the founding director of the UCL Institute for Innovation and Public Purpose; “Mission Economy: A Moonshot Guide to Changing Capitalism,” p. 204-10]
This book has applied what I believe is the immensely powerful idea of a mission to solving the ‘wicked’ problems we face today. In it, I have argued that tackling grand challenges will only happen if we reimagine government as a prerequisite for restructuring capitalism in a way that is inclusive, sustainable and driven by innovation. 
First and foremost, this means reinventing government for the twenty-first century – equipping it with the tools, organization and culture it needs to drive a mission-oriented approach. It also means bringing purpose to the core of corporate governance and taking a very broad stakeholder position across the economy. It means changing the relationship between public and private sectors, and between them and civil society, so they all work symbiotically for a common goal. The reason for the emphasis on rethinking government is simple: only government has the capacity to bring about transformation on the scale needed. The relationship between economic actors and civil society shows our problems at their most profound, and this is what we must unravel. 
We can start by recognizing that capitalist markets are an outcome of how each actor in the system is organized and governed, and how the different actors relate to one another. This holds for the private and public sectors and for other sectors such as non-profits. No particular kind of market behaviour is inevitable. For example, the market pressure often cited as forcing a business to neglect the long term in favour of the short term, as too many companies do today, is the product of a particular organization of the market. Nor is there anything inevitable in government bureaucracies being too slow to react to challenges such as digital platforms and climate change. Rather, both are outcomes of agency, actions and governance structures that are chosen inside organizations, as well as the legal and institutional relationships between them. It is all down to design within and between organizations. 
Capitalism is, indeed, in crisis. But the good news is that we can do better. We know from the past that public and private actors can come together to do extraordinary things. I have reflected on how, fifty years ago, going to the moon and back required public and private actors to invest, to innovate and to collaborate night and day for a common purpose. Imagine if that collaborative purpose today was to build a more inclusive and sustainable capitalism: green production and consumption, less inequality, greater personal fulfilment, resilient health care and healthy ageing, sustainable mobility and digital access for all. But small, incremental changes will not get us to those outcomes. We must have the courage and conviction to lift our gaze higher – to lead transformative change that is as imaginative as it is ambitious, aiming for something far more ambitious than sending a man to the moon. 
To do this successfully, governments need to invest in their internal capabilities – building the competence and confidence to think boldly, partner with business and civil society, catalyse new forms of collaboration across sectors, and deploy instruments that reward actors willing to engage with the difficulties. The task is neither to pick winners nor to give unconditional handouts, subsidies and guarantees, but to pick the willing. And missions are about making markets, not only fixing them. They’re about imagining new areas of exploration. They’re about taking risks, not only ‘de-risking’. And if this means making mistakes along the way, so be it. Learning through trial and error is critical for any value-creation exercise. Ambitious missions also have the courage to tilt the playing field. 
If government is indeed a value creator that is driven by public purpose, its policies should reflect and reinforce that. Too many green policies today are just minor adjustments to a trajectory that still favours the old waste-prone behaviours and the financial casino that worsens inequality. A healthy economy that works for the whole of society must tilt the playing field consistently to reward behaviours that help us achieve agreed and desirable goals. That means achieving coherence in a multiplicity of fields, from taxes to regulation, from business law to the social safety net.
 As emphasized throughout the book, it is key to not pretend that social missions are the same as technological ones. With challenges that are more ‘wicked’ it is essential that moonshot thinking is linked with support to underlying government systems. For example, a moonshot around disease testing or health priorities must interact closely with the public-health system, not replace or circumvent it. Similarly, a moonshot around clean growth must interact with transport systems and planning authorities and understand behavioural change. Thus it is critical to perceive missions not as siloed projects but as being intersectoral, bottom-up, and building on existing systems (such as innovation systems, among others).
Governments cannot pursue missions alone. They must work alongside purpose-driven businesses to achieve them. As I’ve argued in this book, this requires addressing one of the biggest dilemmas of modern capitalism: restructuring business so that private profits are reinvested back into the economy rather than being used for short-term financialized purposes. Missions can accelerate this shift by shaping expectations about where business opportunities lie and also getting a better return for public investment. In this sense they can begin to walk the talk of stakeholder value. This means creating a more symbiotic form of partnership and collaboration in different sectors, whether in health, energy or digital platforms. A market-shaping perspective requires governing these interactions so that intellectual property rights, data privacy, pricing of essential medicines and taxation all reflect what needs to happen to reach the common objective. In health that must mean health innovation driven by the mission of better health care for all; in energy it must mean divestment from fossil fuels and the creation of public goods like green infrastructure and green production systems that protect the earthly oasis that Armstrong referred to; and in the digital domain it must mean the use of digitalization to improve the access of all people to the power of the technologies of the twenty-first century – while ensuring both data privacy and that our welfare states are strengthened, not weakened, by digital platforms.
Doing capitalism differently requires reimagining the full potential of a public sector driven by public purpose – democratically defining clear goals that society needs to meet by investing and innovating together. It requires a fundamentally new relationship between all economic actors willing and able to tackle complexity to achieve outcomes that matter. 
Sustainable
UQ – Shift Now
Capitalism is shifting into more sustainable methods 
King 21,  Matthew Wilburn King is an international consultant and conservationist based in Boulder, Colorado and the president and chairman of the Common Foundation. BBC – “Why the next stage of capitalism is coming” https://www.bbc.com/future/article/20210525-why-the-next-stage-of-capitalism-is-coming May 26, 2021 AS
In recent years, various ideas and proposals have emerged that aim to rewrite capitalism's social contract. What they have in common is the idea that businesses need more varied measures of success than simply profit and growth. In business, there's "conscious capitalism", inspired by the practices of so-called "ethical" brands. In policy, there's "inclusive capitalism", advocated by both the Bank of England and The Vatican, which advocates harnessing "capitalism for good". And in sustainability, there's the idea of "doughnut economics", a theory proposed by economist and author Kate Raworth, which suggests that it's possible to thrive economically as a society while also staying within social and planetary boundaries. Then there's the "Five Capitals" model articulated by Jonathan Porritt, the author of Capitalism As If The World Matters. Porritt calls for the integration of five pillars of human capital – natural, human, social, manufactured, and financial capital – into existing economic models. One tangible example of where companies are beginning to embrace the Five Capitals is the B-Corporation movement. Certified companies sign up to a legal obligation to consider "the impact of their decisions on their workers, customers, suppliers, community, and the environment". Their ranks now include major corporations such as Danone, Patagonia, and Ben & Jerry's (which is owned by Unilever). This approach has become increasingly mainstream, reflected in a 2019 statement released by over 180 corporate CEOs redefining "the purpose of a corporation". For the first time, CEOs representing Wal-Mart, Apple, JP Morgan Chase, Pepsi, and others acknowledged that they must redefine the role of business in relation to society and the environment. Their statement proposes that companies must do more than deliver profits to their shareholders. In addition, they must invest in their employees and contribute to the improvement of the human, natural and social elements of capital that Porritt refers to in his model, rather than the sole focus on financial capital. In a recent interview with Yahoo Finance on the future of capitalism, the executive chairman of Best Buy, Hubert Joly, said that "what has happened is that for 30 years, from the 1980s to 10 years ago, we’ve had this singular focus on profits that has been excessive and has caused a lot of these issues. We need to unwind a bit of these 30 years. If we have a refoundation of business, it can be a refoundation of capitalism as well... I think this can be done, this has to be done." A new direction More than three decades ago, the United Nations Brundtland Commission wrote in "Our Common Future" that there was ample evidence that social and environmental impacts are relevant and need to be incorporated into development models. It is now obvious that these issues must also be considered within the social contract underpinning capitalism, so that it is more inclusive, holistic and integrated with basic human values. Ultimately, it is worth remembering that citizens in a capitalist, liberal democracy are not powerless. Collectively, they can support companies aligned with their beliefs, and continuously demand new laws and policies which transform the competitive landscape of corporations so that they might improve their practices. When Adam Smith was observing nascent industrial capitalism in 1776, he could not foresee just how much it would transform our societies today. So it follows that we might be similarly blind to what capitalism could look like in another two centuries. However, that does not mean we should not ask how it might evolve into something better in the nearer term. The future of capitalism and our planet depend on it.
Decoupling
Cap solves the environment—decoupling is possible, but innovation is key—assumes rebound effects and leakage and is about the US
Shreya Singh 21, St. Xavier’s College (Autonomous), Mumbai, “Linking Exergy Efficiency and Economic Decoupling,” The Arthniti, 04/10/2021, pp. 125–132 
I. INTRODUCTION Humanity finds itself at perhaps one of the most challenging junctures in its history. While grappling with an ever-increasing population, all with an equal right to development, it also has to consider the consequences of this unbridled development. Simultaneously, economists across the world have witnessed the gradual decoupling of economic growth from its energy use (Naqvi & Zwickl, 2017; Mulder and de Groot, 2012). In simpler words, the growth of environmental pressure, which is the pressure exerted by human activities on the state of the environment, has slowed down in comparison to its economic driving force (GDP). However, many environmentalists claim that this decoupling trend is largely a result of developed countries outsourcing their manufacturing activities rather than countries isolating their economic growth from the energy use (Hardt et al., 2018; Cunha et al., 2018). This allows us to re-examine the relationship between energy use, the economic productivity of a country and its environmental pressure. Unfortunately, earlier attempts made by researchers have largely been inconclusive (Kalimeris et al., 2014; Omri, 2014; Schurr, 1982). However, recently emerged studies advocate that the potential for examining this relationship lies in the second law of thermodynamics (Ayres & Warr, 2009; Brockway et al., 2018; Sorrell 2015). Exergy, which in simple terms can be defined as the amount of energy flow that can be used to perform physical work, originates from this very law. This article shall attempt to trace the links between the exergy efficiency and economic decoupling in the United States of America. II. LITERATURE REVIEW Exergy as a concept, purely in the context of thermodynamics, emerged in 1956, when Zoren Rant introduced this term. It originates from the second law of thermodynamics, which from one perspective states that some amount of usefulness of an energy source, i.e exergy is lost at every stage of the conversion process (Sciubba & Wall, 2007). Ayres and Warr (2009), used the concept of exergy to explain economic growth in the US and Japan. In doing so, their work produced a new theoretical innovation: exergy efficiency, an economic variable that can be used to monitor the conversion efficiency of manufacturing systems in place. They define exergy as the potential useful work that can be performed by an energy source. Exergy efficiency captures the difference between the actual work performed and the amount of work that could theoretically be performed. Brockway, Sorrel, Foxon and Miller (2018) present a chain for examining exergy flows in the context of production activities. At the top of this chain is the primary exergy (exergy derived directly from the energy source such as thermal power, fossil fuels or nuclear fission). When this source gets processed and converted into a carrier of commercial use energy, it gets transformed into secondary exergy, for example, electricity. This source is then transferred to the households and is referred to as final exergy. Final exergy is different from secondary exergy because there are some losses (resistive) along the transmission lines. The final exergy of the energy that reaches the households is the useful exergy (the portion of energy flow that actually carries out the useful work and can be stored over time) that economists deal with. This can be measured in Joules. In this regard Miller, Foxon and Sorell (2016) have significantly developed methodologies for exergy accounting. They have constructed a series of useful exergy accounts for the UK for the period of 1960-2012. They developed a classification of energy carriers group, useful exergy categories and their respective end uses. The converted exergy equivalents of primary/final energy estimates are then attributed to each of these end uses to get the final useful exergy output for an economy. When it comes to decoupling and exergy analysis, Haberl et al (2020) have synthesized evidence from 835 selected peer-reviewed articles. Based on these combined evidences of empirical research, they have concluded that relative decoupling is a common occurrence for Greenhouse gases (GHG) and CO2 emissions, but not for useful exergy. Their findings suggest that GDP can be decoupled from primary energy use, to the extent to which conversion from primary exergy to useful exergy can be improved. In simpler words, GDP can be decoupled from energy use by increasing exergy efficiency. III.THEORETICAL OVERVIEW The paper aims to trace the relationship between exergy efficiency and economic decoupling and the following section deals with the two concepts in detail. III.A. Environmental Decoupling Decoupling implies that the growth rate of an environmental burden (CO2 and/or GHG emissions) is less than that of its economic driving force ("Indicators To Measure Decoupling Of Environmental Pressure From Economic Growth", n.d.). Decoupling can be relative or absolute. Relative decoupling is witnessed when economic productivity rises at a rate higher than the emissions of harmful gases. Absolute decoupling occurs when economic productivity continues to rise while the harmful gases emissions decrease. Decoupling trends can be accounted for by simply observing the ratio between CO2 emissions and GDP or GHG emissions and GDP. III. B. Exergy Efficiency Exergy efficiency, on the other hand is a relatively new economic variable that measures the distance from the theoretical maximum potential output. The key idea behind examining the exergy efficiency accounts of an economy is that it captures the effectiveness and robustness of the manufacturing systems in place for the production process. A moment’s thought would throw light on the fact that actual useful work obtained from an energy source largely differs from the maximum useful work that could be extracted from said energy source. This is because some amount of usefulness of an energy source is lost at every conversion process in the form of heat according to the second law of thermodynamics. The ratio between useful exergy consumption and primary exergy consumption gives us the figures for exergy efficiency (Ayres & Warr, 2009). III. C. The Rebound Effects The rebound effect is witnessed when energy consumption increases as its efficiency increases. Implicitly, the actual energy savings are quite lower than the expected savings. This is because consumers are induced to consume more of the energy source, considering that the resource has become relatively cheaper as a result of increased efficiency. This could be seen as a hurdle in achieving the objective of decoupling economic growth from energy usage (Shao, 2018). However, in the exergy analysis, we’re also measuring the effectiveness of reducing the amount of usefulness of an energy source being lost in the form of heat or harmful carbon emissions. Thus, exergy efficiency is already reducing the carbon emissions because the amount of quality of energy being lost is reducing. Building upon this, as a result of this increased exergy efficiency, a rebound effect would be set into motion. As energy consumption would increase, the country’s economic productivity would also increase, since energy animates capital and labour, two determinants of productivity. This leads us to conclude that an increase in exergy efficiency would reduce the carbon emissions while economic productivity would increase as a result of the rebound effect. Thus, exergy efficiency could eventually be the key to achieving absolute decoupling in economies (Ayres & Warr, 2009). IV.DATA ANALYSIS In the following section, this article shall attempt to trace the linkages between exergy efficiency and decoupling in the United States of America for the period of 1990 - 2010. The choice of the US is partly due to availability of comprehensive data on its useful and primary exergy quads (unit of energy equal to 1015 BTUs) as well as exergy efficiency accounts. Another reason is the USA's role in environmental pressure exuded on the planet as a result of economic growth. As of 2016, the US ranked second in the list of highest CO2 emitting economies, closely following China at 15.502 metric tons per capita ("U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA)", n.d.). Further, its total greenhouse gases emissions stood at 6,677 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents. ("Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks | US EPA", n.d.). These statistics could produce even grimmer realities for the planet, considering that the US is one of the largest economies. It becomes increasingly pertinent to look at ways in which these emissions can be reduced as the country’s economic productivity continues to rise. Between 2005 and 2017, USA’s carbon emissions declined by 12% ("U.S. Energy Information Administration (EIA)", n.d.), while its GDP increased by nearly two folds. This leads us to surmise that the US has been experiencing some levels of relative decoupling of its economic growth from its energy usage. Further, if we look at Figure 1, CO2 emissions per capita have steadily declined in the USA for the period of 1990-2010. 
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This article aims to seek how much of the changes in USA’s decoupling figures can be explained with its exergy efficiency accounts. If we look at figure 2, we observe that USA’ s exergy efficiency has steadily increased for the period of 1990-2010, until it suffered a sharp decline in 2010. 
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However, if we take a look at the USA's energy mix for the period under consideration, we observe that the energy mix hasn’t undergone any significant changes and the share of various energy sources have remained relatively constant. However, in the period between 2010 and 2019, drastic decrease in high carbon emitting fuels such as coal and oil is visible. Between 2010 and 2019 coal’s share in the energy mix declined from 23% to 17%. Moreover, the share of renewables increased from 16% to 18% and the share of low carbon emitting fuels increased on an average of 3.1% annually from 22% to 30%. Subsequently, the total energy supply during this period declined from 22,14,655 Ktoe to 22,00,000 Ktoe. However, USA’s real GDP for this period increased on an average of 2.3% annually. This implies that USA has experienced some level of decoupling following the 2000 decade. 
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Consequently, we look at the exergy efficiency trends in the country. If one closely considers the concert of exergy efficiency and the second law of thermodynamics, they can observe that exergy efficiency can be achieved by making the production process more robust (Laitner, 2013). This implies that exergy efficiency is driven by technological change or more importantly, innovation. 
IV. A. Exergy Efficiency and Decoupling 
If we logically follow this train of thought, one can draw the connection between exergy efficiency and economic decoupling. To empirically establish this relationship, we look at 
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Pearson’s R for the dataset provided in the appendix, which lists the CO2 emissions as a percentage of GDP and the exergy efficiency of the USA for the period of 1990 - 2010. Pearson’s R indicates the degree of correlation and ranges from -1 to 1. For the dataset at hand it stands at -0.7629, which indicates that there is a strong negative correlation between CO2 emissions per capita of GDP and exergy efficiency trends for the USA. V. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS The policy implications of the above analysis are quite stark. Firstly, paramount importance must be given to collection of data on primary and useful exergy quads on an aggregate level. To achieve the sustainable development goals by 2030, emphasis must be laid on collecting data on variables that can serve as effective indicators for measuring the emissions and decoupling rate. Conclusively, exergy efficiency accounts can act as a positive indicator of technological progress. Secondly, taking into account the rebound effects of increased exergy efficiency and the cycle of economic growth that would result from this increase, imposing a carbon tax on the use of energy sources could put this growth cycle into reverse. Increased cost of an energy source would naturally increase the exergy price as well. This would lead to reduction in the demand for energy and reduction in economic growth inadvertently negating the rebound effect, while minimally affecting the emission rates (Ayres & Warr, 2009). Thus, emphasis must be laid on increasing conversion efficiency while providing incentives for employing clean energy fuels. VI. CONCLUSION Technological progress and innovation can help us reduce carbon emissions, as has been observed in the USA's case through the course of this analysis. Thus, achieving exergy efficiency, which reflects this progress, could provide economies with an opportunity to evade the trade off between economic growth and environmental sustainability. 

Econ
COVID proves sustainability—alternatives are worse—their answers are influenced by cognitive distortions
Webber 20 (Douglas Webber is a professor of political science at the international business school, INSEAD; 10-28-20; The Conversation; “Capitalism and the coronavirus crisis: the coming transformation(s)”; https://theconversation.com/capitalism-and-the-coronavirus-crisis-the-coming-transformation-s-149027)//ZW
The world economy is currently experiencing its severest contraction since the Great Depression of the 1930s. Unlike the Great Depression and the global financial crisis (GFC) of 2008-2009, this crisis cannot be directly attributed to the dysfunctional workings of capitalism. But even if it is not a crisis of capitalism, it is a crisis for capitalism. Chronic ills of contemporary capitalism – notably rising levels of socio-economic inequality and debt of all kinds – are being exacerbated and intensify the danger of further political polarization and fresh financial instability. Capitalism will nonetheless survive this crisis as it has done previous ones. The fundamental structures of capitalism typically don’t change fast. But they can change and they do, especially at critical historical junctures, such as in response to wars and economic crises – or, potentially, pandemics. State interventionism Compared with recent decades, in post-Covid-19 capitalism the state will emerge as a more dominant actor. Even more than in the years after the GFC, central banks have been resorting to increasingly unorthodox, expansionary monetary policies to stave off economic collapse. To the same end governments have begun and will continue to pursue expansionary fiscal policies and run up ever-higher budget deficits. Austerity policies have suddenly become unfashionable. Sectoral or “industrial” policies have regained favour, with governments everywhere intervening to assist firms in those sectors, such as air transport or tourism, which the crisis otherwise would destroy. Policies to “re-localize” production of critical goods in crises, such as medical equipment and supplies, are suddenly in vogue, whereas state aid policies aimed at preventing distortions of competition are not. The intellectual champions of the free market have fallen silent. Regardless of how fast the world economy recovers from the crisis, longer-term factors – possible new pandemics and pressures to mitigate or adapt to climate change or, in the “old” advanced capitalist economies, to create a more level playing field against firms aided by the Chinese state – will keep the pressure on governments to maintain or strengthen existing levels of state intervention. To say that the state will be a more dominant actor in post-Covid-19 capitalism is not to say, however, that previously divergent capitalisms are converging on a uniform “statist” model. State economic intervention can manifest highly divergent forms. Here the 1930s may offer some salient parallels. Higher levels of state intervention characterized countries that moved politically to the left as well as to the (far) right. Numerous countries, such as in Sweden and New Zealand, where Labour and Social Democratic parties came to power in this period, or the US under President Roosevelt, embarked on Keynesian deficit-spending policies that reduced mass unemployment, strengthened organized labour and expanded collective social welfare provision. At the other end of the politico-ideological spectrum, fascist or Nazi regimes, such as Mussolini’s Italy and Hitler’s Germany, also engaged in large-scale deficit-spending, while destroying liberal democracy, smashing the labour movement, implementing protectionist economic policies, and mobilizing their societies for war. Growing polarization In the wake of the coronavirus crisis, the democratic-capitalist world may well undergo a process of political polarization comparable to what occurred in the 1930s. Depending on the shifting distribution of domestic political power, countries may tend toward one or the other of two scenarios. In one, which might be labelled “yellow capitalism” (combining the colours Social Democratic red and green), state intervention would aim to redistribute income and wealth on a greater scale than is the case in most capitalist democracies today and to take more sweeping measures to combat global warming. ‘Yellow capitalism" would be fundamentally internationalist, recognizing the fact that the most severe challenges facing humankind are global and can be managed effectively only through comprehensive international cooperation. But it would create scope for governments to protect their economies for specific purposes, such as to combat climate change, for example through carbon tariffs. In this scenario, private business would be much more tightly constrained by state regulation than at the peak of neo-liberal capitalism after the Cold War. The core support for this incarnation of capitalism, which synthesizes the aspirations of the “old” labour movement and “new” social, especially environmental, movements, would be found in the (especially younger) professional middle classes in the big cities and towns and the unionized working class. Even centrist political parties could support this kind of political agenda. The other scenario (combining the colour black for nationalism and brown for right-wing populism) might be termed “light-black capitalism”. Like “yellow capitalism”, it would also be highly interventionist, but would be fiscally regressive rather than redistributive, as has been the thrust of President Trump’s tax policy in the US. Climate change would be ignored in favour of maximizing (quantitative) economic growth. Domestic business would be increasingly protected from international competition, while comprehensive immigration controls would offer the (ethnically defined) “people” some protection from the competition of “foreign” workers. The core support for “light-black capitalism” would be in domestic-market-oriented business, among residents of small towns, villages and the countryside as well as in declining industrial regions, among “value conservatives” afraid that changes in dominant social values are destroying traditional norms and life-styles, and among “status anxious” workers hostile to immigration. Rising risks Which of these two incarnations of a state-interventionist capitalism – “yellow” or “light-black” – becomes the predominant form in the post-coronavirus era will be determined by the outcomes of political struggle and conflict in mostly national political arenas. The only thing that is certain is that, for the time being at least, market-friendly incarnations of capitalism will wither. So far, in the coronavirus crisis, citizens in most countries have rallied to their governments in a spirit of national unity akin to what has occasionally happened historically at the outbreak of wars. However, we are currently still passing through the first stage – the public-health phase – of the coronavirus crisis. Expansionary monetary and fiscal policies and the subsidization – on a massive scale – of short-time work have enabled most governments to postpone the arrival of the second, the economic and financial, phase of the crisis. But unless the recovery of the world economy is very rapid, this next phase will materialize. It will be all the more destructive now that a second wave of the coronavirus is upon is, requiring new lockdown measures that will exacerbate the economic problems caused by those taken earlier this year. This phase of the crisis will likely witness greater, perhaps much greater, social and political upheaval than the first. Regardless of how well or badly some national-populist governments have hitherto managed the crisis so far, the growing socio-economic dislocation and insecurity that will increasingly characterize this second phase of the crisis could give movements based on this kind of ideology a powerful new impetus. An upsurge of “light-black capitalism” would likely plunge the world economy into an even deeper recession. Even more ominously, it would also increase the probability of large-scale military conflict. As the American economist Otto Mallery wrote during the Second World War: “When goods don’t cross borders, soldiers will”. In this regard too, the events and trends of the 1930s still provide us today with lessons that we ignore at our peril.
Environment
Capitalism is environmentally sustainable—studies prove
Zitelmann 21, Dr Rainer Zitelmann is a historian, sociologist, and author of the book The Power of Capitalism. Institution of Economic Affairs – “Capitalism is good for the environment” https://iea.org.uk/capitalism-is-good-for-the-environment/ August 23, 2021 AS
Most people believe that capitalism is to blame for climate change and environmental degradation. But numerous scientific studies have arrived at a surprising conclusion. Every year, the Heritage Foundation ranks countries around the world based on economic freedom in a kind of capitalism index. Analysis has shown that the world’s most economically “free” countries also registered the highest scores on Yale University’s EPI environmental index, averaging 76.1 (on a scale from 0 to 100), while the “mostly free” countries averaged 70.2. These two groups have a significant lead over the “moderately free” countries, which received much lower ratings (59.6 points) for their environmental performance. The countries rated by the Heritage Foundation as either “mostly unfree” or “repressed” received by far the worst Environmental Performance Index scores (46.7 and 50.3, respectively). Researchers at Yale University found that there is not only a correlation between the Heritage Foundation’s index and their own EPI, but also between the EPI and the “Ease of Doing Business Index” which is published each year as part of the World Bank’s Doing Business Report and is generally regarded as the world’s most comprehensive and reliable gauge of the ease of doing business, with higher ratings indicating better, usually simpler, regulations for businesses and stronger protections of property rights. According to the researchers at Yale University, the correlation between the “Ease of Doing Business Index,” which they refer to as a measure of “economic liberalism” (i.e., an indicator of how capitalist an economy is), and the EPI is 0.72. In 2016, researchers published a study in the journal Sustainability that included an evaluation of the correlation between the EPI and the “Open Market Index” (OMI) compiled by the International Chamber of Commerce (ICC). The OMI measures a country’s openness to free trade and is thus an important indicator of economic freedom. The researchers found a high degree of overlap between the OMI index and the EPI: 19 of the OMI’s 27 highest-scoring countries also appear in the top 27 of the EPI. The survey covered a total of 75 countries, including all G20 and EU members. Together, these countries account for more than 90 percent of international trade and investment. The researchers conclude: “It is evident that there is a strong connection between OMI and EPI scores, supporting our hypothesis that countries with an open economy score higher in environmental performance. Overall, our evidence shows that the level of the openness of an economy is associated with a country’s environmental protection.” Another study, “Is Free Trade Good for the Environment?” by Antweiler, Copeland and Taylor, uses sophisticated mathematical modeling to explore the correlation between free trade – a key feature of capitalism – and environmental pollution. The study finds: “Our estimates of the scale and technique elasticities indicate that if openness to international markets raises both output and income by 1%, pollution concentrations fall by approximately 1%. Putting this calculation together with our earlier evidence on composition effects yields a somewhat surprising conclusion: freer trade is good for the environment.” Of course, it can be argued that capitalism leads to stronger economic growth, which in turn leads to an increase in resource consumption. However, the analyses show that, at an early stage of a country’s economic growth, a high level of environmental degradation is observed, while, after a critical point of economic growth, a gradual decline in environmental degradation is reported. In addition, there are two real-world observations that also disprove the argument that stronger economic growth automatically leads to greater environmental pollution: In non-capitalist countries, environmental degradation has been a far more serious problem than in capitalist countries. The correlation between economic growth and increasing resource consumption is becoming ever weaker in the age of dematerialization. On the basis of numerous data series, Andrew McAfee has shown how economic growth has decoupled from the consumption of raw materials. Data for the USA show that of 72 raw materials, only six have not yet reached their consumption maximum. Although the US economy has grown strongly in recent years, consumption of many commodities is actually in decline. And the results of all these studies point in the same direction: capitalism is not the problem, it is the solution – both economically and environmentally.
Self-Correcting
Capitalism is self-correcting – centuries of history prove
Matthew Wilburn King, 5/26/21,[Matthew Wilburn King is an international consultant and conservationist based in Boulder, Colorado and the president and chairman of the Common Foundation], BBC Future, "Why the next stage of capitalism is coming," https://www.bbc.com/future/article/20210525-why-the-next-stage-of-capitalism-is-coming, mm
Nearly 250 years ago, the economist and philosopher Adam Smith wrote The Wealth of Nations, in which he described the birth of a new form of human activity: industrial capitalism. It would lead to the accumulation of wealth beyond anything that he and his contemporaries could have imagined. Capitalism has fuelled the industrial, technological and green revolutions, reshaped the natural world and transformed the role of the state in relation to society. It has lifted innumerable people out of poverty over the last two centuries, significantly increased standards of living, and resulted in innovations that have radically improved human well-being, as well as making it possible to go to the Moon and read this article on the internet. However, the story is not universally positive. In recent years, capitalism's shortcomings have become ever-more apparent. Prioritising short-term profits for individuals has sometimes meant that the long-term well-being of society and the environment has lost out – especially as the world has faced the Covid-19 pandemic and climate change. And as political unrest and polarisation around the world have shown, there are growing signs of discontent with the status quo. In one 2020 survey by the marketing and public relations firm Edelman, 57% of people worldwide said that "capitalism as it exists today does more harm than good in the world". Indeed, if you judge by measures such as inequality and environmental damage, "the performance of Western capitalism in recent decades has been deeply problematic", the economists Michael Jacobs and Mariana Mazzucato wrote recently in the book Rethinking Capitalism. However, that does not mean there are no solutions. "Western capitalism is not irretrievably bound to fail; but it does need to be rethought," argue Jacobs and Mazzucato. So, will capitalism as we know it continue in its current form – or might it have another future ahead? Capitalism has spawned thousands of books and millions of words, and so it would be impossible to explore all its facets. That said, we can start to understand where capitalism could be headed in the future by exploring where it began. This tells us that capitalism hasn't always worked the way it does today ­– particularly in the West. Between the 9th and 15th Centuries, autocratic monarchies and ecclesiastical hierarchies dominated Western society. These systems began to fall away as people increasingly asserted their right to individual liberty. This push for a greater focus on the individual favoured capitalism as an economic system because of the flexibility it allowed for private property rights, personal choice, entrepreneurship and innovation. It also favoured democracy as a governing system for its focus on individual political freedom. The shift toward greater individual liberty changed the social contract. Previously, many resources were provided by those in power (land, food and protection) in exchange for significant contributions from citizens (for instance, from slave labour to hard labour with little pay, high taxes and unquestioning loyalty). With capitalism, people expected less from governing authorities, in exchange for greater civil liberties, including individual, political and economic freedom. But capitalism would evolve significantly over the following centuries – and particularly so during the second half of the 20th Century. After World War Two, the Mont Pelerin Society, an economic policy think tank, was founded with the goal of addressing the challenges confronting the West. Its specific focus was on defending the political values of an open society, rule of law, freedom of expression and free market economic policies – central tenents of classical liberalism. Its ideas eventually gave rise to "supply-side economics". This was the belief that lower taxes and minimal regulation of the free market would lead to the most economic growth – and, therefore, better lives for all. In the 1980s, coupled with the emergence of political neoliberalism, supply-side economics became a priority for the US and many European governments. This newer strain of capitalism has led to increased economic growth worldwide, while lifting a substantive number of people out of absolute poverty. But at the same time, critics argue that its tenets of lowering taxes and deregulating business has done little to support political investment in public services, such as crumbling public infrastructure, improving education and mitigating health risks. Perhaps most significantly, in many developed nations late-20th Century capitalism has contributed to a significant gap between the wealth of the richest and poorest people, as measured by the Gini Index. And in some countries, that gap is growing ever-wider. It's particularly stark in the US, where the poorest individuals have seen no real income growth since 1980, while the ultra-rich at the top have seen their income grow by around 6% per year. The richest billionaires in the world are almost all based in the US, and have amassed staggering fortunes, while at the same time the median US household income has risen only modestly since the turn of the century. The inequality gap may matter more than some politicians and corporate leaders would like to believe. Capitalism may have lifted millions of people around the world out of absolute poverty, but inequality can be corrosive within a society, says Denise Stanley, a professor of economics at California State University-Fullerton. "Absolute poverty is basically folks are able to get… $4 per day per person. It’s a threshold measure," she explains, but relative poverty can unbalance a society over the long-term. Even if the economy is growing, income inequality and stagnant wages can make people feel less secure as their relative status in the economy diminishes. Behavioural economists have shown that "our status compared to other people, our happiness, is derived more by relative measures and distribution then by absolute measures. If that’s true then capitalism has a problem," says Stanley. As a result of rising inequality, "people have less trust in institutions and experience a sense of injustice", according to the Edelman report. But the impact on people's lives may go deeper. Capitalism in its current form is destroying the lives of many working-class people, argue the economists Anne Case and Sir Angus Deaton in their book Deaths of Despair and the Future of Capitalism. Over "the past two decades, deaths of despair from suicide, drug overdose, and alcoholism have risen dramatically, and now claim hundreds of thousands of American lives each year", they write. The 2007-2008 financial crisis exacerbated these problems. The crisis was brought on by excessive deregulation, and hit the working class in developed nations particularly hard. The subsequent bailouts of big banks led to resentment and "helped fuel the rise of the… polarised politics we’ve seen over the last decade", according to Richard Cordray, the first director of the US Consumer Financial Protection Bureau (CFPB) and author of Watchdog: How Protecting Consumers Can Save Our Families, Our Economy, and Our Democracy. Liberal democracies may now be at an inflection point, where citizens contest today’s capitalist norms with greater political intensity worldwide. J Patrice McSherry, a professor of political science at Long Island University in New York, has observed this change in Chile, for instance. "Social mobilisation began with a rise in subway fares in October 2019, sparking broad-based protests that convoked more than one million people in demonstrations," she says. "The social movement has exposed the deep sources of discontent in Chile: entrenched and growing inequality, the ever-rising cost of living, and extreme privatisation in one of the world’s most neoliberal states." Those grievances can be traced back to the late 20th Century, when Chile's authoritarian government introduced constitutional reforms that "institutionalised the economic and political domination of the dictatorship and enshrined a neoliberal framework that erased the role of the state in social and economic areas. It restricted political participation, gave the [political] right disproportionate power, and installed a tutelary role for the armed forces," writes McSherry in an article for the North American Congress on Latin America, a non-profit organisation which tracks trends in the region. Similarly, the Yellow Vest movement that started in France in 2018 was initially about the increased cost of fuel for commuters, but quickly broadened to include grievances similar to those in Chile, the cost of living, growing inequality, and a demand for government to stop ignoring the needs of ordinary citizens. And in the US, the political movement which spawned Trumpism is arguably fuelled by economic inequality just as much as ideology. Among voters who have lost out due to globalisation, the Trump administration won widespread political support for its more closed approaches to global trade, including withdrawal from the Trans-Pacific Partnership and retaliatory tariffs on Chinese, Indian, Brazilian and Argentinian goods and services imported into the US. Even the US's allies were targeted by this agenda, including Europe, Canada, and Mexico. While one response to the downsides of capitalism in its current form is for nations to take a defensive posture, seeking to protect themselves by minimising external ties, protectionism "is short-sighted, particularly when it comes to trade," according to Anahita Thoms, head of Baker McKenzie's International Trade Practice in Germany and Young Global Leader of the World Economic Forum. "While it may bring some temporary benefits, in the long-term it endangers the global economy as a whole and threatens to undo decades of economic progress. It is crucial to maintain investment-friendly, open markets," says Thoms. A central challenge for governments in the 21st Century will be to work out how to balance these long-term benefits of global trade with the short-term harms that globalisation can bring to local communities affected by low wages or unemployment. Economies cannot become completely divorced from the demands of democratic majorities who seek jobs, affordable housing, education, healthcare and a clean environment. As the Chilean, Yellow Vest and Trumpist movements show, many people are asking for change to the existing system so that it accounts for these needs, rather than only enriching private interests. In sum, it may be time to reconsider the social contract for capitalism, so that it becomes more inclusive of a broader set of interests beyond individual rights and liberties. This is not impossible. Capitalism has evolved before, and if it is to continue into the longer-term future, it can evolve again. In recent years, various ideas and proposals have emerged that aim to rewrite capitalism's social contract. What they have in common is the idea that businesses need more varied measures of success than simply profit and growth. In business, there's "conscious capitalism", inspired by the practices of so-called "ethical" brands. In policy, there's "inclusive capitalism", advocated by both the Bank of England and The Vatican, which advocates harnessing "capitalism for good". And in sustainability, there's the idea of "doughnut economics", a theory proposed by economist and author Kate Raworth, which suggests that it's possible to thrive economically as a society while also staying within social and planetary boundaries. Then there's the "Five Capitals" model articulated by Jonathan Porritt, the author of Capitalism As If The World Matters. Porritt calls for the integration of five pillars of human capital – natural, human, social, manufactured, and financial capital – into existing economic models. One tangible example of where companies are beginning to embrace the Five Capitals is the B-Corporation movement. Certified companies sign up to a legal obligation to consider "the impact of their decisions on their workers, customers, suppliers, community, and the environment". Their ranks now include major corporations such as Danone, Patagonia, and Ben & Jerry's (which is owned by Unilever). This approach has become increasingly mainstream, reflected in a 2019 statement released by over 180 corporate CEOs redefining "the purpose of a corporation". For the first time, CEOs representing Wal-Mart, Apple, JP Morgan Chase, Pepsi, and others acknowledged that they must redefine the role of business in relation to society and the environment. Their statement proposes that companies must do more than deliver profits to their shareholders. In addition, they must invest in their employees and contribute to the improvement of the human, natural and social elements of capital that Porritt refers to in his model, rather than the sole focus on financial capital. In a recent interview with Yahoo Finance on the future of capitalism, the executive chairman of Best Buy, Hubert Joly, said that "what has happened is that for 30 years, from the 1980s to 10 years ago, we’ve had this singular focus on profits that has been excessive and has caused a lot of these issues. We need to unwind a bit of these 30 years. If we have a refoundation of business, it can be a refoundation of capitalism as well... I think this can be done, this has to be done." More than three decades ago, the United Nations Brundtland Commission wrote in "Our Common Future" that there was ample evidence that social and environmental impacts are relevant and need to be incorporated into development models. It is now obvious that these issues must also be considered within the social contract underpinning capitalism, so that it is more inclusive, holistic and integrated with basic human values. Ultimately, it is worth remembering that citizens in a capitalist, liberal democracy are not powerless. Collectively, they can support companies aligned with their beliefs, and continuously demand new laws and policies which transform the competitive landscape of corporations so that they might improve their practices. When Adam Smith was observing nascent industrial capitalism in 1776, he could not foresee just how much it would transform our societies today. So it follows that we might be similarly blind to what capitalism could look like in another two centuries. However, that does not mean we should not ask how it might evolve into something better in the nearer term. The future of capitalism and our planet depend on it.
Tech
Capitalism is sustainable – innovation is the key internal
Wilhite 22, Steve Wilhite is President of Schneider Electric’s global Sustainability Business. Steve joined Schneider Electric in 2011 through its acquisition of Summit Energy where he had been CEO and President since 2001. Schneider Electric – “Is capitalism sustainable” https://blog.se.com/sustainability/2022/04/19/is-capitalism-sustainable/ April 19, 2022 AS
Like most of us in the sustainability field, I’ve come to anticipate the publication of CEO of Blackrock Larry Fink’s annual letter. Over the past several years, Fink’s missive (and its downstream impact on Blackrock’s growing emphasis on ESG) has revolved around responsible business and the role of the investor to encourage corporate responsibility. 2022 was no different. Fink’s letter (here, if you haven’t read it yet) continued to emphasize the importance of environmental and social issues in corporate governance. But this year, Fink deviated slightly from his previous years’ message by reinforcing the importance of capitalism. Those who know me know I’m a dyed-in-the-wool capitalist. I believe, strongly, that the straightest and most efficient path towards innovation, growth, resource allocation, and yes, profits, is through the free market. Competitive pressure has shaped our human culture for thousands of years, and capitalism continues shaping it today. Without capitalism, many of the things we have and use and the quality of life we take for granted today may have never become a reality. As the emphasis on corporate responsibility has grown over the past decade, however, capitalism as a sustainable, resilient economic system has been called into question. At the heart of the matter is the so-called Friedman doctrine, Nobel Prize winning economist Milton Friedman’s theory that the social responsibility of a business is to increase its profits. Commonly, the soundness of the Friedman doctrine is pitted against another economic theory, the tragedy of the commons, in which individual pursuit of personal gain comes at the detriment of society. Part of what is at issue is the matter of economic growth. A common understanding in sustainability is that infinite economic growth (as supported by capitalist doctrine) is at odds with a planet of finite resources. We already consume nearly 1.5 Earth’s worth of resources every year, far overshooting our available natural resources. If anything, we must scale back this consumption to operate within our planetary boundaries. But can we do that – and remain capitalists? On this point, Larry Fink and I resoundingly agree. The answer is yes. In fact, Fink argues, capitalism is a road to sustainability, but it will require the reimagining of how we do business and generate profits today. How can capitalism be sustainable? The only way we can maintain infinite growth with finite resources is through innovation, and through circular innovation specifically. Stewardship of our natural resources is becoming a form of significant capital, and that capital is increasingly at risk. It is, therefore, the fiduciary responsibility of all leaders to protect natural resources to de-risk business. “We focus on sustainability not because we are environmentalists, but because we are capitalists and fiduciaries to our clients.” – Larry Fink This, Fink concludes, means decarbonizing. One of the greatest risks to our collective natural resources (including people) is climate change. The faster we can decarbonize, the more rapidly we reduce this risk. But it doesn’t stop there; we must also innovate, knowing that how we do business today will not survive a resource-constrained and risk-laden future. The business models that served us 100, or even 50, years ago must be overhauled. We must ascribe value to concepts and ideas that we may have devalued in the past. We must invest, heavily, in the development of digital solutions and services that advance our very human aims of survival while simultaneously supporting our economic ambitions of growth. Through this lens, I’d argue that capitalism itself is, in fact, sustainable. It is the competitive market pressures of the next decade that will help us to succeed through the efficient allocation of scarce resources. In fact, in an April 2022 report, BlackRock noted that it expects 75% of its corporate investments to have net-zero goals by 2030. It is the spirit of exploration and the promise of potential profit that will drive some of our most talented entrepreneurs and inventors, and it is the work of those individuals that will create new, resilient, sustainable, and circular business models that will allow us to drive profitability and growth in the face of finite resources. Fink challenges all of us, as business leaders, to answer a fundamental question this year: will we lead in this brave new world of sustainable capitalism – or will we follow? I know my position in this pecking order – do you?
Cap Good
Laundry List
Capitalism is key for global economy and stability – solves a laundry list of problems
Skarbek 10, Emily C. Skarbek Associate Professor of Political Theory (Research), Political Theory Project and the Director of the Philosophy, Politics, and Economics Research Seminar, Brown University. She received her Ph.D. in economics from George Mason University. Independent Institute – “Capitalism and Economic Growth” https://www.independent.org/issues/article.asp?id=2769 April 15, 2010 AS
From a global perspective, we have witnessed remarkable progress of mankind through the increased acceptance of free market policies in both rich and poor countries. Before the industrial revolution, 80% of the world’s population lived in abject poverty. By 1980, that number has fallen to 34.8% and by 2000, less than 20% of the population lives on less than $1 a day. In five years, the number is expected to fall to 10% if free trade is allowed to flourish. In just the past 25 years increased private ownership, increased free trade, and lower taxes all came at the hands of politicians like Deng Xiaoping in China, Margaret Thatcher in England, and Ronald Reagan in United States. In the years following the adoption of these policies by these global leaders, per capita income nearly doubled from 1980 to 2005; Tariffs fell and trade increased; Schooling and life expectancy grew rapidly, while infant mortality and poverty fell just as fast. In the average country that became more capitalist over the last 25 years, the average citizen gained a 43% increase in income, nearly half a decade in life expectancy, and a 2-year increase in the average years of schooling. In my lifetime alone, freer markets have improved the lives of billions of people from all walks of life. When we look back at our own history, the tremendous economic growth that Americans experienced from the time of the original Tea Party up to 1914 was the result of economic freedom from government regulation, open boarders for free immigration, and very few trade restrictions on the global flow of goods, services, and capital. Anyone could get on a boat, land on Ellis Island and become an immigrant and this benefited both domestic Americans and the immigrant alike. Business and labor were free to be entrepreneurial—and entrepreneurship created wealth. But we don’t want wealth for wealth’s sake. Wealth allows for the improvement of the human condition. For example, in 1905, our average life expectancy in the U.S. was 47. Today it is 78. A hundred years ago only 14% of homes had a bathtub; 8% had a phone; 95% of all births took place at home; most women washed their hair once a month; and the average worker made about $300 per year. As recent as 1984, it took the average American wage earner 456 hours of labor to earn enough to purchase a cellphone. Today, it takes the average American 4 hours. A computer has fallen from costing 435 hours of labor to less than 20. None of this accounts for the tremendous improvements in technological capacity. There are several reasons that the costs of goods have dropped so drastically, but perhaps the biggest is increased international trade. Simply put, the free market means the poor are less poor. Globalization extends and deepens a capitalist system that has for generations been lifting American living standards—for high-income households, of course, but for low-income ones as well. When the world embraces free market reforms, the world economy expanded greatly, the quality of life improves sharply for billions of people, and dire poverty was substantially scaled back. This is not a coincidence. It is a well-established fact that when people are free to buy from, sell to, and invest with one another as they choose, they can achieve far more than when governments attempt to control economic decisions. Widening the circle of people with whom we transact—including across political borders—brings benefits to consumers in the form of lower prices, greater variety, and better quality, and it allows companies to reap the benefits of innovation, specialization, and economies of scale that larger markets bring. Free markets are essential to prosperity, and expanding free markets as much as possible enhances that prosperity. Voluntary economic exchange is inherently fair and does not justify government intervention. When two free people come together on terms they have agreed upon to exchange peacefully, both benefit. Government intervention in voluntary economic exchange on behalf of some citizens at the expense of others is inherently unfair. One person is coerced in order to privilege another. It really is that simple. When goods, services, labor and capital flow freely across U.S. borders, Americans can take full advantage of the opportunities of the international marketplace. They can buy the best or least expensive goods and services the world has to offer; they can sell to the most promising markets; they can choose among the best investment opportunities; and they can tap into the worldwide pool of capital. Study after study has shown that countries that are more open to the global economy grow faster and achieve higher incomes than those that are relatively closed. This is capitalism. Growth is not guaranteed. It seems obvious that the central challenges facing America have to do with the with predatory regulatory and tax policies conducted by governments domestic and abroad. From an economic perspective, then, the case for unilateral trade liberalization—that is reducing our own trade barriers and subsidies without preconditions or reciprocal commitments from other countries—is the best policy to promote peace and prosperity globally. Politically, however, the concentrated and organized beneficiaries of protectionism are powerful relative to the much larger, disorganized, beneficiaries of free trade. Politicians tend to be most responsive to the loudest interest groups and are therefore inclined to view free trade unfavorably. But we as Americans must be clear—capitalism is not evil. It has done more good for more people than any acts of state, any stimulus spending, any health program or welfare initiative. Americans can no longer afford to fear freedom. Finally, acknowledging the relationship between free markets and economic prosperity does not make someone “dogmatic”. It is unreasonable to continue to ignore these facts. Capitalism’s superiority for economic growth and development deserves the unqualified support of everyone who believe that wealth is better than poverty, life is better than death, and liberty is better than oppression.
Ag
Competitiveness increases productive growth – specifically in the agricultural market
Gopinath et al 2/7/18 (Munisamy; professor in the Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics and Director of the Applied Economics Graduate Program AND Terry Roe; professor emeritus at the Department of Applied Economics, University of Minnesota AND Matthew D. Shane; faculty of Social Science and Humanities at the University of Ontario Institute of Technology “Competitiveness of U.S. Food Processing: Benefits from Primary Agriculture” https://www-jstor-org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/stable/pdf/1243860.pdf?refreqid=excelsior%3A7212aa593d6aba5e8a8a99768b2836e7) JK
Thus, policies which tend to distort markets, for example, by raising the price of primary agricultural outputs, can adversely affect the competitiveness of the food processing sector. Policies and programs that tend to induce productivity growth, such as public agricultural R&D that lower production costs in either sector, can increase the competitiveness of both sectors de- pending upon the magnitude of the price and income elasticities of food demand. TFP gains in primary agriculture are the major source of growth in its GDP, and these gains are strongly associated with public investment in agricul- tural R&D and public infrastructure. These in- vestments, while maintaining the viability of the farm sector, contribute significantly to the competitiveness of the food processing sector, with ultimate gains to consumers in the form of lower real food prices. Other sectors of the economy receive indirect benefits from the sav- ings in food expenditures, which can be allo- cated to savings and purchases on nonfood goods and service.
Biotech
Capital is crucial for biotechnology – solves a laundry list of impacts
Chris Edwards ’21, Director of Tax Policy Studies and Editor, Down​siz​ing​Gov​ern​ment​.org, “The Triumph of Biotechnology and Private Capital”, CATO, 9/24/21, https://www.cato.org/commentary/triumph-biotechnology-private-capital
People often claim that capitalism focuses only on short-term profits. But the venture capitalists and angel investors who fund firms such as Moderna and BioNTech are hugely patient, and they lose money on most of their investments. Typically, their model rests on the calculation that a small percentage of their investments will generate a sufficiently high return on going public or being sold to both “pay” for those that — as will often be the case in a very tricky sector — lose money (or make very little) and make the sort of good money that they and their clients are expecting when putting together an investment portfolio. In biotechnology and other leading-edge industries, after-tax investor gains are often reinvested in the next round of risky startups, thus creating a virtuous cycle. If the government had taxed away the Struengmanns’ capital gains from selling Hexal, they might not have had the cash or incentive to invest in BioNTech. One of the reason that nearly all high-income countries keep capital-gains taxes low is to help ensure that investors and entrepreneurs are incentivized to take the risk of committing time and resources to ventures that can offer no promise of a good return, the sort of ventures, in other words, so typical of ventures relying on scientific and technical innovation. Those who take high risks should be rewarded, if that risk works out, with high rewards. Unfortunately, that logic eludes President Biden and congressional Democrats. They not only would like to raise capital-gains-tax rates, but some of them would also like to broaden the capital-gains-tax base, including by taxing gains before they are realized. If applied to startup investing, that could do terrible damage to the ability of early stage companies to secure the patient capital that they need. Punishing capital gains makes no sense if we want investors and entrepreneurs to pursue valuable but risky growth opportunities. Some cynics are griping about the big profits that Moderna and BioNTech are now making, but investors in those firms absorbed losses for a decade. Besides, there is no better place for profits to flow right now than to biotech firms and their research. BioNTech announced that it will build on its mRNA advances to develop shots against malaria and tuberculosis, which together kill more than a million people a year. And numerous biotech firms are now aiming to create more effective influenza vaccines based on mRNA technologies. One of the key moments in the development of the biotech sector as we know it today was the launch of Genentech in 1976, backed by venture-capital firm Kleiner Perkins. The success of that pioneering firm “gave credence to the view that scientific research, infused with start-up firm spunk, could be a critical component of economic growth,” noted a history of the industry by Walter Powell and Kurt Sandholtz. To undermine an approach that has worked so well, and delivered so much, by raising capital gains makes no economic sense. Worse still, as we consider the lives saved or improved by companies in biotechnology and other innovative sectors, companies that relied on private risk capital, it may well come at considerable human cost, too. 
China War
Capitalism prevents Chinese US war 
Swami 5/26 [Praveen Swami, educated at King’s College, Cambridge University, currently a journalist at The Print has received journalism awards like the Sanskriti Samman Award and was a Jennings Randolph Senior Fellow at the United States Institute of Peace; 26 May, 2024; “A US power company almost averted first China-Taiwan War. Can capitalism stop the second?”; The Print; https://theprint.in/opinion/security-code/a-us-power-company-almost-averted-first-china-taiwan-war-can-capitalism-stop-the-second/2102353/]//InTr
Eight thousand feet in the air, illuminated by the searchlights and then disappearing into the darkness, the B14 Liberator and B29 Superfortress strategic bombers appeared over the city like a surrealist nightmare. “Sinister black, enormous moths,” the poet Albert Giraud had written, “With heavy wings fall invisibly the monstrosities, upon human hearts.” Fifty thousand people were displaced by the bombing of Shanghai on 6 February 1950. Homes and infrastructure were levelled, and a thousand people were killed or injured. The key target of the American-made bombers was the American-owned and American-operated Shanghai Power Company. It was a multinational of critical importance and powered the new, revolutionary People’s Republic of China. Even as the United States protested Taiwan’s air raids in public, the government of President Harry Truman knew they were critical to its policy of containing Communism. Declassified documents show that the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) reported to Washington a large number of ships being fitted at Shanghai’s dockyards. This, the documents said, was in preparation for an invasion of Taiwan. Even after the bombing of the Kiangnan docks by the American-made bombers, armies of workers continued to repair damaged junks. This week, the People’s Liberation Army combat jets and ships have launched around-the-clock exercises intended to intimidate Taiwan’s new, pro-independence President Lai Ching-te. To many experts, it seems an eventual invasion of Taiwan is inevitable. Like in 1950, debates are raging on whether to deter China by containment, as President Truman insisted, or through engagement, as the magnates running Shanghai Power argued. The long-forgotten story of the Shanghai Power Company and the bombers sent to destroy it offers important lessons. It tells us about the missteps and misjudgements that could push two superpowers to war and devastate the world. A company dilemma Ever since November 1948, when the PLA broke out of northern China and began pushing down the lower Yangtze valley, Paul Hopkins had been carefully considering the options. The President of Shanghai Power had, early on, told his headquarters in the US that it should continue operations only as long as the Kuomintang held the city. That month, though, the US embassy had issued an advisory telling non-essential personnel to leave Shanghai, making clear the government’s collapse was nearing. For diplomats, though, the prospect of Shanghai Power shutting down was not a welcome one, historian Warren Tozer has recorded. The US consul in Shanghai, John Cabot, told Hopkins that the communists would also need electricity. The company’s influence, he argued, might enable it “to lead, guide, or otherwise induce the reds to revise their philosophy of life.” Warren Kopelman, Hopkins’ boss in Boise, also told him American authorities in Washington were keen for the company to stay on. The government, Kopelman said, “emphasised the desirability of continuing operations regardless of who [was] in power in China.” “They indicated that they would be very disappointed if the property got out of American hands.” The idea that continued operations by Shanghai Power would be welcomed by the communists was commonsensical. The company generated about 87 per cent of the city’s power according to Tozer, and continued operations were necessary to power its life. There were, however, serious problems: Who would guarantee continued fuel supplies to the plant? And how would the power be paid for? Even though Washington ensured Shanghai Power continued operations, it also mounted pressure on China. The retreating Kuomintang began a blockade of Shanghai port, cutting off fuel supplies with the assent of the US. This forced Shanghai Power to switch to coal, brought in by train despite air strikes carried out by the Kuomintang. The People’s Republic also raised power tariffs, Tozer records, and provided loans to enable Shanghai Power to keep operating. The historian John Service has argued that Chairman Mao Zedong’s China was, contrary to popular opinion, keen to maintain an open door to the US—in other words, to maintain at least a trade relationship, in the face of ideological problems, and the reality of American support for the Kuomintang. The government’s support for Shanghai Power suggests this was indeed the case. However, the subsequent events ensured we can only speculate on what happened. The march to war Following the liberation of Taiwan from Imperial Japan, the Kuomintang established an iron hold on the island. The unpopularity of the Kuomintang’s rule, scholar John Huebner writes, soon sparked off riots, and thousands were killed in the murderous military action that followed. The US, though, had no choice but to back the Kuomintang. Taiwan, after all, was critical in maintaining a naval line of defence against the Soviet Union, running from Japan through the Philippines and Indonesia. Truman—inspired by Cold War diplomats and ideologues Dean Acheson and George Kennan—conceded China to the Soviet Union, but hoped to minimise its utility as an industrial powerhouse or resource base, historian Warren Cohen notes. The US commercial traffic was caught up in the Kuomintang’s blockade, and air strikes on Shanghai Power’s facilities began in January 1950. Washington thus, chose to pay this price. Few in the state department seemed to have been entirely persuaded by the containment policy. The Director of the Office of Chinese Affairs, Philip Sprouse, wrote a secret memorandum noting that “the bombings are fast producing what the Consulate General describes as a state approaching chaos with attendant danger to American residents of Shanghai.” To Sprouse, it seemed “incredible that we permit the [Kuomintang] Chinese Government brazenly to do the damage to our position in [the People’s Republic of] China that it is doing.” For its part, Huebner wrote, the PLA continued to push on through 1949, with the Third Field Army taking the Kuomintang naval base at Fuzhou in August. Early in October 1949, three PLA divisions assaulted Kuomintang positions on the island of Xiamen, part of Taiwan’s outer defences. The assault, however, ended in disaster, with the PLA proving unable to mount an amphibious operation. In Shanghai, Hopkins had developed a growing respect for the new government. The communists, he wrote, were “a new type of people who, if not subject to outside pressure, will ultimately bring great progress to China.” For its part, Shanghai Power, “earned and won the confidence of the authorities as an efficient and honestly administered utility and one of the essential cogs in [Shanghai’s] industrial development.” The deteriorating relationship between Beijing and Washington, brought about by the support for the Kuomintang, was however bound to tell. In September 1950, Shanghai Power handed over management to local employees, and quietly left China. A time of hard choices Following the outbreak of the Korean War in the summer of 1950, commentator Hsu Chung-mao writes, the PLA dropped its plans to attack Fujian—plans which, according to most American diplomats, would end in defeat for the Kuomintang. The conflict, however, simmered on. In August 1954, the PLA again raided Taiwan’s offshore islands, beginning with the shelling of Kinmen and Matsu, and an assault on the Dachens. That November, the PLA encircled Yijiangshan, a base on the northern flank of the Dachens, and occupied the islands. The US responded by sending in seven aircraft carriers at the head of a fleet that evacuated some 15,000 civilians and 11,000 Taiwan troops. In December 1954, President Dwight Eisenhower’s government signed a formal mutual defence treaty with Taiwan, which was enforced in March of the next year. Although the Dachen islands were successfully captured by the PLA—and remain in the control of China even today—it moved no further. In August 1958, the PLA again tested American resolve, shelling the islands of Kinmen and Matsu, and initiating an amphibious landing on Tung Ting. This time, the US sent in a fleet with four aircraft carriers, equipped with low-yield atomic weapons to annihilate the PLA’s numerically superior landing forces. Ever since Xi reinitiated an aggressive Taiwan policy, debates on the arguments over engagement and deterrence, which raged in the 1950s, acquired renewed significance. Trade and technology sanctions have deepened, together with direct military competition. The eminent scholar John Mearsheimer, among others, has argued that the rise of China—enabled by America itself—made this confrontation inevitable. The only way for the US to prevail, he argued, is to relentlessly expand the power-gap, to the point where China realises it has no chance of success. This might well be true, but the case of Shanghai Power shows the importance of nuance. Keeping the corporation running, enabling fuel supplies, and bringing other economic incentives to the table might well have provided tools to temper the PLA’s push on Taiwan. Ending economic engagement in 1949 did not ensure the security of Taiwan. Even a limited war over Taiwan, economists have estimated, would cost the world upwards of $10 trillion, or 10 per cent of global GDP—devastating livelihoods across the world. That cost, in itself, is an excellent reason for adversaries to pull back from the brink. Engagement might not be a substitute for raw deterrence. Ensuring the economies of China and the world remain entwined, though, might yet prove a powerful force for peace.
CCS
Inevitable warming -- CCS solves
Namita Vikas and Sourajit Aiyer 21 (Namita Vikas, Founder and Managing Partner, AuctusESG, Sourajit Aiyer, Vice President, Sustainable Finance & ESG, AuctusESG, 3-3-2021, "Why private capital is the key to unleashing carbon capture", World Economic Forum, https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2021/03/financial-disclosures-on-climate-can-help-scale-up-carbon-capture/, accessed: 6-28-2021)//yeed
Fossil fuels will still account for two-thirds of the global energy mix by 2030. Clean energy strategies must take this into account - which is why carbon capture and storage must play a major role. To achieve the necessary scale, we need to mobilise private investment. Here's how. The UK has recently mandated all its companies to disclose the financial risks associated with their climate risks, impact and strategies – as per the framework set out by the Taskforce on Climate-related Financial Disclosures (TCFD) – by 2025. Not only will this help understand how a given company’s activities are contributing to climate change, but the transparency of reported data will also help unlock the investment required by the more complicated carbon emission-management technologies. Ground realities for carbon management While the transition to greener forms of energy features on most corporate agendas, two realities must be appreciated. First, despite the push towards renewables, fossil fuels could still account for around two-thirds of the global energy mix by 2030. That means the world’s strategies to move towards a net-zero carbon future cannot ignore fossil fuels. Second, emissions are yet to dip substantially despite the traction in renewables. Estimates suggest they must decline by over 7% each year until 2030 if the world is to meet the 1.5°C goal set out in the Paris Agreement. Thus, the world need strategies to reduce fossil fuel emissions at scale. These realities bring the discourse on carbon management technologies like carbon capture, utilization and storage (CCUS). Simply put, CCUS captures emitted CO2 and stores it in soil or beneath the seabed so that it does not escape into the atmosphere. The 'utilization' aspect refers to recycling and reusing that stored CO2 to produce goods of economic value such as oil recovery, fuels, construction material and plastics. The cost of capture and storage can be partially offset by this utilization, thus creating an economic incentive. This technology answers the realities outlined previously because it is focused on fossil fuels and reduces their emissions through its circular carbon-management model. This strategy can be particularly effective in managing emissions in hard-to-decarbonize sectors, such as carbonate aggregates, fuels, concrete, methanol and polymers. CCUS technology will reduce the emissions generated by these industries, whether in new or existing facilities. In cement, a sector fuelled by demand from high-growth emerging economies, CCUS may be only technology capable of delivering the necessary scale of emission reduction. CCUS-based fuels could also power the electrolysers used to produce low-carbon hydrogen, a product being spoken about increasingly in energy transition discourses. Further, an Ellen MacArthur Foundation report finds that only around 55% of emissions can be managed with renewables or energy efficiency. Achieving the remainder will require circular models that delink business activity from resource extraction. While a few nations have launched CCUS projects, Norway stands out since it is also a major fossil fuel exporter. Its Longship project transports the captured CO2 to a storage facility below the North Sea, while its Sleipner offshore gas project’s CO2 storage is now two decades old. Global CCUS capacity is climbing steadily [image: Global CCUS capacity is climbing steadily] Finding the funds? The Global CCS Institute estimates the capture capacity of the 50 or so CCUS facilities globally at around 96 million tonnes of CO2 annually, a fraction of the 40 billion tonnes of CO2 emitted globally each year. The Energy Transitions Commission estimates as much as $5 trillion is needed by 2050 to create the capacity for carbon removal, which would include technologies like carbon capture and storage. But where would funding on this scale come from? Government-funded programmes, like those overseen by the US Department of Energy, have supported CCUS. Financial incentives like tax credits, guarantees, tax-exempt bonds and grants can help, just as they have with renewable energy. Carbon offsets/credits can be monetised to mobilise capital, though the shift from the Kyoto Protocol to the Paris Agreement has pushed carbon credits to the background. But these channels are still limited vis-à-vis the scale needed. To achieve the necessary scale, it is imperative to incentivise private capital. How can financial climate disclosures help unlock private capital? Private capital is often disincentivised from looking at nascent technologies (that target the SDGs) due to a lack of reporting and disclosure of data, because this impedes financiers' ability to assess and monitor the project. This is where mandating of the TCFD disclosure framework can be a game-changer – starting with the UK and also for other geographies who follow the UK’s decision. The framework set out by the TCFD requires companies to provide specific data to evaluate climate risks, which is precisely what CCUS seeks to do. The TCFD requires detailed scope-wise emission disclosures as well as granular disclosures on metrics like carbon flaring and capture, which form part of any CCUS project, set apart from the disclosures of the financial implications of the company’s climate risks, impacts and strategies. These detailed disclosures provide investors with more holistic information that enables them to better analyse the risk-reward trade-off of carbon projects initiated by that company, assess its impact on climate and price the capital. In short, the disclosures mandated by the TCFD framework can help close the data gaps that private capital faces while assessing or monitoring new technologies such as CCUS. With the discourse on CO2 exposure and climate risk becoming ever-more pervasive, more companies will need to report on their carbon materiality. Those who do not address their CO2 footprint could face higher capital costs or scarcer sources of capital. This augurs well for the future of carbon management technologies like CCUS. Part of the journey Managing fossil fuel emissions will be a necessary part of the journey towards a net-zero future. Scaling up CCUS technology will not only address this environmental scourge but can also deliver branding benefits for companies along with lower risks for business continuity as policies increasingly turn green. But such carbon technologies will require a lot of funds, and largely from private capital. The mandating of TCFD disclosures can be the means to achieve that end.
Climate Change
Cap is key to solve climate change—renewables
Noah Smith 19, PhD in Economics from the University of Michigan, Assistant Professor of Finance at Stony Brook University, 4-5-2019, "Dumping Capitalism Won’t Save the Planet," Bloomberg, https://www.bloomberg.com/opinion/articles/2019-04-05/capitalism-is-more-likely-to-limit-climate-change-than-socialism, Accessed 7-23-2019, LR
The climate threat is certainly dire, and carbon taxes are unlikely to be enough to solve the problem. But eco-socialism is probably not going to be an effective method of addressing that threat. Dismantling an entire economic system is never easy, and probably would touch off armed conflict and major political upheaval. In the scramble to win those battles, even the socialists would almost certainly abandon their limitation on fossil-fuel use – either to support military efforts, or to keep the population from turning against them. The precedent here is the Soviet Union, whose multidecade effort to reshape its economy by force amid confrontation with the West led to profound environmental degradation. The world's climate does not have several decades to spare. Even without international conflict, there’s little guarantee that moving away from capitalism would mitigate our impact on the environment. Since socialist leader Evo Morales took power in Bolivia, living standards have improved substantially for the average Bolivian, which is great. But this has come at the cost of higher emissions. Meanwhile, the capitalist U.S managed to decrease its per capita emissions a bit during this same period (though since the U.S. is a rich country, its absolute level of emissions is much higher). In other words, in terms of economic growth and carbon emissions, Bolivia looks similar to more capitalist developing countries. That suggests that faced with a choice of enriching their people or helping to save the climate, even socialist leaders will often choose the former. And that same political calculus will probably hold in China and the U.S., the world’s top carbon emitters – leaders who demand draconian cuts in living standards in pursuit of environmental goals will have trouble staying in power. The best hope for the climate therefore lies in reducing the tradeoff between material prosperity and carbon emissions. That requires technology – solar, wind and nuclear power, energy storage, electric cars and other vehicles, carbon-free cement production and so on. The best climate policy plans all involve technological improvement as a key feature. Recent developments show that the technology-centered approach can work. A recent report by Bloomberg New Energy Finance analyzed about 7000 projects in 46 countries, and found that large drops in the cost of solar power from photovoltaic systems, wind power and lithium-ion batteries have made utility-scale renewable electricity competitive with fossil fuels. A 76 percent decline in the cost of energy for short-term battery storage since 2012 is especially important. In a blog post, futurist and energy writer Ramez Naam underscores the significance of these developments. Naam notes the important difference between renewables being cheap enough to outprice new fossil-fuel plants, and being inexpensive enough to undercut existing plants. The former is already the case across much of the world, which is among the reasons for an 84 percent decrease in the number of new coal-fired plants worldwide since 2015. But when it becomes cheaper to scrap existing fossil-fuel plants and build renewables in their place, it will allow renewables to start replacing coal and gas much more quickly. Naam cites examples from Florida and Indiana where this is already being done. He cites industry predictions that replacing existing fossil-fuel plants with renewables will be economically efficient almost everywhere at some point in the next decade. Electricity is far from the only source of carbon emissions – there’s also transportation, manufacturing (especially of steel and cement), home and office heating, and agriculture to worry about. But the rapid advance of solar technology is a huge victory in the struggle against climate change, because it will allow people all over the world to have electricity without cooking the planet. And how was this victory achieved? A combination of smart government policy and private industry. Massachusetts Institute of Technology researchers Goksin Kavlak, James McNerney and Jessika Trancik in a recent paper evaluated the factors behind the solar-price decline from 1980 to 2012. They concluded that from 1980 to 2001, government-funded research and development was the main factor in bringing down costs, but from 2001 to 2012, the biggest factor was economies of scale. These economies of scale were driven by private industry increasing output, but with government subsidies helping to increase the incentive to ramp up production. It’s apparent, therefore, that both government and profit-seeking enterprises have their roles to play. Government funds the development of early-stage technology and then helps push the private sector toward adopting those technologies, while private companies compete to find ever-cheaper methods of implementation. Instead of eco-socialism, it’s eco-industrialism. If there’s any system that can beat climate change, this looks like it.
Cyberwar
Private telecom is key---their alt wrecks global cybersecurity 
Marar ’20 [Satya; October 17; policy analyst at Reason Foundation and a Young Voices tech policy fellow; “5G nationalization will leave America behind,” https://thehill.com/opinion/technology/521502-5g-nationalization-will-leave-america-behind]
The Department of Defense (DOD) is currently considering a proposal that’ll effectively nationalize 5G technology and networks in the United States. By abandoning the market-driven strategy that won the 4G race for the nation, America would merely be undermining its own progress — and losing to China. This is especially concerning since China sees itself as a rival to U.S. hegemony and is increasingly exerting its diplomatic and military influence in a brazen way. It has launched cyberattacks and attempted to acquire sensitive military secrets and intelligence. It has already made strides in the 5G race and is rapidly acquiring key 5G patents. Its flagship telecommunications giant is propped-up by $75 billion in subsidies and was slated to build the UK’s 5G network this year. The British government only reneged after U.S. diplomatic pressure. Concerningly, Chinese laws effectively compel Huawei to hand over user data and to assist it in industrial espionage and state surveillance. If the world becomes increasingly reliant on Chinese government-controlled and operated telecommunications infrastructure, then that will leave U.S. manufacturers and innovators at an ever-increasing disadvantage. With 5G technology expected to contribute $2.2 trillion, roughly 5 percent of global GDP, to the world economy within 15 years, this is a race America must win. Troublingly enough, the DOD suggests a move that mirrors China in many ways. It’d replace the existing Federal Communications Commission (FCC) plan to auction off frequency ranges within the mid-band spectrum to private companies who can then develop the necessary infrastructure networks, which is ideal for 5G development. Instead, a network built and deployed by the U.S. government would act as a wholesaler to telecommunications companies who could turn around and sell 5G plans to retail consumers. But national 5G networks are already being built across the country with private investment totaling billions of dollars. Why would taxpayers pay such a hefty sum for something that American companies are already developing? Conversely, government agencies have already compromised the nation’s position in the 5G race by allocating mainly less-than-ideal low-band and high-band frequencies for 5G development. Unlike the mid-band spectrum that the U.S. military largely monopolizes, low-band frequencies mean slow connections. High-band frequencies are localized and require significantly more infrastructure investment to cover the same range. By contrast, China has utilized its mid-band spectrum for 5G deployment. This is why a lone Chinese cellular tower now covers the same range as 100 high-speed American towers. The U.S. should be auctioning frequency ranges within the mid-band spectrum to companies that are already equipped to build infrastructure. If the U.S. wants to “catch-up” with China, then it should be taking advantage of the already robust American private sector instead of adopting China’s strategy of state control, debt-funded subsidies and loans. A federal government 5G network could take decades to build and could be replete with setbacks — at the expense of consumers and taxpayers. Take a look at South Africa and Mexico for proof. Those are two countries where nationalized telecommunications networks failed. Or look to Australia, where the “National Broadband Network” turned into a financial disaster. Originally projected to cost $29.5 billion in 2013, it was completed only this year, with the final cost running past $51 billion. And that’s not counting a recently announced $4.5 billion upgrade since the technology is out of date already. But it’s not politicians and bureaucrats’ own money they’re playing around with. It’s taxpayers’ dollars on the line. Conversely, proponents of a nationalized 5G network claim that auctioning off spectrum to private network builders could leave consumers worse off, since there’s theoretically nothing stopping them from charging high prices once they own the network. After all, American mobile services are relatively more expensive than those in many European nations. Yet, this can hardly be blamed on privately owned network infrastructure when infrastructure in European countries with significantly cheaper mobile service is also privately owned. After all, American prices are influenced by the relatively higher costs of extending coverage across a nation that’s so vast, unevenly populated and geographically diverse. Moreover, European regulations that are designed to lower prices for consumers by boosting retail competition (such as the UK rule requiring network owners to sell access to competitors at cost) come at the expense of decreased network investment that left Europe years behind the United States in 4G development. This trade-off may be undesirable, given how important fast, reliable and expansive 5G networks are for keeping innovative companies and industries in the United States competitive. Nationalization also won’t uphold security since a single nationwide network, government-owned or otherwise, is even more vulnerable to hacking. Furthermore, infrastructure builders and equipment providers who raise national security concerns are already prohibited from purchasing spectrum licenses.
Democracy
Economic freedom is a pre-requisite to Democracy.
Shruti Rajagopalan 21, writer at the Mint, 2/2/2021, "There is no political freedom without economic liberty," https://www.livemint.com/opinion/columns/there-is-no-political-freedom-without-economic-liberty-11612277918481.html, Marsh
Explicit censorship laws are rightly criticized as an assault on democracy. But, India’s long legacy of socialist policies—price controls, quantity controls, and ownership controls on the means of production—also directly affects the resources Indians need to express themselves. The Yogi Adityanath government of UP is not the first to exploit this legacy and likely won’t be the last.
One famous example is the Indira Gandhi government’s attempt on 25 June 1975 to suppress news of the arrest of opposition leaders at the proclamation of Emergency. A chain of orders directed the general manager of Delhi Electric Supply Undertaking to cut off supply to newspaper offices in New Delhi. Newspaper editions from other cities carried the news, while some of the Delhi editions of 26 June struggled. The same story manifests itself in different ways —sometimes through diesel and electricity, and at other times, through social media and the internet.
It is not just ‘authoritarian’ leaders who have used means of production to control free speech. In the 1950s, the Nehru government passed the Newspaper (Price and Page) Act, 1956, and the Daily Newspapers (Price and Page) Order, 1960. These laws regulated the prices publishers could charge for newspapers, based on page count and the amount of content. Sakal Papers challenged their constitutionality. In Sakal Papers (P) Ltd. vs. The Union of India (1962), the Supreme Court held the laws unconstitutional as they would either increase prices or reduce the number of pages, both of which would inhibit the dissemination of ideas, and therefore violate Article 19(1)(a) of the Indian Constitution.
Unfortunately, the Supreme Court was not always consistent in fighting economic controls that infringed speech. Another socialist policy in the 1950s was to regulate the wages of journalists through the Working Journalists (Conditions of Service) and Miscellaneous Provisions Act, 1955. This was challenged by Indian Express, arguing that Wage Board rates would make it prohibitively expensive to run the newspaper. In Express Newspapers vs. Union of India (1958), the Supreme Court held this law valid, though it did set aside the punitive order of the Wage Board.
Even before the Emergency, Indira Gandhi’s government tried to use old orders in a new form to control press freedom. In addition to custom duties and limits placed on importing newsprint under the Import Order, 1955, and regulation of the sale, acquisition and use of newsprint under the Newsprint Order, 1962; the government directly regulated the size and circulation of newspapers under the Newsprint Policy of 1972-73. When challenged, in Bennett Coleman & Co. vs. Union of India (1973), the Supreme Court held that regulating newsprint supply and fixing quantity in terms of number of pages per newspaper would either lead to reduced advertisements or reduced news, and directly impact the economic viability of the paper.
These cases are a small sample of the long list of controls. They are not new. In fact, they are all pre-Emergency, imposed by Congress governments. The modern-day version of this is the internet lockdown in Kashmir, costly licensing fees for TV and radio broadcasting of news channels, and the shutdown of mobile networks, electricity, internet, social media platforms, and specific media accounts to quell protests. It is the same old economics of control that directly impacts freedom of press, civil liberties and the core of a functioning democracy.
This is also not just an Indian aberration. In The Road to Serfdom (1944), F.A. Hayek pointed out the deep link between political and economic freedom, and warned the world that without economic freedom, civil liberties remain under threat. In Capitalism and Freedom (1962), Milton Friedman argued for strong property rights protection and economic freedom as a requirement for democracy. This theory also holds up empirically. In a 2018 study, Christian Bjørnskov analysed the relationship using measures of economic freedom and press freedom indices in 177 countries. He finds that improvements in economic freedom are associated with subsequent improvements of press freedom, and that the overall association is mainly driven by changes in market openness.
Socialists and progressives who support price controls, quantity controls and minimum wages across other sectors are often the first to cry foul when these tools are used against journalists. But this view is myopic. The Uttar Pradesh administration’s restriction of diesel sales to protesting farmers demonstrates that the economy is not separate from the individuals who inhabit it. All our actions—economic, political, civic—are deeply entangled. Letting the government control the prices and sale of diesel can be as harmful to our freedom and democracy as direct censorship.
Innovation
Innovation solves everything.
hÉigeartaigh 17 – Professor @ Cambridge, PhD in Genomics from Trinity College Dublin (Sean, “Technological Wild Cards: Existential Risk and a Changing Humanity”, https://www.bbvaopenmind.com/en/articles/technological-wild-cards-existential-risk-and-a-changing-humanity/, Accessed 3-7-2019)
Technological progress now offers us a vision of a remarkable future. The advances that have brought us onto an unsustainable pathway have also raised the quality of life dramatically for many, and have unlocked scientific directions that can lead us to a safer, cleaner, more sustainable world. With the right developments and applications of technology, in concert with advances in social, democratic, and distributional processes globally, progress can be made on all of the challenges discussed here. Advances in renewable energy and related technologies, and more efficient energy use—advances that are likely to be accelerated by progress in technologies such as artificial intelligence—can bring us to a point of zero-carbon emissions. New manufacturing capabilities provided by synthetic biology may provide cleaner ways of producing products and degrading waste. A greater scientific understanding of our natural world and the ecosystem services on which we rely will aid us in plotting a trajectory whereby critical environmental systems are maintained while allowing human flourishing. Even advances in education and women’s rights globally, which will play a role in achieving a stable global population, can be aided specifically by the information, coordination, and education tools that technology provides, and more generally by growing prosperity in the relevant parts of the world. There are catastrophic and existential risks that we will simply not be able to overcome without advances in science and technology. These include possible pandemic outbreaks, whether natural or engineered. The early identification of incoming asteroids, and approaches to shift their path, is a topic of active research at NASA and elsewhere. While currently there are no known techniques to prevent or mitigate a supervolcanic eruption, this may not be the case with the tools at our disposal a century from now. And in the longer run, a civilization that has spread permanently beyond the earth, enabled by advances in spaceflight, manufacturing, robotics, and terraforming, is one that is much more likely to endure. However, the breathtaking power of the tools we are developing is not to be taken lightly. We have been very lucky to muddle through the advent of nuclear weapons without a global catastrophe. And within this century, it is realistic to expect that we will be able to rewrite much of biology to our purposes, intervene deliberately and in a large-scale way in the workings of our global climate, and even develop agents with intelligence that is fundamentally alien to ours, and may vastly surpass our own in some or even most domains—a development that would have uniquely unpredictable consequences.
Taiwan
Capitalism isn’t the root cause of the Taiwan conflict, it’s our best weapon to stop escalation
Krach 23 
Keith, served as U.S. undersecretary of state from 2019-21, currently the chairman of the Krach Institute for Tech Diplomacy at Purdue and serves as co-chair of the Global Tech Security Commission. "How China weaponizes the capitalist system against us", Hill, 8-6-2023, https://thehill.com/opinion/national-security/4139278-how-china-weaponizes-the-capitalist-system-against-us/  DB
As we navigate the escalating threat posed by China – a nation guided by communist doctrine, yet peculiarly sustained by the tenets of global capitalism – the urgency to reassess our financial engagement becomes more pressing than ever. The Chinese Communist Party (CCP), the draconian ruler of the world’s second-largest economy, has accumulated immense wealth from American investments. This wealth manifests itself through dollar-denominated Chinese bonds and a myriad of Chinese companies publicly traded on U.S. exchanges, including their shrewdly named subsidiaries, intricately woven into the fabric of index funds. In an alarming twist, the Chinese government has weaponized our own capitalist system against us. Through 401(k) retirement accounts and diverse investment vehicles, approximately 100 million Americans are unknowingly bolstering a predatory economic adversary and facilitating a military with global supremacy ambitions. The recent aftershocks from Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, prompting more than 1,000 corporations to surrender billions of dollars, underscore the potential havoc a Chinese invasion of Taiwan could wreak. The fallout, especially on retirement security and the high-tech sector (considering Taiwan’s supremacy in semiconductor manufacturing), would be dramatically amplified. It’s therefore unsurprising that seasoned board members worldwide are compelling CEOs to formulate a China risk mitigation plan. They realize this is not a drill. China’s infiltration of global capital markets is anything but incidental. Since the economic liberalization of 1978, the CCP has systematically targeted Western capital markets. Roger Robinson, the global tech security commissioner for Capital Markets, testified before the House Select Committee on the Chinese Communist Party, confirming that the U.S. has inadvertently facilitated thousands of CCP-controlled Chinese companies to infiltrate the investment portfolios of average Americans. Today, around 5,000 Chinese companies (contributing trillions to Beijing’s coffers over the past decade) are traded on U.S. exchanges. The CCP heavily depends on foreign investors to uphold its reign, particularly as a looming financial crisis threatens, driven by a crumbling real estate market, a mammoth debt burden, low consumer spending and the stringent “zero-Covid” policy. Without the influx of foreign investment, primarily from U.S. sources (accounting for 60 percent of global dollar liquidity), the Chinese government risks a total economic meltdown. While leading asset managers like BlackRock pay lip service to responsible investing, a stark inconsistency emerges when applying environmental, social and governance (ESG) standards to China — a nation notorious for pollution, genocide and financial fraud. If BlackRock and others applied the ESG standards with integrity, all Chinese companies would be excluded for three reasons — E, S and G. A recent Wharton case study highlighted that BlackRock’s CEO, Larry Fink, funnels more investment capital into China than any other individual worldwide. Indeed, many investment firms appear to dismiss the perils of investing in an authoritarian regime, as exemplified by a May 15 note from UBS Global Wealth Management downplaying the import declines and social financing data as “not as bad as they appear.” Chinese corporate misdeeds are far-reaching, with companies associated with concentration camps, forced labor trafficking, genocide and aiding the development of advanced weaponry for the People’s Liberation Army. Disturbingly, more than 100 million Americans are unwittingly invested in these sanctioned Chinese entities, thus inadvertently emboldening a potent adversary. The world’s democratic economies are awakening to the risks associated with business ventures in China. At the G7 summit in Japan, they committed to “de-risking and diversifying” to offset China’s predatory tactics and reduce dependencies in critical supply chains. While these initial steps are laudable, much more must be done. Companies under the dominion of the Chinese government must be delisted and deregistered from U.S. exchanges, including over-the-counter markets, and purged from U.S. indices and investment products pegged to these indices. Further, investment firms should be barred from holding securities of Chinese corporations that support human rights violations, ally with U.S. adversaries, answer to the Chinese military or neglect corporate governance practices including material risk disclosure and minority shareholder rights. Also, a prohibition on issuing dollar-denominated Chinese sovereign bonds should also be enforced, preventing the CCP from accumulating billions in annual discretionary cash. As Americans once faced the threat of the Soviet Union with unflinching resolve and wielded economic measures to quell its threats, we must now marshal similar resolve and decisive action against a formidable adversary that brazenly disregards international rules of fair trade and global conduct. Drawing from our history, a solid stance is not just warranted but required. We have been spectators for far too long. It is high time we harness our capitalist system – the most potent engine for economic mobility and self-determination the world has ever known – into a force for good.
Terrorism
A hefty dose of capitalism ends terrorism---recruitment is based for economic reasons that capitalism solves.
Hernando De Soto 14, not that Hernando De Soto, founder of the Institute for Liberty and Democracy in Peru and has written several books, 10/10/2014, "The Capitalist Cure for Terrorism," https://www.wsj.com/articles/the-capitalist-cure-for-terrorism-1412973796, Marsh
Today we hear the same economic and cultural pessimism about the Arab world that we did about Peru in the 1980s. But we know better. Just as Shining Path was beaten in Peru, so can terrorists be defeated by reforms that create an unstoppable constituency for rising living standards in the Middle East and North Africa. To make this agenda a reality, the only requirements are a little imagination, a hefty dose of capital (injected from the bottom up) and government leadership to build, streamline and fortify the laws and structures that let capitalism flourish. As anyone who’s walked the streets of Lima, Tunis and Cairo knows, capital isn’t the problem—it is the solution. Here’s the Peru story in brief: Shining Path, led by a former professor named Abimael Guzmán, attempted to overthrow the Peruvian government in the 1980s. The group initially appealed to some desperately poor farmers in the countryside, who shared their profound distrust of Peru’s elites. Mr. Guzmán cast himself as the savior of proletarians who had languished for too long under Peru’s abusive capitalists. What changed the debate, and ultimately the government’s response, was proof that the poor in Peru weren’t unemployed or underemployed laborers or farmers, as the conventional wisdom held at the time. Instead, most of them were small entrepreneurs, operating off the books in Peru’s “informal” economy. They accounted for 62% of Peru’s population and generated 34% of its gross domestic product—and they had accumulated some $70 billion worth of real-estate assets. This new way of seeing economic reality led to major constitutional and legal reforms. Peru reduced by 75% the red tape blocking access to economic activity, provided ombudsmen and mechanisms for filing complaints against government agencies and recognized the property rights of the majority. One legislative package alone gave official recognition to 380,000 informal businesses, thus bringing above board, from 1990 to 1994, some 500,000 jobs and $8 billion in tax revenue. These steps left Peru’s terrorists without a solid constituency in the cities. In the countryside, however, they were relentless: By 1990, they had killed 30,000 farmers who had resisted being herded into mass communes. According to a Rand Corp. report, Shining Path controlled 60% of Peru and was poised to take over the country within two years. Peru’s army knew that the farmers could help them to identify and defeat the enemy. But the government resisted making an alliance with the informal defense organizations that the farmers set up to fight back. We got a lucky break in 1991 when then-U.S. Vice President Dan Quayle, who had been following our efforts, arranged a meeting with President George H.W. Bush at the White House. “What you’re telling me,” the president said, “is that these little guys are really on our side.” He got it. This led to a treaty with the U.S. that encouraged Peru to mount a popular armed defense against Shining Path while also committing the U.S. to support economic reform as an alternative to the terrorist group’s agenda. Peru rapidly fielded a much larger, mixed-class volunteer army—four times the army’s previous size—and won the war in short order. As Mr. Guzmán wrote at the time in a document published by Peru’s Communist Party, “We have been displaced by a plan designed and implemented by de Soto and Yankee imperialism.” Looking back, what was crucial to this effort was our success in persuading U.S. leaders and policy makers, as well as key figures at the United Nations, to see Peru’s countryside differently: as a breeding ground not for Marxist revolution but for a new, modern capitalist economy. These new habits of mind helped us to beat back terror in Peru and can do the same, I believe, in the Middle East and North Africa. The stakes couldn’t be higher. The Arab world’s informal economy includes vast numbers of potential Islamic State recruits—and where they go, so goes the region. It is widely known that the Arab Spring was sparked by the self-immolation in 2011 of Mohamed Bouazizi, a 26-year-old Tunisian street merchant. But few have asked why Bouazizi felt driven to kill himself—or why, within 60 days, at least 63 more men and women in Tunisia, Algeria, Morocco, Yemen, Saudi Arabia and Egypt also set themselves on fire, sending millions into the streets, toppling four regimes and leading us to today’s turmoil in the Arab world. To understand why, my institute joined with Utica, Tunisia’s largest business organization, to put together a research team of some 30 Arabs and Peruvians, who fanned out across the region. Over the course of two years, we interviewed the victims’ families and associates, as well as a dozen other self-immolators who had survived their burns. These suicides, we found, weren’t pleas for political or religious rights or for higher wage subsidies, as some have argued. Bouazizi and the others who burned themselves were extralegal entrepreneurs: builders, contractors, caterers, small vendors and the like. In their dying statements, none referred to religion or politics. Most of those who survived their burns and agreed to be interviewed spoke to us of “economic exclusion.” Their great objective was “ras el mel” (Arabic for “capital”), and their despair and indignation sprang from the arbitrary expropriation of what little capital they had. Bouazizi’s plight as a small entrepreneur could stand in for the frustrations that millions of Arabs still face. The Tunisian wasn’t a simple laborer. He was a trader from age 12. By the time he was 19, he was keeping the books at the local market. At 26, he was selling fruits and vegetables from different carts and sites. His mother told us that he was on his way to forming a company of his own and dreamed of buying a pickup truck to take produce to other retail outlets to expand his business. But to get a loan to buy the truck, he needed collateral—and since the assets he held weren’t legally recorded or had murky titles, he didn’t qualify. Meanwhile, government inspectors made Bouazizi’s life miserable, shaking him down for bribes when he couldn’t produce licenses that were (by design) virtually unobtainable. He tired of the abuse. The day he killed himself, inspectors had come to seize his merchandise and his electronic scale for weighing goods. A tussle began. One municipal inspector, a woman, slapped Bouazizi across the face. That humiliation, along with the confiscation of just $225 worth of his wares, is said to have led the young man to take his own life. Tunisia’s system of cronyism, which demanded payoffs for official protection at every turn, had withdrawn its support from Bouazizi and ruined him. He could no longer generate profits or repay the loans he had taken to buy the confiscated merchandise. He was bankrupt, and the truck that he dreamed of purchasing was now also out of reach. He couldn’t sell and relocate because he had no legal title to his business to pass on. So he died in flames—wearing Western-style sneakers, jeans, a T-shirt and a zippered jacket, demanding the right to work in a legal market economy. I asked Bouazizi’s brother Salem if he thought that his late sibling had left a legacy. “Of course,” he said. “He believed the poor had the right to buy and sell.” As Mehdi Belli, a university information-technology graduate working as a merchant at a market in Tunis, told us, “We are all Mohamed Bouazizi.” The people of the “Arab street” want to find a place in the modern capitalist economy. But hundreds of millions of them have been unable to do so because of legal constraints to which both local leaders and Western elites are often blind. They have ended up as economic refugees in their own countries. To survive, they have cobbled together hundreds of discrete, anarchic arrangements, often called the “informal economy.” Unfortunately, that sector is viewed with contempt by many Arabs and by Western development experts, who prefer well-intended charity projects like providing mosquito nets and nutritional supplements. But policy makers are missing the real stakes: If ordinary people in the Middle East and North Africa cannot play the game legally—despite their heroic sacrifices—they will be far less able to resist a terrorist offensive, and the most desperate among them may even be recruited to the jihadist cause. Western experts may fail to see these economic realities, but they are increasingly understood in the Arab world itself, as I’ve learned from spending time there. At conferences throughout the region over the past year, I have presented our findings to business leaders, public officials and the press, showing how the millions of small, extralegal entrepreneurs like Bouazizi can change national economies. For example, when the new president of Egypt, Abdel Fattah Al Sisi, asked us to update our numbers for his country, we discovered that the poor in Egypt get as much income from returns on capital as they do from salaries. In 2013, Egypt had about 24 million salaried citizens categorized as “workers.” They earned a total of some $21 billion a year but also owned about $360 billion of “dead” capital—that is, capital that couldn’t be used effectively because it exists in the shadows, beyond legal recognition. For perspective: That amounts to roughly a hundred times more than what the West is going to give to Egypt this year in financial, military and development assistance—and eight times more than the value of all foreign direct investment in Egypt since Napoleon invaded more than 200 years ago. Of course, Arab states even now have laws allowing assets to be leveraged or converted into capital that can be invested and saved. But the procedures for doing so are impenetrably cumbersome, especially for those who lack education and connections. For the poor in many Arab states, it can take years to do something as simple as validating a title to real estate. At a recent conference in Tunisia, I told leaders, “You don’t have the legal infrastructure for poor people to come into the system.” “You don’t need to tell us this,” said one businessman. “We’ve always been for entrepreneurs. Your prophet chased the merchants from the temple. Our prophet was a merchant!” Many Arab business groups are keen for a new era of legal reform. In his much-discussed 2009 speech in Cairo, President Obama spoke of the deep American commitment to “the rule of law and the equal administration of justice.” But the U.S. has yet to get behind the agenda of legal and constitutional reform in the Arab world, and if the U.S. hesitates, lesser powers will too. Washington should support Arab leaders who not only resist the extremism of the jihadists but also heed the call of Bouazizi and all the others who gave their lives to protest the theft of their capital. Bouazizi and those like him aren’t marginal people in the region’s drama. They are the central actors. All too often, the way that Westerners think about the world’s poor closes their eyes to reality on the ground. In the Middle East and North Africa, it turns out, legions of aspiring entrepreneurs are doing everything they can, against long odds, to claw their way into the middle class. And that is true across all of the world’s regions, peoples and faiths. Economic aspirations trump the overhyped “cultural gaps” so often invoked to rationalize inaction. As countries from China to Peru to Botswana have proved in recent years, poor people can adapt quickly when given a framework of modern rules for property and capital. The trick is to start. We must remember that, throughout history, capitalism has been created by those who were once poor. I can tell you firsthand that terrorist leaders are very different from their recruits. The radical leaders whom I encountered in Peru were generally murderous, coldblooded, tactical planners with unwavering ambitions to seize control of the government. Most of their sympathizers and would-be recruits, by contrast, would rather have been legal economic agents, creating better lives for themselves and their families.
War
Cap good—key to solve war—globalization and trade
Gat, 19—professor of national security and international politics at the University of Tel Aviv (Azar, “Is War Declining: Why and Where?,” Anali 16 (1) 201-208 (2019), dml)
Most people are very surprised by the claim that we live in the most peaceful period in history. Are we not flooded with media reports and images of conflicts around the world today, some of them very active and bloody, and others seemingly waiting to happen? Have the United States and its allies not been involved in a series of messy wars over the past few decades? Scholars, for their part, ask themselves, if there has indeed been a decline in belligerency, when exactly did it begin: with the end of the Cold War, in 1945, or perhaps earlier? And what exactly caused it?1 Again, most people are surprised to learn that the occurrence of war and overall mortality rate in war sharply decreased from as early as 1815 onward, especially in the developed world. The so-called Long Peace among the great powers after 1945 is more recognized, and is widely attributed to the nuclear factor, a decisive factor to be sure, which concentrated the minds of all the protagonists wonderfully, as they say about the hanging rope. The (inter-)democratic peace has been equally recognized. However, the decrease in war had been very marked even before the nuclear era, and has encompassed nondemocracies as well as democracies. In the century after 1815, wars among industrializing countries declined in their frequency to about a third of what they had been in the previous centuries, an unprecedented change. Compared to their record during the eighteenth century, Austria and Prussia, for example – neither of them a democracy – fought about a third to a quarter as much during the century after 1815. Indeed, the Long Peace after 1945, more than 70 years to date and counting, was preceded by the second longest peace ever among the modern great powers, between 1871 and 1914, 43 years in all; and by the third longest peace, between 1815 and 1854, 39 years. Thus, the three longest periods of peace by far in the modern great powers system have all occurred after 1815, with the first two taking place before the nuclear age. This striking phenomenon cannot be accidental. A decline in belligerency began from 1815, not 1945 or 1989. Clearly, one needs to explain the entire period of reduced belligerency since 1815, while also accounting for the glaring divergence from the trend: the two world wars. There is a tendency to assume that wars have declined in frequency during the past two centuries because they have become too lethal, destructive and expensive – fewer but more ruinous wars. This hypothesis barely holds, however, because relative to population and wealth wars have not become more lethal and costly than earlier in history. The wars of the nineteenth century, from 1815 to 1914 – the most peaceful century in European history – were in fact particularly light, in comparative terms. Prussia won the German Wars of Unification in short and decisive campaigns and at a remarkably low price, and yet Germany did not fight again for 43 years. True, the world wars, especially World War II, were certainly on the upper scale of the range in terms of casualties. Yet, contrary to widespread assumptions, they were far from being exceptional in history. We need to look at relative casualties, general mortality rates in wars, rather than at the aggregate created by the fact that many states participated in the world wars. For example, in the Peloponnesian War (431-403 BC) Athens is estimated to have lost between a quarter and a third of its population, more than Germany in the two world wars combined. In the first three years of the Second Punic War (218-216 BC), Rome lost some 50,000 male citizens of the ages of 17-46, out of a total of about 200,000 in these ages. This was roughly 25 percent of the military age cohorts in only three years, the same range as the Russian military casualties and higher than the German rates in World War II. Similarly, in the thirteen century the Mongol conquests inflicted on the societies of China and Russia casualties and destruction that were among the highest ever suffered during historical times. Even by the lowest estimates casualties were at least as high as, and in China almost definitely far higher than, the Soviet Union's horrific rate in World War II of about 15 percent of its population. A final example: during the Thirty Years War (1618- 1648) population loss in Germany is estimated at between a fifth and a third – either way again higher than the German casualties in the First and Second World Wars combined. People often assume that more developed military technology during modernity must mean greater lethality and destructiveness, but in fact it also means greater protective power, as with mechanized armour, mechanized speed and agility, and defensive electronic measures. Offensive and defensive advances generally rise in tandem and tend to offset each other. In addition, it is all too often forgotten that the vast majority of the many millions of non-combatants killed by Germany during World War II – Jews, Soviet prisoners of war, Soviet civilians – fell victim to intentional starvation, exposure to the elements, and mass executions rather than to any sophisticated military technology. Instances of genocide in general during the twentieth century, much as earlier in history, were carried out with the simplest of technologies, as the Rwanda genocide horrifically reminded us. Nor is it true that wars during the past two centuries have become economically more costly than they were earlier in history, again relative to overall wealth. War always involved massive economic exertion and was the single most expensive item of state spending. Both sixteenth and seventeenth centuries Spain and eighteenth century France, for example, were economically ruined by war and staggering war debts, which in the French case brought about the Revolution. Furthermore, death by starvation in premodern wars was widespread. Another strand of interpretation of the perceived decrease in warfare during recent times has posited voluntary and ideaic factors, has attributed the decline of warfare during recent times to a social 'attitude change'. Why this attitude change should have occurred at this point in history rather than any time earlier is not explained. After all, most powerful moral doctrines such as Buddhism and Christianity decried war for millennia without this having any noticeable effect. It is suggested that people have suddenly become aware that war is senseless if not crazy, devoid of any rationale. Such a view of war is widespread in today's modern and affluent world. In the discipline of international relations so-called realists, especially ‘defensive realists’, even claim with a straight face that countries have never gained from war because of the balancing effect that contain rising powers. Try this strange idea on Rome, the Aztecs or Inca, the Ottomans, the Mughals or eighteenth century Britain, to name but a few out of many examples. Or on Chinggis Khan, whose descendants constitute, according to genetic studies, 8 percent of all males in Eastern and Central Asia, evidence of staggering sexual opportunities enjoyed by his sons and grandsons whose houses ruled over that part of the world for centuries. And you should not think that only autocrats and military aristocracies profited from war, while the people were its unwilling victims. This idea was advanced during the Enlightenment and is very popular today. However, it ought to be remembered that the two most successful war-making states of classical antiquity were democratic Athens and republican Rome. And they were so successful precisely because the people of these polities benefited from war and imperial expansion, championed them, and enlisted in their cause. Half of the Athenian budget at the time of Pericles came from the tribute of the Empire which was used to build the Acropolis and pay for the huge navy, in both of which the demos was employed. We said before that in pursuit of their aims people may resort to cooperation, peaceful competition, or violent conflict. Each of these behavioral strategies is a well-designed tool interchangeably employed, depending on the particular circumstances and prospects of success. Thus, to understand the gravitation of human choices – and norms – from violent conflict towards the non-violent options of cooperation and peaceful competition one needs to understand the changing circumstances and calculus of cost-effectiveness during the past two centuries and in recent decades. So if modern war has not become more lethal and expensive, why the decline? Two main theories dominate the scene: the democratic peace and the capitalist/trade peace. But, in and of themselves they cannot be the complete answer because of the following, contradicting historical evidence: premodern democracies and republics actually did fight each other; nondemocratic great powers also shared in the general reduction in belligerency during modern times, from 1815 on, including communist powers that largely opted out of the global trade system; until the nineteenth century states tried to monopolize trade by force and bar all others out rather than share with them – think ancient Athens, medieval Venice, early modern Holland, France and Britain, and many others. What then is the cause of the decline in belligerency? Even before the middle of the nineteenth century, thinkers such as Saint-Simon, Auguste Comte, and John Stuart Mill, who were quick to note the change, realized that it was caused by the advent of the industrial-commercial revolution, the most profound transformation of human society since the Neolithic adoption of agriculture. In the first place, given explosive growth in per capita wealth, about 30 to 50-fold from the onset of the revolution to the present, the Malthusian trap has been broken. Wealth no longer constitutes a fundamentally finite quantity, when the only question is how it is divided, so wealth acquisition progressively shifted away from a zero-sum game. Secondly, the significance of trade in the economy has ballooned to entirely new dimensions precisely because of the new process of industrial growth. Greater freedom of trade has become all the more attractive in the industrial age for the simple reason that the overwhelming share of fast-growing and diversifying production has now been intended for sale in the marketplace rather than for direct consumption by the family producers themselves. During industrialization, advanced powers' foreign trade increased twice as quickly as their fast growing GDPs, so that by the beginning of the twentieth century, exports plus imports grew to around half of GDP in Britain and France, more than onethird in Germany, and around one-third in Italy and Japan. Consequently, economies are no longer overwhelmingly autarkic, having become increasingly interconnected by specialization, scale and exchange. Foreign devastation potentially depresses the entire system and is detrimental to a state's own wellbeing. What Mill discerned in the abstract in the 1840s, was repeated by Norman Angel during the first global age before World War I, and formed the cornerstone of John Maynard Keynes' criticism of the harsh reparations imposed on Germany after that war. Greater economic openness has decreased the likelihood of war also by disassociating economic access from the confines of political borders and sovereignty. It is no longer necessary to politically possess a territory in order to benefit from it. Of all these factors, commercial interdependence has attracted most of the attention in the scholarly literature. But both the escape from Malthus with rapid industrial growth and open access have been no less significant aspects of what I call the Modernization Peace. Thus, the greater the yield of competitive economic cooperation, the more counterproductive and less attractive conflict becomes. Rather than war becoming more costly, as is widely believed, it is in fact peace that has been growing more profitable. If so, why have wars continued to occur during the past two centuries, albeit at a much lower frequency? In the first place, ethnic and nationalist tensions often overrode the logic of the new economic realities, accounting for most wars in Europe between 1815 and 1945. They continue to do so today, especially in the less developed parts of the globe. Moreover, the logic of the new economic realities receded during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, as the great powers resumed protectionist policies and expanded them to the undeveloped parts of the world with the New Imperialism. This development signalled that the emergent global economy might become partitioned rather than open, with each imperial domain becoming closed to everybody else, as, indeed, they eventually did in the 1930s, with the Great Depression. A snowball effect ensued, generating a runaway grab for imperial territories. For the territorially confined Germany and Japan the need to break away into imperial Lebensraum or 'co-prosperity sphere' seemed particularly pressing. Here lay the seeds of the two world wars. Furthermore, the retreat from economic liberalism in the first decades of the twentieth century spurred, and was spurred by, the rise to power of anti-liberal and anti-democratic political ideologies and regimes, incorporating a creed of violence: communism and fascism. Since 1945 the decline of major war has deepened further. Nuclear weapons have been a crucial factor in this process, but no less significant have been the institutionalization of free trade and the closely related process of rapid and sustained economic growth. The spread of liberal democracy has been equally potent. Indeed, although nonliberal and nondemocratic states also became much less belligerent during the industrial age, it is the liberal democracies that have been the most attuned to its pacifying aspects. Relying on arbitrary coercive force at home, nondemocratic countries have found it more natural to use force abroad. By contrast, liberal democratic societies are socialized to peaceful, law-mediated relations at home, and their citizens have grown to expect that the same norms be applied internationally. Living in increasingly tolerant societies, they have grown more receptive to the Other's point of view. Promoting freedom, legal equality, and political participation domestically, liberal democratic powers – though initially in possession of vast empires – have found it increasingly difficult to justify ruling over foreign peoples without their consent. And sanctifying life, liberty and human rights, they have proven to be failures in forceful repression. Furthermore, with the individual’s life and pursuit of happiness elevated above group values, sacrifice of life in war has increasingly lost legitimacy in liberal democratic societies. War retains legitimacy only under narrow and narrowing formal and practical conditions, and is generally viewed as extremely abhorrent and undesirable. Thus, modernization, most notably its liberal path, has sharply reduced the prevalence of war, as the violent option for fulfilling human desires has become much less rewarding than the peaceful option of competitive cooperation. For instance, with the much increased sexual opportunity within society, young men now are more reluctant to leave behind the pleasures of life for the rigors and chastity of the field. 'Make love, not war' was the slogan of the powerful anti-war youth campaign of the 1960s, which not accidentally coincided with a far-reaching liberalization of sexual norms. Furthermore, is societies of plenty people naturally become risk-averse. Ingelhart’s World Values Survey reflects this, as does, only a bit less seriously, Thomas Friedman’s concept of a Macdonald Peace. All these are interrelated aspects of the Modernization Peace. The fruits of these deepening trends and sensibilities have been nothing short of miraculous. The probability of war between affluent democracies has declined to a vanishing point, where they no longer even see the need to prepare for the possibility of a militarized dispute with one another. The security dilemma between neighbours – that seemingly intrinsic feature of international anarchy – no longer exists among them. This is most conspicuously the case in North America and Western Europe, the world's most modernized and liberal-democratic regions. Realists in international relations theory have never been able to explain why Holland and Belgium no longer fear in the slightest a German (or French) invasion, a historically unprecedented situation. Similarly, Canada is not at all concerned about the prospect of conquest by the United States, though people find it difficult to explain why exactly this is so. In East Asia, the most developed countries, such as Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan, do not fear war among themselves or with any of the other developed countries, though they are deeply apprehensive of being attacked by less developed neighbors, such as China or North Korea. With the collapse of the Soviet Empire and rapid economic growth coupled with democratization in Eastern Europe, East and South Asia and Latin America, the prospect of a major war within the developed world seems to have become very remote. Thus, war's geopolitical centre of gravity has shifted radically. The modernized, economically developed parts of the world have become a 'zone of peace'. War now appears to be confined to the less developed parts of the globe, the world's 'zone of war', where countries that have lagged behind in modernization and its pacifying spin-off effects occasionally still fight among themselves, as well as with developed countries. 
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[bookmark: _Hlk126180081]Neoliberalism isn’t the root cause of violence and theorizing it shouldn’t be the center of the debate – it has no way to distinguish the differential effects and ideological investments between private sector regulation and unconstrained markets 
Goldfarb 17 – (Jeffrey Goldfarb, Professor of Sociology at the New School for Media Research, 4/7/2017, “What Do You Mean When You Use the Term Neoliberalism?,” http://www.publicseminar.org/2017/04/what-do-you-mean-when-you-use-the-term-neoliberalism/#.WbWtjrJ96-o /DOA: 6/28/2018)//JDi
The term “neoliberalism” drives me crazy, specifically when used in the U.S.. It explains too much with too little, concealing crucial distinctions, as it frustrates crucial coalitions against the clear and present danger of the new authoritarianism of Trump, Le Pen, Orban, Kaczynski, et al.. Further, it’s meaningless for much of the American citizenry beyond academic and leftist circles. It’s “elite — speak,” confusing at best, destructive, at worst.¶ I, of course, know, that many of my friends, colleagues, students and comrades, whom I respect, use the term. While I understand and often appreciate what they are getting at, I worry about the consequences, intended and unintended, of using the term.¶ I have to this point expressed my reservations only in informal conversations and in discussions in the classroom. I suspect my students think I am a little odd when I insist that I don’t know what neoliberalism means. The ramblings of their cranky professor? Indeed, I am now writing here at the insistence of students in my Media and Publics seminar, but I am sure students in my other recent classes will also appreciate my coming out on this.¶ The center of my bewilderment is with the “liberalism” that the “neo” is intended to specify. Is it the liberalism of the United States or liberalism as the term is used in much of the rest of the world? If it is the global definition of liberalism, “neoliberalism” refers to the radical application of market logic and practices to broader and broader previously nonmarket activities: from family life, to the arts and sciences, and education, and even to geopolitics (Trump’s transactional approach to foreign policy). It further, centrally, refers to the radical commitment to let the market run wild without political interference. If the referent is to the distinctively American approach to liberalism, “neoliberalism” is manifested in the political innovations in the tradition of The New Deal to work on the relationship between state and market mechanism to accomplish what the rest of the world understands as social democratic ends. These two definitions clearly are not the same.¶ Without recognizing the distinction between these meanings, you cannot tell the difference between a realistic project of the left and a destructive utopian project of the right. Without recognizing the distinction between the meanings, in the U.S., you cannot tell the difference between the positions of the Democratic and Republican parties, while differences among progressives are exaggerated.¶ Then there is the problem that the term neoliberalism is next to meaningless beyond academic circles. For most Americans, the term liberalism refers to a set of policies that involve government in their lives in the pursuit of public goods: Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid, the Environmental Protection Agency, public education, Amtrak, food stamps, gun controls, and the like. Following this commonsense, Obamacare is judged as an extension of liberal policies, (neoliberal?) as it involves the government more actively in healthcare. Also following this logic, Obamacare could be judged, then, wanting on new (neo?) liberal grounds, because it does not go far enough, i.e. toward a single payer plan, or “Medicare for all.” The rejection of these policies, because they involve state encroachment into the lives of individual citizens, because they compromise their liberty, is the conservative position in the United States.¶ Naming what is understood by Americans as conservative, as neoliberal, is only meaningful for people who have their heads in different times or different places, who know something about the history of 19th century liberalism and who know quite a lot about political discourse around the world. I am tempted to call people who do this rootless cosmopolitans (with my tongue embed in my cheek). Intellectuals is my less sarcastic name for them, as I defined the term in my book Civility and Subversion: The Intellectual in Democratic Society. But to be a democratic intellectual, you must not only draw upon your experience and knowledge from other times and places, but also connect with your compatriots.¶ In the U.S., when you use the term neoliberalism as a name for the prevailing order of things, and as the source of just about every major problem, you create a chasm between yourself and other Americans. This fundamentally undermines the democratic task, to engage in mutually meaningful public debate and action that moves people to support progressive policies, foreign and domestic, to address the problems of social injustice, concerning economic inequalities, issues of race, gender and sexuality. Your criticism of neoliberalism may work, despite its imprecision, in the lecture halls of universities, as you present brilliant speeches carefully de-constructing the limits of liberal feminism and the like, and on Facebook, as you exchange smart critical observations on your page to the approval of all your “friends.” But you’re preaching to the already convinced, and making sure that those who are not convinced stay away.¶ With these concerns in mind, I wrote this piece to ask the question in the title, wanting an answer or set of answers, which might convince me that I am mistaken. Just to be clear, I use my preferred term “market fundamentalism” as a sensible alternative for neoliberalism. I too am worried by those who think that the free market is the answer to all problems, those who believe in market magic. I ask my critical readers: am I missing something? Where am I going wrong in my understanding? This is an honest question, I would happy to be convinced.¶ But as you are trying to convince me, keep in mind my political concerns. I think that using the term neoliberalism to identify both those who would utilize the market to extend the New Deal tradition and those who turn to the market as the answer to all social, political and cultural problems, in the American context, the Clintons and Obama, on the one hand, with Reagan, the Bushes and Ryan-Trump, on the other, is a major problem. This identification covers up the major political conflicts of our times, as it divides the left so that it can be conquered.
Alt
Fails – Capital Enclosure
Capitalism is inevitable – near universal acceptance of profit incentives reinforce its expansion and crowd out alternatives
Branko Milanovic, 2019, [The author is a Serbian-American economist. He is most known for his work on income distribution and inequality. Since January 2014, he has been a visiting presidential professor at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York and an affiliated senior scholar at the Luxembourg Income Study (LIS). He also teaches at the London School of Economics and the Barcelona Institute for International Studies.[6] In 2019 he has been appointed the honorary Maddison Chair at the University of Groningen. Milanović formerly was the lead economist in the World Bank's research department, visiting professor at University of Maryland and Johns Hopkins University.], "Capitalism, Alone: The Future of the System that Rules the World." P. 2-5., mm
There are two epochal changes the world is living through. One is the establishment of capitalism as not only the dominant, but the sole socioeconomic system in the world. The second is the rebalancing of economic power between Europe and North America on the one hand and Asia on the other, owing to the rise of Asia. For the first time since the Industrial Revolution, incomes on the three continents are edging closer to each other, returning to roughly the same relative levels they had before the Industrial Revolution (now, of course, at a much higher absolute level of income). In world-historical terms, the sole rule of capitalism and the economic renaissance of Asia are remarkable developments—which may be related. The fact that the entire globe now operates according to the same economic principles— production organized for profit using legally free wage labor and mostly privately-owned capital, with decentralized coordination— is without historical precedent. In the past, capitalism, whether in the Roman Empire, sixth-century Mesopotamia, medieval Italian city states, or the Low Countries in the modern era, always had to coexist—at times within the same political unit—with other ways of organizing production. These included hunting and gathering, slavery of various kinds, serfdom (with workers legally tied to the land and banned from offering their labor to others), and petty-commodity production carried out by independent craftspeople or small-scale farmers. Even as recently as one hundred years ago, when the first incarnation of globalized capitalism appeared, the world still included all of these modes of production. Following the Russian Revolution, capitalism shared the world with communism, which reigned in countries that contained about one-third of the human population. None but capitalism remain today, except in very marginal areas with no influence on global developments. Capitalism facilitates—and when foreign profits are higher than domestic, even craves—the cross-border exchange of goods, the movement of capital, and in some cases the movement of labor. It is thus not an accident that globalization developed the most in the period between the Napoleonic Wars and World War I, when capitalism largely held sway. And it is no accident that today’s globalization coincides with the even more absolute triumph of capitalism. Had communism triumphed over capitalism, there is little doubt that despite the internationalist creed professed by its founders, it would not have led to globalization. Communist societies were overwhelmingly autarkic and nationalistic, and there was minimal movement of goods, capital, and labor across borders. Even within the Soviet bloc, trade was carried out only to sell surplus goods or according to mercantilist principles of bilateral bargaining. This is entirely different from capitalism, which has an inherent tendency to expand. The uncontested dominion of the capitalist mode of production has its counterpart in the similarly uncontested ideological view that money-making not only is respectable but is the most important objective in people’s lives, an incentive understood by people from all parts of the world and all classes. It may be difficult to convince a person who differs from us in life experience, gender, race, or background of some of our beliefs, concerns, and motivations. But that same person will easily understand the language of money and profit; if we explain that our objective is to get the best possible deal, they will be able to readily figure out whether cooperation or competition is the best economic strategy to pursue. The fact that (to use Marxist terms) the infrastructure (the economic base) and superstructure (political and judicial institutions) are so well aligned in today’s world not only helps global capitalism maintain its dominion but also makes people’s objectives more compatible and their communication clearer and easier, since they all know what the other side is after. We live in a world where everybody follows the same rules and understands the same language of profit-making. Such a sweeping statement does need some qualification. There are indeed some small communities scattered around the world that shun money-making, and there are some individuals who disdain it. But they do not influence the shape of things and the movement of history. The claim that individual beliefs and value systems are aligned with capitalism’s objectives should not be taken to imply that all of our actions are entirely and always driven by profit. People sometimes perform actions that are genuinely altruistic or are driven by other objectives. But for most of us, if we assess these actions by time spent or money forgone, they play only a small role in our lives. Just as it is wrong to call billionaires “philanthropists” if they acquire an enormous fortune through unsavory practices and then give away a small fraction of their wealth, so it is wrong to zero in on a small subset of our altruistic actions and ignore the fact that perhaps 90 percent of our waking lives is spent in purposeful activities whose objective is improving our standard of living, chiefly through money-making. This alignment of individual and systemic objectives is a major success achieved by capitalism. Unconditional supporters of capitalism explain this success as resulting from capitalism’s “naturalness,” that is, the alleged fact that it perfectly reflects our innate selves—our desire to trade, to gain, to strive for better economic conditions and a more pleasant life. But I do not think that, beyond some primary functions, it is accurate to speak of innate desires as if they existed independently of the societies we live in. Many of these desires are the product of socialization within the societies where we live—and in this case within capitalist societies, which are the only ones that exist. It is an old idea, argued by writers as distinguished as Plato, Aristotle, and Montesquieu, that a political or economic system stands in harmonious relation with a society’s prevailing values and behaviors. This is certainly true of present-day capitalism. Capitalism has been remarkably successful in imparting its objectives to people, prompting or persuading them to adopt its goals and thus achieving an extraordinary concordance between what capitalism requires for its expansion and people’s ideas, desires, and values. Capitalism has been much more successful than its competitors in creating the conditions that, according to the political philosopher John Rawls, are necessary for the stability of any system: namely, that individuals in their daily actions manifest and thus reinforce the broader values upon which the social system is based.
Fails – Co-Opted
Capitalism is the best worst solution and structures all of modern society – will inevitably re-emerge
Goldberg 18 (Jonah Goldberg. National Review senior editor Jonah Goldberg is a bestselling author and columnist and fellow of the National Review Institute. “The Suicide of the West,” National Review, 4/12/18, https://www.nationalreview.com/magazine/2018/04/30/jonah-goldberg-suicide-of-the-west-excerpt/)
And this is why Murray Rothbard went to such lengths to spell out precisely what he was endorsing when he championed the economics of capitalism. This was especially necessary when he was writing in 1973, a time which was arguably the low point for capitalist theory. Mises died that year, all economists were said to be Keynesians, Nixon closed the gold window, wage and price controls were fastened on industry as an inflation fix, and the US was locked in a titanic Cold War struggle that emphasized government weaponry over private enterprise. Murray Rothbard, meanwhile, was hard at work on his book For A New Liberty: The Libertarian Manifesto, an effort to breath new life into a traditionally liberal program by infusing it with a heavy dose of political radicalism. It must have seemed like a hopeless task. The same year, he was asked to contribute an essay in a series of readings called Modern Political Economy (Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1973). He was to address "The Future of Capitalism" (pp. 419-430), the conclusion of which might have seemed self-evidently bleak. But not to Rothbard. His contribution to the volume was lively, optimistic, enormously clarifying, and prescient to the extreme. Above all, he used the opportunity to explain with great clarity what precisely he means when he refers to capitalism: no more and no less than the sum of voluntary activity in society, particularly that characterized by exchange. Does that seem like a stretch? Rothbard explains that the term capitalism itself was coined by its greatest enemy Karl Marx, and ever since the term has conflated two very different ideas: free-market capitalism, on the one hand, and state capitalism, on the other. "The difference between them, Rothbard notes, "is precisely the difference between, on the one hand, peaceful, voluntary exchange, and on the other, violent expropriation." This may seem like a small point, but the confusion accounts for why whole swaths of American historiography are incorrect, for example, in distinguishing Alexander Hamilton's supposed sympathy for capitalism from Thomas Jefferson's sympathy for "agrarianism." Rothbard points out that Jefferson was in fact an advocate of laissez-faire who had read and understood the classical economists; as an "agrarian" he was merely applying the doctrine of free markets to the American regional context, even as Hamilton's mercantilist and inflationist sympathies are best described as a preference for state capitalism. As Rothbard explains, capitalism is nothing but the system that emerges in the framework of free exchange of property and the absence of government efforts to stop it. Whether you are talking about buying a newspaper from a vendor or a group of stockholders hiring a CEO, the essence of the exchange is the same: two parties finding ways to benefit by the trade goods and services. From the exchange, both parties expect to benefit else the trade would not have occurred. The global marketplace at all levels is nothing but the extension of the idea of mutual betterment through peaceful exchange. In contrast to market exchange, we have its opposite in government intervention. It can be classified in two ways: either as prohibiting or partially prohibiting an exchange between two people or forcing someone to make an "exchange" that would otherwise not take place in the market. All government activity—regulation, taxation, protectionism, inflation, spending, social insurance, ad infinitum—can be classified as one of those two types of interventions. Taxation is nothing more than robbery (Rothbard challenges anyone to define taxation in a way that would not also describe high-minded theft), and the state itself is nothing but a much-vaunted robber on a mass scale—and it matters not whether the state is conducting domestic or foreign policy; the essence of statecraft is always coercion whereas the essence of markets is always voluntarism. In Rothbard's conception, it is not quite correct to characterize support for free markets as either right or left. In 1973, he heard as many complaints about the supposed greed unleashed by markets from the followers of Russell Kirk as he did from the new left socialists. The right, in fact, was afflicted with a serious intellectual attachment to pre-capitalistic institutional forms of monopoly privilege, militarism, and the unrelenting drive to war. This was what Rothbard saw the political establishment of 1973 bringing to the US: the march of the partnership between government and business that is nothing but the reinvention of political forms that pre-dated the capitalist revolution that began in the Italian city states of the 16th century. The US conservatives were entirely complicit in this attempt to reverse the classical liberal revolution in favor of free markets in order to fasten an old-world monopolist system on society. In this, the conservatives resembled their supposed enemies, the socialists. After all, socialism was, as Rothbard put it, "essentially a confused, middle-of-the-road movement." Its supposed goal of liberty, peace, and prosperity was to be achieved through the imposition of new forms of regimentation, mercantilism, and feudalism. Socialism seeks, in Rothbard's words, "liberal ends by the use of conservative means." ("Left and Right: The Prospects for Liberty," Left and Right, I, 1, Spring 1965). Conservatives could be counted on to support the means but not the ends, and the result is something that approaches the current status quo in the US: a mixed political system that combines the worst features of egalitarian ideology with corporate militarism—a system that leaves enough of the private sector unhampered to permit impressive growth and innovation. It was precisely the productive power of market, as versus the dead-end of statist methods favored by both left and right, that led Rothbard to see that the gains of capitalism could not finally be reversed. In addition, he may have been the first to anticipate the way in which the terms left and right would eventually come to mean their precise opposite in the reforming economies of Eastern Europe. He was fascinated but not entirely surprised by the events in old Yugoslavia, where a Stalinist system had been forced to reform into a more market oriented economy. In fact, he noted that the trend had begun in the 1960s, and extended all over Eastern Europe. What was essentially happening, Rothbard wrote, was that socialism had been tried and failed and now these countries were turning to market models. Keep in mind that this was 1973, when hardly anyone else believed these countries capable of reform: "In Eastern Europe, then, I think that the prospects for the free market are excellent--I think we’re getting free-market capitalism and that its triumph there is almost inevitable." Ten years later, it was still fashionable to speak of authoritarian regimes that could reform, as contrasted with socialist totalitarianism that could not be reform and presumably had to be obliterated. Rothbard did not believe this, based on both theory and evidence. Rothbard saw that all sectors in all countries moving either toward capitalism or toward socialism, which is to say, toward freedom or toward control. In the US, the trends looked very bleak indeed but he found trends to cheer in the antiwar movement, which he saw as a positive development against military central planning. "Both in Vietnam and in domestic government intervention, each escalating step only creates more problems which confront the public with tile choice: either, press on further with more interventions, or repeal them--in Vietnam, withdraw from the coun­try." His conclusion must have sounded impossibly naïve in 1973 but today we can see that he saw further than any other "futurists" of his time: "the advent of industrialism and the Industrial Revolution has irreversibly changed the prognosis for freedom and statism. In the pre-industrial era, statism and despotism could peg along indefinitely, content to keep the peasantry at subsistence levels and to live off their surplus. But industrialism has broken the old tables; for it has become evident that socialism cannot run an industrial system, and it is gradually becoming evident that neomercantilism, interventionism, in the long run cannot run an industrial system either. Free-market capi­talism, the victory of social power and the economic means, is not only the only moral and by far the most productive system; it has become the only viable system for mankind in the industrial era. Its eventual triumph is therefore virtually inevitable." Rothbard's optimism about the prospects for liberty is legendary but less well understood is the basis for it: markets work and government do not. Left and right can define terms however much they want, and they can rant and rave from the point of view of their own ideological convictions, but what must achieve victory in the end is the remarkable influence of millions and billions of mutually beneficial exchanges putting relentless pressure on the designs of central planners to thwart their will. To be optimistic about the prospects for capitalism requires only that we understand Mises's argument concerning the inability of socialist means to produce rational outcomes, and to be hopeful about the triumph of choice over coercion.
Fails – Economic Depedence
It’s inevitable – capitalism has infiltrated the global world system through privatization, international capital, state intervention, and industry displacement.  
Singh and Tiwana 20’ (Paramjit Singh is an assistant professor at the Department of Economics in Chandigarh, India. His research focuses on Political Economy of Development. His area of interest lies in the Marxian Political Economy. Balwinder Tiwana is a professor of Economics at Punjabi University in Patiala, India. He has multiple publications in economics and is interested in the broader consequences of neoliberal reforms. “THE STATE AND ACCUMULATION UNDER CONTEMPORARY CAPITALISM”, vol. 11, no. 1, Pluto Journals, Spring 2020, doi:10.13169/worlrevipoliecon.11.1.0076. Accessed July 25th, 2021. P 90-91) //AT

Under the reign of oligopoly-finance capital, a powerful ideological cluster takes shape that preaches privatization, market deregulation, and retreat from state intervention. However, despite the small government rhetoric, the neoliberal state continually protects the interest of oligopoly-finance capital and plays an important role by facilitating, subsidizing, and building a favourable environment for private capital accumulation. It does all this, of course, without intervening to promote employment and social services (health and education), and without building a safety net for the bottom strata of the society via subsidized food and other basic goods. The state’s macroeconomic policy is confined to monetary adjustments aimed at stabilizing prices. At the same time, its political function involves using the police, military, and public administration to guarantee international finance capital’s access to domestic resources. (To secure these assets, state power backs up finance capital, and both aid industrial capital). The International Monetary Fund (IMF) was key in promoting the global retreat from state intervention in production and distribution. No longer viewed as a mere economic indicator, fiscal deficit emerged in the IMF’s discourse as the main economic problem, its elimination being a necessary precondition for economic growth. The IMF pointed the finger especially at state expenditures in the social sector (subsides to poor people and other welfare programmes) as the main cause of fiscal deficits, ignoring the role played by declining state revenues from custom duties and taxes on corporations. The search for fiscal equilibrium justified privatizing not only state-owned industries and other assets, but even social services such as education and health. The end result defies logic and common sense: a capitalist state that rules “on the masses’ behalf” without providing any services to them. In reality, the state’s (and the IMF’s) objective is to put the masses’ labour power and the country’s resources at the service of oligopoly-finance capital, with a view to accelerating accumulation. Another important feature of today’s capitalism is the displacement of industry towards the developing regions of the world to counterbalance declining profits in the central countries. International capital relies on the developing countries’ states, which have become an integral part of the capitalist world system, to ensure access to cheap labour, raw materials, land, and other resources to accelerate the accumulation process and enhance profits. The peripheral states also intervene in those areas of social life that private corporate capital cannot easily manipulate. For example, their ideological apparatuses present the interests of big capital as identical to national interests. The developing countries’ states also use their repressive apparatuses to displace millions of people and forcibly transfer resources to private corporations, in the name of industrialization and modernization. In this latest phase of capitalism, the state has become oblivious to the real problems that the masses face.
Fails – Fiscally Infeasible
The alt fails – capitalist power structures short-circuit attempts to sabotage the system
Byung-Chul Han, 10/23/15, [Korean-born German philosopher Byung-Chul Han teaches philosophy and cultural studies at Berlin's University of the Arts (UdK). His recent books include  The Expulsion of the Other, published in English by Polity in 2018. ], openDemocracy, "Why revolution is no longer possible," mm
A year ago, I responded to Antonio Negri’s presentation at the Berliner Schaubühne, where two critiques of capitalism collided. Negri had enthused about global resistance to “Empire,” the neoliberal system of domination. He presented himself as a Communist revolutionary and referred to me as a skeptical academic. Zealously, he invoked the “Multitude” — the networked mass of protest and revolution that he clearly trusted to bring the Empire to a fall. The standpoint of the Communist revolutionary struck me as overly naïve and removed from reality. Accordingly, I tried to say why revolution is no longer possible today. Why is the neoliberal system of domination so stable? Why is there so little resistance to it? Why does the resistance that does occur so quickly come to naught? Why, despite the ever-expanding divide between rich and poor, is revolution no longer possible? To explain this state of affairs, we need a precise understanding of how power and domination function today. Anyone wishing to install a new system of rule must eliminate resistance. The same holds for the neoliberal order. Implementing a new system of dominion requires an instance of power that posits; often, this entails the use of force. However, power that posits a system is not identical to power that stabilizes a system internally. As is well known, Margaret Thatcher, the standard bearer of neoliberalism, treated unions as “internal enemies” and combated them violently. For all that, using force to establish the neoliberal agenda does not amount to system-preserving power. System-preserving power is not repressive, but seductive. In disciplinary and industrial society, system-preserving power was repressive. Factory workers were brutally exploited by factory owners. Such violent exploitation of others’ labor entailed acts of protest and resistance. There, it was possible for a revolution to topple the standing relations of production. In that system of repression, both the oppressors and the oppressed were visible. There was a concrete opponent — a visible enemy —and one could offer resistance. The neoliberal system of domination has a wholly different structure. Now, system-preserving power no longer works through repression, but through seduction — that is, it leads us astray. It is no longer visible, as was the case under the regime of discipline. Now, there is no longer a concrete opponent, no enemy suppressing freedom that one might resist. Neoliberalism turns the oppressed worker into a free contractor, an entrepreneur of the self. Today, everyone is a self-exploiting worker in their own enterprise. Every individual is master and slave in one. This also means that class struggle has become an internal struggle with oneself. Today, anyone who fails to succeed blames themselves and feels ashamed. People see themselves, not society, as the problem. The subjugated subject is not even aware of its subjugation Any disciplinary power that expends effort to force human beings into a straitjacket of commandments and prohibitions proves inefficient. It is significantly more efficient to ensure that people subordinate themselves to domination on their own. The efficacy defining the system today stems from the fact that, instead of operating through prohibition and privation, it aims to please and fulfill. Instead of making people compliant, it endeavors to make them dependent. This logic of neoliberal efficiency also holds for surveillance. In the 1980s, to cite one example, there were vehement protests against the German national census. Even schoolchildren took to the streets. From today’s perspective, the information requested therein— profession, education levels, and distance from the workplace — seem almost laughable. At the time, people believed that they were facing the state as an instance of domination wresting data from citizens against their will. That time is long past. Today, people expose themselves willingly. Precisely this sense of freedom is what makes protest impossible. In contrast to the days of the census, hardly anyone protests against surveillance. Free self-disclosure and self-exposure follow the same logic of efficiency as free self-exploitation. What is there to protest against? Oneself? Conceptual artist Jenny Holzer has formulated the paradox of the present situation: “Protect me from what I want.” It is important to distinguish between power that posits and power that preserves. Today, power that maintains the system assumes a “smart” and friendly guise. In so doing, it makes itself invisible and unassailable. The subjugated subject does not even recognize that it has been subjugated. The subject thinks she is free. This mode of domination neutralizes resistance quite effectively. Domination that represses and attacks freedom is not stable. The neoliberal regime proves stable by immunizing itself against all resistance, because it makes use of freedom instead of repressing it. Suppressing freedom quickly provokes resistance; exploiting freedom does not. After the Asian financial crisis, South Korea stood paralyzed and shocked. The IMF intervened and extended credit. In return, the government had to assert its neoliberal agenda by force. This was repressive, positing power — the kind that often proves violent and differs from system-preserving power, which manages to pass itself off as freedom. According to Naomi Klein, the state of social shock following catastrophes such as the financial crisis in South Korea — or the current crisis in Greece — offers the chance to radically reprogram society by force. Today, there is hardly any resistance in South Korea. Quite the opposite: a vast consensus prevails — as well as depression and burnout. South Korea now has the world’s highest suicide rate. People enact violence on themselves instead of seeking to change society. Aggression directed outward, which would entail revolution, has yielded to aggression directed inward, against oneself. Today, no collaborative, networked multitude exists that might rise up in a global mass of protest and revolution. Instead, the prevailing mode of production is based on lonesome and isolated self-entrepreneurs, who are also estranged from themselves. Companies used to compete with each other. Within each enterprise, however, solidarity could occur. Today, everyone is competing against everyone else — and within the same enterprise, too. Even though such competition heightens productivity by leaps and bounds, it destroys solidarity and communal spirit. No revolutionary mass can arise from exhausted, depressive, and isolated individuals.
Fails – Human Nature
Growth is genetically inscribed – Alt fails
Liodakis 18 – George Liodakis, retired professor of Political Economy at the Technical University of Crete, Greece, 2018 (“Capital, Economic Growth, and Socio-Ecological Crisis: A Critique of De-Growth,” Taylor and Francis, Available Online via Taylor and Francis Subscription, AIvackovic)
2. Capitalism and the Panacea of Economic Growth From a Marxist perspective, we will argue below that economic growth is “genetically” inscribed in the very nature of capitalism as a historically specific mode of production. On the other hand, mainstream theories, but also the historical evidence concerning the development of capitalism, indicate that the periodical fluctuations and occasional crises of capitalism can be partially smoothed out only through some type of time-fixing and/or space-fixing (see Harvey1982). As is well known, the time-fixing concerns the expansion of (effective) demand and is associated with credit expansion and state intervention, under the influence of the theory of J. M. Keynes. This type of policy, without resolving the internal contradictions and failures of capitalism, constitutes an uncertain flight forward and a postponement of crisis. The space-fixing may also concern the expansion of demand, but also all the preconditions for a profitable production and sale of the com- modities produced. It is associated with the expansion of international trade, all forms of capital flows, international contradictions, and imperialism. This type of policies or pro- cesses may ensure a temporary stabilization and development of capitalism, but may also constitute a short-sighted shift or relocation of the problem to another country (Overbeek 2012). Both these policies (time- and space-fixing) may, in the short run, ensure or improve the conditions for the stabilization and economic growth of capitalism, regardless of the likelihood of generating a greater instability and destructive ecological implications (Sti- glitz2003,8–9). What we have here is a systemic failure of capitalism and the market mechanism to ensure a socially rational and effective allocation of the productive resources available, an adequate and socially legitimate satisfaction of social needs, an acceptable level and advancement of social welfare, and an ecological compatibility of all socio-econ-omic activity (Swyngedouw 2009). Instead of tackling this fundamental failure, capitalist governments and business executives escape with a flight forward and a global expansion. In other words, they eschew to economic growth, while indirectly increasing the economic and ecological fragility of the planetary socio-ecological system. What is astonishing, even if not paradoxical, is that this growth imperative of capitalism is generally acceptable, not only by the social forces of capital and state institutions, but also by working people and their collective agents (labor unions and associations). Capitalist agents cogently consider economic growth as a precondition of increased sales of commodities and profit maximization. And though capitalist accumulation may also pro- ceed through a process of“accumulation by dispossession,”as Harvey (2003) has pointed out, growth is the main vehicle of capital accumulation. The operatives and the political personnel of the state are also in favor of, and tend to promote economic growth for sev- eral reasons. A large number of public works, an increasing volume of investments (public and private), and a growing economic activity imply an increase of public (tax) revenues and a greater employment of labor, apparently promoting social welfare. In this sense, higher rates of economic growth seem to indicate a more successful public administration and a higher economic performance, which are a precondition for the re-election of pol- itical personnel. This also applies to elected cadre, municipal leaders and decentralized social agents. In the case of extensive corruption, economic growth and an increased volume of public provision or an increased number of entrusted works are a fine oppor- tunity for state functionaries and political or municipal leaders to collect various commissions. But working people and their collective agents seem also to be content with higher rates of economic growth. In a capitalist society, where an extensive reserve army of labor is a precondition for the profitable investment of capital and the right to decent work and life is not warranted, workers and their unions are usually satisfied with a few more employ- ment places or a promised reduction of employment lay-offs. Under conditions of declin- ing public employment, as is the case in the current context of a dominant neo-liberalism, working people are entrapped, to an even greater degree, in the vagaries and uncertainties of the labor market. Employment positions, as a result of business expansion and econ- omic growth, are usually offered to working people as a favor or gift, while in fact they are a source of surplus value and profit extraction. Instead of demanding appropriate work ensuring a decent income, workers and unions appear, also, to consent to economic growth. Thus, a nearly general consensus on economic growth tends to arise. It is in this sense that Swyngedouw (2014, 91) speaks of a rising de-politicization and“a naturalization of the need of economic growth and capitalism as the only reasonable and possible form of organization of socio-natural metabolism.” Growth appears as a panacea for the resolution of all problems. With the dominant role of mass media reproducing this perception, it is nowadays hard to object to the necessity of economic growth. And yet, as will be argued further below, economic growth tends to undermine the fundamental sources of all social wealth, labor and nature, and it is for this reason that a great number of radical and Marxist critics have targeted economic growth (see Altvater2001; Andreasson2005; Herrera2011; Alvarez Lozano2012; Dale2012; Sanders2016). However, what is here important to point out is that, the systemic necessity of growth under capitalism and the growth consensus outlined above give rise to a powerful growth ideology. In fact, growth is not merely the result of an ideology, but stems from the nature and the internal dynamics of capital. The competitive and exploitative character of capitalism and its purpose of exchange value and profit maximization directly imply the necessity of a continuous growth. Simultaneously, the growth ideology developed particularly during the post-war period has significantly served the reinforcement of the process of economic growth and its social legitimation, despite all the negative social and ecological implications. For reasons already noted, and insofar as economic growth is a precondition for the expanded reproduction of capital, the productivism lying behind economic growth tends to obscure the class character of the social relations of production, and to blunt rather than help develop the class consciousness of the working class. 
Fails – Movement
The alt fails – Occupy and Bernie prove that attempts to transform the system lack political support
Conor Lynch, 6/12/19, [Conor Lynch is a journalist in New York City. His work has appeared in Salon, The Huffington Post, and Alternet.], The New Republic, "The left's failure to envision a world without capitalism," https://newrepublic.com/article/154186/bernie-sanders-democratic-socialist-failure-envision-world-without-capitalism, mm
There is a common saying on the left, usually attributed to the Marxist critic Fredric Jameson, that “it is easier to imagine the end of the world than it is to imagine the end of capitalism.” The late writer Mark Fisher once described this as “capitalist realism,” or the “widespread sense that not only is capitalism the only viable political and economic system, but also that it is now impossible even to imagine a coherent alternative to it.” This sense has prevailed since the collapse of communism three decades ago, which led to a triumphalism throughout the capitalist world right up until the 2008 financial crisis and ensuing global recession, which triggered different anti-capitalist movements. But in the ten years since then, a true political and economic alternative has yet to materialize. Though many now believe that capitalism should end, this doesn’t make it any more likely—not even if Senator Bernie Sanders becomes president. The Vermont senator made that clear with a speech on Wednesday whose very title proves the limits of his revolution: “How Democratic Socialism Is the Only Way to Defeat Oligarchy.” He did not denounce capitalism itself, but “unfettered capitalism” specifically, and even used “socialism” as a sort of epithet. “Let us never forget the unbelievable hypocrisy of Wall Street, the high priests of unfettered capitalism,” he said. “In 2008, after their greed, recklessness, and illegal behavior created the worst financial disaster since the Great Depression—with millions of Americans losing their jobs, losing their homes, losing their life savings—Wall Street’s religious adherence to unfettered capitalism suddenly came to an end. Overnight, Wall Street became big government socialists and begged for the largest federal bailout in American history.” Sanders’ hesitance to go any further may come as a disappointment to many on the far left today, but it’s not surprising given recent history. One of the first major signs of a socialist resurgence was the outbreak of Occupy Wall Street back in 2011. Though decentralized and leaderless, it was perhaps the biggest anti-capitalist movement since “the end of history” was declared 20 years earlier. While the movement spread globally and the “occupations” lasted for months, it didn’t produce any coherent vision of what was to replace capitalism. At the time, Slovenian philosopher Slavoj Žižek commented that the Occupy movement recalled Herman Melville’s famous short story about the law clerk Bartleby: “The message of Occupy Wall Street is ‘I would prefer not to play the existing [capitalist] game.’... Beyond this they don’t have an answer.” A few years after Occupy, Thomas Piketty published his book Capital in the Twenty-First Century, which became one of the best-selling academic works of all time and prompted an international debate about inequality. Though centrist and right-wing critics labeled Piketty a “modern Marx,” the French economist was hardly calling for an end to capitalism or promoting some grand theory of capital. With an impressive slew of data, Piketty confirmed what those on the left had long known: that extreme inequality and the concentration of wealth is a natural outcome of capitalism. Unlike Marx, however, Piketty didn’t even attempt to imagine a radical alternative to the system of capitalism. (His prescription was ultimately a global wealth tax, which manages to be both underwhelming and unrealistic.) A year after Capital was published in English, Sanders launched his 2016 presidential run, which became another important display of the growing anti-capitalist mood that had spread since the financial crisis. Sanders openly identified as a “democratic socialist”—a radical gesture in itself—and provided an alternative to the “progressive neoliberalism” that had come to dominate the Democratic Party since the nineties. (I borrow this term from Nancy Fraser to describe an alliance between emancipatory movements such as feminism and anti-racism with “neoliberal forces aiming to financialize the capitalist economy,” who, according to Fraser, use the “charisma of their progressive allies to spread a veneer of emancipation over their own regressive project of massive upward redistribution.”) Though Sanders reintroduced class politics to the debate and inspired a generation of young people to embrace the socialist label, he was ultimately offering an upgraded version of New Deal liberalism rather than a true socialist alternative to capitalism. The fact that his most “radical” policy—public universal healthcare—has been the status quo in European countries like the United Kingdom since the mid-twentieth century was telling enough. As many commentators noted at the time, Sanders was less a democratic socialist in the tradition of Eugene Debs than he was a social democrat in the tradition of Franklin Roosevelt. Sanders is now embracing that comparison. His speech on Wednesday was an effective love letter to FDR (with no mention of Debs). He called for the Democratic Party to take up the “unfinished business of the New Deal,” and proposed a twenty-first-century version of the FDR’s “economic bill of rights.” Though the senator continues to call himself a democratic socialist, his vague definition of socialism is still closer to the social democracy that FDR ushered in. According to Sanders, democratic socialism is the belief that “economic rights are human rights,” which means the right to a living wage, quality healthcare, education, affordable housing, and a secure retirement; it means “requiring and achieving political and economic freedom in every community in this country,” he said. These are all worthy and important goals, but only right-wing critics would honestly call this socialism. In the three years since Sanders lost his primary bid, more and more Americans share his view, loosely speaking. According to a survey released by Axios just this week, four in ten respondents would prefer to live in a socialist country over a capitalist one, and 55 percent of women between 18 and 54 reject capitalism. That would seem to work in Sanders’s favor, but the size of the primary field has not. He does not have a sole establishment candidate to contrast himself with, and moreover, many of his competitors have embraced much of his agenda—albeit without the confrontational class-politics that defined his first campaign. Sanders is still the only candidate who is remotely anti-capitalist, and the only candidate who calls himself a socialist. But his policies aren’t quite as unique as they were in 2016. Though no doubt “radical” in the American setting, Sanders’ economic agenda would be considered center-left in the rest of the developed world, and in practical terms there’s not much separating him from Senator Elizabeth Warren, who has insisted that she is “capitalist to [her] bones.” There’s a degree of nostalgia for mid-twentieth century social democracy among today’s leading leftists, who long for the days when income taxes were high, unions were strong, and reformist policies found a middle ground between the extremes of “socialism” and “capitalism.” Commonly referred to as the “golden age” of capitalism, the postwar era saw a reduction in inequality, growth in wages and living standards, and increased social mobility. This was all made possible—in part—by the policies implemented by New Dealers in America and Social Democrats in Western Europe. There is a real problem with trying to emulate the social democratic policies of the twentieth century today, however, and it’s not clear whether the middle-of-the-road approach is still viable in the twenty-first century. We live in a far more globalized world than we did 75 years ago. Capital is more flexible and mobile than ever before and the rapid economic growth experienced during the postwar era is unlikely to be repeated, which makes national welfare states harder to sustain. In Capital, Piketty provided ample evidence that the trends during the mid-twentieth century were historically anomalous, and that today’s extreme inequality is a return to the norm. “A concentration of circumstances (wartime destruction, progressive tax policies made possible by the shocks of 1914-1945, and exceptional growth during the three decades following the end of World War II),” he wrote, “created a historically unprecedented situation which lasted for nearly a century. All signs are, however, that it is about to end.” He added, “Broadly speaking, it was the wars of the twentieth century that wiped away the past to create the illusion that capitalism had been structurally transformed.” Social democratic policies were originally designed to “save capitalism from itself.” Like Marx, John Maynard Keynes recognized the inherent instability of capitalism, but unlike the German revolutionary, he believed the system’s contradictions could be limited and its tensions mediated through state intervention—in other words, that the system was reformable. When Keynes was alive, it was still possible to imagine the end of capitalism (indeed, it was impossible not to), and the British economist devoted his life’s work to preserving the system. Today, even if you aren’t “capitalist to your bones” and believe that capitalism is “irredeemable,” as Representative Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez does, it’s nearly impossible to imagine the end of capitalism (or at least a viable alternative replacing it). It’s even difficult to imagine a return to the capitalism of the mid-twentieth century. Sanders is an anti-capitalist at heart—otherwise he wouldn’t call himself a socialist—but we continue to live in an age where it is easier to imagine the end of the world than the end of capitalism (and with climate change and other ecological disasters threatening humanity, it doesn’t take H. G. Wells to imagine the end of the world these days). The question for today’s left seems to be whether the ultimate goal is to reform or to replace capitalism—and if the latter is indeed the goal, then what will a post-capitalist world actually look like? If Sanders wants to set himself apart from a candidate like Warren, he can start by giving these questions serious thought, and go beyond a simple critique of what he calls “unfettered capitalism.”
[bookmark: Level_3_3911]Fails – No Mindset Shift
No mindset shift—they can’t achieve elite buy-in or societal consent for the transition—and their arg about it coming eventually is wrong
Buch-Hansen, 18—Department of Business and Politics, Copenhagen Business School (Hubert, “The Prerequisites for a Degrowth Paradigm Shift: Insights from Critical Political Economy,” Ecological Economics Volume 146, April 2018, Pages 157-163, dml)
Political projects do not become hegemonic just because they embody good ideas. For a project to become hegemonic, (organic) intellectuals first need to develop the project and a constellation of social forces with sufficient power and resources to implement it then needs to find it appealing and struggle for it. In this context, it is worth noting that degrowth, as a social movement, has been gaining momentum for some time, not least in Southern Europe. Countless grassroots' initiatives (e.g., D'Alisa et al., 2013) are the most visible manifestations that degrowth is on the rise. Intellectuals – including founders of ecological economics such as Nicholas Georgescu-Roegen and Herman Daly, and more recently degrowth scholars such as Serge Latouche and Giorgos Kallis – have played a major role in developing and disseminating the ideas underpinning the project. A growing interest in degrowth in academia, as well as well-attended biennial international degrowth conferences, also indicate that an increasing number of people embrace such ideas. Still, the degrowth project is nowhere near enjoying the degree and type of support it needs if its policies are to be implemented through democratic processes. The number of political parties, labour unions, business associations and international organisations that have so far embraced degrowth is modest to say the least. Economic and political elites, including social democratic parties and most of the trade union movement, are united in the belief that economic growth is necessary and desirable. This consensus finds support in the prevailing type of economic theory and underpins the main contenders in the neoliberal project, such as centre-left and nationalist projects. In spite of the world's multidimensional crisis, a pro-growth discourse in other words continues to be hegemonic: it is widely considered a matter of common sense that continued economic growth is required. It is also noteworthy that economic and political elites, to a large extent, continue to support the neoliberal project, even in the face of its evident shortcomings. Indeed, the 2008 financial crisis did not result in the weakening of transnational financial capital that could have paved the way for a paradigm shift. Instead of coming to an end, neoliberal capitalism has arguably entered a more authoritarian phase (Bruff, 2014). The main reason the power of the pre-crisis coalition remains intact is that governments stepped in and saved the dominant fraction by means of massive bailouts. It is a foregone conclusion that this fraction and the wider coalition behind the neoliberal paradigm (transnational industrial capital, the middle classes and segments of organized labour) will consider the degrowth paradigm unattractive and that such social forces will vehemently oppose the implementation of degrowth policies (see also Rees, 2014: 97). While degrowth advocates envision a future in which market forces play a less prominent role than they do today, degrowth is not an anti-market project. As such, it can attract support from certain types of market actors. In particular, it is worth noting that social enterprises, such as cooperatives (Restakis, 2010), play a major role in the degrowth vision. Such enterprises are defined by being ‘organisations involved at least to some extent in the market, with a clear social, cultural and/or environmental purpose, rooted in and serving primarily the local community and ideally having a local and/or democratic ownership structure’ (Johanisova et al., 2013: 11). Social enterprises currently exist at the margins of a system, in which the dominant type of business entity is profit-oriented, shareholder-owned corporations. The further dissemination of social enterprises, which is crucial to the transitions to degrowth societies, is – in many cases – blocked or delayed as a result of the centrifugal forces of global competition (Wigger and Buch-Hansen, 2013). Overall, social enterprises thus (still) constitute a social force with modest power. Ougaard (2016: 467) notes that one of the major dividing lines in the contemporary transnational capitalist class is between capitalists who have a material interest in the carbon-based economy and capitalists who have a material interest in decarbonisation. The latter group, for instance, includes manufacturers of equipment for the production of renewable energy (ibid.: 467). As mentioned above, degrowth advocates have singled out renewable energy as one of the sectors that needs to grow in the future. As such, it seems likely that the owners of national and transnational companies operating in this sector would be more positively inclined towards the degrowth project than would capitalists with a stake in the carbon-based economy. Still, the prospect of the “green sector” emerging as a driving force behind degrowth currently appears meagre. Being under the control of transnational capital (Harris, 2010), such companies generally embrace the “green growth” discourse, which ‘is deeply embedded in neoliberal capitalism’ and indeed serves to adjust this form of capitalism ‘to crises arising from contradictions within itself’ (Wanner, 2015: 23). In addition to support from the social forces engendered by the production process, a political project ‘also needs the political ability to mobilize majorities in parliamentary democracies, and a sufficient measure of at least passive consent’ (van Apeldoorn and Overbeek, 2012: 5–6) if it is to become hegemonic. As mentioned, degrowth enjoys little support in parliaments, and certainly the pro-growth discourse is hegemonic among parties in government.5 With capital accumulation being the most important driving force in capitalist societies, political decision-makers are generally eager to create conditions conducive to production and the accumulation of capital (Lindblom, 1977: 172). Capitalist states and international organisations are thus “programmed” to facilitate capital accumulation, and do as such constitute a strategically selective terrain that works to the disadvantage of the degrowth project. The main advocates of the degrowth project are grassroots, small fractions of left-wing parties and labour unions as well as academics and other citizens who are concerned about social injustice and the environmentally unsustainable nature of societies in the rich parts of the world. The project is thus ideationally driven in the sense that support for it is not so much rooted in the material circumstances or short-term self-interests of specific groups or classes as it is rooted in the conviction that degrowth is necessary if current and future generations across the globe are to be able to lead a good life. While there is no shortage of enthusiasts and creative ideas in the degrowth movement, it has only modest resources compared to other political projects. To put it bluntly, the advocates of degrowth do not possess instruments that enable them to force political decision-makers to listen to – let alone comply with – their views. As such, they are in a weaker position than the labour union movement was in its heyday, and they are in a far weaker position than the owners and managers of large corporations are today (on the structural power of transnational corporations, see Gill and Law, 1989). 6. Consent It is also safe to say that degrowth enjoys no “passive consent” from the majority of the population. For the time being, degrowth remains unknown to most people. Yet, if it were to become generally known, most people would probably not find the vision of a smaller economic system appealing. This is not just a matter of degrowth being ‘a missile word that backfires’ because it triggers negative feelings in people when they first hear it (Drews and Antal, 2016). It is also a matter of the actual content of the degrowth project. Two issues in particular should be mentioned in this context. First, for many, the anti-capitalist sentiments embodied in the degrowth project will inevitably be a difficult pill to swallow. Today, the vast majority of people find it almost impossible to conceive of a world without capitalism. There is a ‘widespread sense that not only is capitalism the only viable political and economic system, but also that it is now impossible to even imagine a coherent alternative to it’ (Fisher, 2009: 2). As Jameson (2003) famously observed, it is, in a sense, easier to imagine the end of the world than it is to imagine the end of capitalism. However, not only is degrowth – like other anti-capitalist projects – up against the challenge that most people consider capitalism the only system that can function; it is also up against the additional challenge that it speaks against economic growth in a world where the desirability of growth is considered common sense. Second, degrowth is incompatible with the lifestyles to which many of us who live in rich countries have become accustomed. Economic growth in the Western world is, to no small extent, premised on the existence of consumer societies and an associated consumer culture most of us find it difficult to completely escape. In this culture, social status, happiness, well-being and identity are linked to consumption (Jackson, 2009). Indeed, it is widely considered a natural right to lead an environmentally unsustainable lifestyle – a lifestyle that includes car ownership, air travel, spacious accommodations, fashionable clothing, an omnivorous diet and all sorts of electronic gadgets. This Western norm of consumption has increasingly been exported to other parts of the world, the result being that never before have so many people taken part in consumption patterns that used to be reserved for elites (Koch, 2012). If degrowth were to be institutionalised, many citizens in the rich countries would have to adapt to a materially lower standard of living. That is, while the basic needs of the global population can be met in a non-growing economy, not all wants and preferences can be fulfilled (Koch et al., 2017). Undoubtedly, many people in the rich countries would experience various limitations on their consumption opportunities as a violent encroachment on their personal freedom. Indeed, whereas many recognize that contemporary consumer societies are environmentally unsustainable, fewer are prepared to actually change their own lifestyles to reverse/address this. At present, then, the degrowth project is in its “deconstructive phase”, i.e., the phase in which its advocates are able to present a powerful critique of the prevailing neoliberal project and point to alternative solutions to crisis. At this stage, not enough support has been mobilised behind the degrowth project for it to be elevated to the phases of “construction” and “consolidation”. It is conceivable that at some point, enough people will become sufficiently discontent with the existing economic system and push for something radically different. Reasons for doing so could be the failure of the system to satisfy human needs and/or its inability to resolve the multidimensional crisis confronting humanity. Yet, various material and ideational path-dependencies currently stand in the way of such a development, particularly in countries with large middle-classes. Even if it were to happen that the majority wanted a break with the current system, it is far from given that a system based on the ideas of degrowth is what they would demand. 
Compeerism
Compeerism fails because there is no outside capitalism – globalization ensures other countries will just fill-in
Branko Milanovic, 2019, [The author is a Serbian-American economist. He is most known for his work on income distribution and inequality. Since January 2014, he has been a visiting presidential professor at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York and an affiliated senior scholar at the Luxembourg Income Study (LIS). He also teaches at the London School of Economics and the Barcelona Institute for International Studies.[6] In 2019 he has been appointed the honorary Maddison Chair at the University of Groningen. Milanović formerly was the lead economist in the World Bank's research department, visiting professor at University of Maryland and Johns Hopkins University.], "Capitalism, Alone: The Future of the System that Rules the World." P. 185-187., mm
One might agree with the analysis so far and then argue as follows: Isn’t this state of affairs a plea for change in the socioeconomic system? Doesn’t it follow that we should ditch the world of hyper commercialized capitalism in favor of an alternative system? The problem with this otherwise sensible argument is that we lack any viable alternative to hyper commercialized capitalism. The alternatives the world has tried have proved worse—some of them much worse. On top of that, discarding the competitive and acquisitive spirit that is hardwired into capitalism would lead to a decline in our incomes, increased poverty, deceleration or reversion of technological progress, and the loss of other advantages (such as goods and services that have become an integral part of our lives) that hyper commercialized capitalism provides. One cannot hope to maintain these while destroying the acquisi-tive spirit or dislodging wealth as the sole marker of success. They go to-gether. This may be, perhaps, one of the key features of the human condi-tion: that we cannot improve our material way of life without giving full play to some of the most unpleasant traits of our nature. This is, in essence, the truth that Bernard Mandeville gleaned more than three hundred years ago. The attempt to come up with a viable alternative is where many of the recent proposals to mitigate the supposed dark features of commercialized capitalism err. The idea that more leisure would make our world a better place is one of these seemingly reasonable but utterly wrong ideas (see Raworth 2018; Bregman 2017). It assumes that if somehow we could convince a sufficient number of people that they would be better of by working less, the hypercompetitive features of capitalism would be remedied. We would live lives of pleasure, visiting art exhibits and sitting in cafés dis-cussing the most recent theatrical productions. But people who decided to follow this more relaxed way of life would soon run out of money to pursue it (unless they had a sufficient amount of previously acquired wealth). Their children would be angry at them for preferring to lead lives of leisure and idleness rather than making sure that the children had all the gadgets that their peers enjoyed and attended the best and most expensive schools. This is why parents cannot stop climbing ever higher and trying to transmit to their children all the privileges that, as we saw in Chapter 2, lead to the creation of a self-perpetuating upper class in liberal capitalism. This is why Barack Obama, despite all of the rhetorical embellishments about public education in his speeches, sent both of his daughters to an elite private high school and later to the most expensive private universities. Again, we find that a life of leisure is possible only for those who have inherited significant wealth or are willing to retire to communities that are self-contained and largely self-sufficient. Withdrawals from hypercommercialized capitalism are indeed possible, but we can be assured that they will remain very rare. Let us imagine that those who argue for a gentler alternative somehow succeed in convincing an entire nation to change its ways. For example, residents of a rich country in Europe might decide that the level of welfare they enjoy now is exactly sufficient and that it can be maintained thanks to technological progress with a much smaller labor input. They might de-cide to work only fifteen hours per week, the number of hours that John Maynard Keynes, in “The Economic Possibilities for Our Grandchildren” (1930), believed would be sufficient to “satisfy old Adam in most of us.” But very soon such a country and its population would discover that they had been overtaken by others. Perhaps, happy in their comfortable lifestyle, they would not worry too much about global economic rankings at first. But people from more successful and increasingly rich countries would start buying properties in that country, moving to the most attractive locations, eating in the best restaurants, and gradually displacing the local popula-tion. That this is not a fantasy can be seen in today’s Italy. Cities like Venice and Florence may, in some not too distant future, be almost entirely peopled by rich members of other nationalities, whether German, American, or Chinese. (This is already largely the case in central Venice and parts of Tuscany.) In a fully globalized and commercialized world, if Italian incomes continued to fall relative to incomes in other countries and regions, the beauty of Italy would no longer be enjoyed by its original inhabitants. And there is no reason why it should be. Everything has a price in a commer-cialized world. If a Chinese person can pay more for a view of the Grand Canal than its current Italian owner can, he or she should have access to that view. We thus reach the conclusion again that the only way to defy the com-mercialized world is by withdrawing from it altogether, either through per-sonal exile in a secluded community, or, in the case of larger groups like nations, by embracing autarky. But it is an impossible task to convince suf-ficiently large numbers of people to withdraw from this world, give up on the amenities of commercialization, and accept a much lower standard of living, if they have been socialized in the acquisitive spirit and have inter-nalized all of its goals. There are some communities, such as the Pennsyl-vania Dutch and Israeli kibbutzim (both of which are in decline), that may not be enervated by the presence of much greater wealth in their neigh-borhood, but very few other groups evince an urgent desire to imitate them.
AT S Environment
Communist societies are worse for the environment
Zitelmann 21 (Rainer Zitelmann, Ph.D., historian, sociologist, author, management consultant and real estate expert, “Capitalism is good, not bad, for the environment”, article for Washington Examiner, August 21, 2021, https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/opinion/1689770/capitalism-is-good-not-bad-for-the-environment/) DB
Every year, the Heritage Foundation ranks countries around the world on their economic freedom. It’s a kind of capitalism index. But analysis shows that the most economically “free” countries also register the highest scores on Yale University’s EPI environmental index, averaging 76.1, while “mostly free” countries averaged 70.2. These two groups have a significant lead over the “moderately free” countries, which received much lower ratings (59.6 points) for their environmental performance. The countries rated by the Heritage Foundation as either “mostly unfree” or “repressed” received by far the worst Environmental Performance Index scores (46.7 and 50.3, respectively). Researchers at Yale University found that there is not only a correlation between the Heritage Foundation’s index and their own EPI but also between the EPI and the “Ease of Doing Business Index.” That latter index is published each year as part of the World Bank’s “Doing Business Report” and is generally regarded as the world’s most comprehensive and reliable gauge of the ease of doing business. In 2016, researchers published a study in the journal Sustainability that included an evaluation of the correlation between the EPI and the “Open Market Index” compiled by the International Chamber of Commerce. The OMI measures a country’s openness to free trade and is thus an important indicator of economic freedom. The researchers found a high degree of overlap between the OMI index and the EPI:19 of the OMI’s 27 highest-scoring countries also appear in the top 27 of the EPI. The survey covered a total of 75 countries, including all G20 and European Union members. Together, these countries account for more than 90% of international trade and investment. The researchers found evidence for their “hypothesis that countries with an open economy score higher in environmental performance.” There are two real-world observations that also disprove the argument that stronger economic growth automatically leads to greater environmental pollution. First, in noncapitalist countries, environmental degradation has been a far more serious problem than in capitalist countries. Second, the correlation between economic growth and increasing resource consumption is becoming ever weaker in the age of dematerialization.
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