A Neo-Georgist Parable on the Financial Crisis - -

With a Nod to Marx, Keynes and the Usual Modern-Day “Elite”

Suspects

The proximate cause of the current financial crisis in America was an explosion of credit,
which, on a fully-diluted basis, reached a level three times greater than America’s GNP.
Americéns are put in a diminished economical position; or, rather, 85% of Americans find
themselves to be in this position. The obvious guestion is: Can the top 15% of Americans Wh()f
are thriving stay Viabie loﬁg term while the coﬁdition of relative economic marginaliéaﬁon of the
bulk of tL!m American pepu}aﬁon continues apace? The tentative answer is: I believe that ﬂ;Ley
can, indeed, stay very viable. And that, | will argue, is what the current ﬁnancna.l crisis can be

seen as being all about.

Let ns trav§l back to the end of World Wa.r Ii. The ugequivocgl dqmin_ant hegemon in the
_ world is the U.S. It survived totally intact after a brutal world war with its resources, its work
force, and its industries left producing 50% of the industrial output in the worid.‘ All major
competitors were econoimically prostrate. The U.S. led in technology, manufacturing capability- - .
- with massive industrial capability-- and stdng governmental aid both to domestic-industry, and
in opening the world to an enlargement of exporting opportunity for its industry. For example,
the American government’s strong support of the dismemberment of the British, French and
Dutch Colonial Empires was a prime objective of Amencan foreign policy along with the _
containment of Communism. Those growing up in America in the period from 1945 o 1975,

experienced America hurling itself mto the production void created by the world war, and



producing a powerful auto- centric-based explosion of manufacturing productivity enhanced by
cumalative and continuous feedback and refinement of manufacturing. Tkis enabled a
significant part of the American working class to obtain the greatest standard of living achieved
by any working class achieved in world history. To be an ordinary American up until the 1970s,

in hindsight, was truly golden.

And then baseiine reality reappeared. The séeds of that reality were, of course, SOWn by
the fact that the U.S. had to rebuild both its allies an;i former enemies, again, as an antidote fo the
perceived threat of Communism. P;ost WW 11 saw Eastern Farope élong with China join the
Sovi& camp as non-capitalist nations. Effectively, one-half of fhe_woﬂd was theoretically
withdrawn from the world markets of capitalism. The Soﬁﬂ Union’s abi]i& to overcein&_:_ }
enormous adversity after l_osing 40% of the country and suffering the death of‘27 million pf its
citizens duﬂng-WOﬂd War I was seen fo be a very persuasive-demonstraﬁ;)n of sacrifice for a
causc greater than the capitali'st model based on “market” planning. The U.S. was siinpljr forced
to enable all its allies and former enemies to rebuild on favorable and generous capitalist lines for .
fear of losing th; balance of Asian and European markets to Communism and/or Socialism. The -
U.S. embarked on a poliof of free trade, lending money to .its allies, coupled with ﬁxed and
stable exchange ratés anchored by the US dollar as the reserve currency. This poiicy, it was’
th;m.gh’r, would end the autarkic and tariff-driven policies which all highly-productive countrics
used to achieve indusirial success, but which were now thought unnecessary. It was then |
believed that at a cc:déin level of development it was thought that these policies encouraged

bel]igérent confrontation for export markets, which nltimately ended in armed conflict over

access to those markets.



The policy proved effective, indeed, in terms of eliminating shooting conflict between
capitalist nations and in rebuilding those nations to a high economic level. Buf a major weakness
that surfaced brecame the proximate cause of the current financial crisis. The U.S. was forced to
export capital as loans, investment, and military policiug. It could do so easily by prnting
dollars, the world reserve carrency to fund those expenditures. So far so good, but it also had to
export technology and know-how to its allies and allow them, in turn, to export the cutput of
their factories back to the U.S., the pump-priming market for accelerating their growth. Both
foreign companies and American multinationals exporting back to the U.S. found the pméess
advanfageous. It was tho;.lght by American policy-makers that America would continue to have
the ability to maintain an aﬁsolute techj-lologicai‘ lead over its “alljes,” a lead that would not be
impéired during t.his procesé. It is this point that'had a strong, unbalanced effect in creating the

seeds of the current financial crisis.

" Tt is my contention that at a certam point outsourcing manufacturing, whether low tech or
high te-ch? slowly strangles the critical learning-by-doing skills, a continuous enhancement
process necessary for long-term majntenancc of indﬁstﬁal sapremacy and, indeed, viability. This,
along with the duties of the hegemon in militarily enforcing a containment of communism az;ld a
stable playing field for its allies, set in motion an irreversible negative set of consequences
adverse for the bulk of the American working population. Outsoﬁrcing‘manufacturing to cheaper
labor areas th-at vse the s:;me or newer technology ends up as sirﬁple -lab_or arbitrage. This is
good for mobilé, real and financial capital, but ﬂﬁﬁately, it undermines higher-wage
productivity areas. If the high-wage arcas of population have high and continuous expectations,

even in the face of insidious decline, then the government must create asset booms to back-stop



borrowing. This technique can be used to finesse the lessening ability of ordinary working

people to continually carn a high standard of living.

Who is Henry George? Why is Henry George of Interest in this Current

Financial Sitaation?

Henry George was an'Americaﬁ journalist and économist th wrote in the 1880s.
Travelling and writing in America ?:it that tlme, be 7observed expan-sion to new lands, and the high
phase of land speculationithat accompanied American indust-rial development. Land claim§ and
their al%ility to wrest surplus from .the syst,emr\.arere obvious t;:y interested observers. In fact, as ﬁ’l:f:
primary claim on nature, land titles were the sources of the lé;gest amount of 'current and
expected éurplus created in the Anierican economy at that time, but were also a cause of
continuous boom/bust economic cycles. George’s writings are evidence of that fact. A similar
process occurred ﬁm Marx’s position as an observer of the expansion phase of English
industrial capitalism. This gave him parhcu.lar encouragement to emphasize the developmental
péwef of industrial capital and its increasing monopoly ascendance relative to English land
' claiﬁxs and specﬁiation. T will use both swriters as éounterpoint-s to dgvelop a view of the process

that leads to the kinds of financial c.:risas. that we are witnessing today.

Both writers ultimately observed that dispossessing Work&é from property of any kind
ultimateiy marginalizes them and destroyé their bargaining power, a process that increases
frustration in the bulk of the population. Private property isa double—cdééd sword. Obviously,
without the ability to own and identify ownership of land and capital, and the resulting output of

both, there would be no incentive to create in the first place. However, a contradiction arises in
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that whoever owns such a claim is in the long term in a much étrongcr position economically
than those without such claims than just identifying what is his if the economic system has
continuous positive productivity. Access is everything from that point omn; if the rules of the
system allow the surplus created to be reinvested privately, then those who have no means to
claim property because of their relative lack of bargaining power are doomed to fall behind
relatively. When land and capital concentrate spaﬁa]ly and combine to generate refurns above
the mérgin, sharing with workers and paying thera e;bove the margin of survival keeps them _
working and doesn’t severély curtall capital accumulation for owners. Those outside the ﬁla:r-gin
survive by the dole, and will, by example, deter the marginal-plus workers from strongly
encroaching on the surplus, leaving system accumulation intact and moving forward. The
Georgist versus Marxist question in the long run is which has tiw ﬁost stable stategic monbpoly
adva;ltage, industrial capital, or claims on nature directly and their derivative financial claims

like mortgages.

We can consider the world as a group of these accumulation centers. Overl. the preceding
200 years they have coalesced into extraordinarily high productivity centers, a la ﬁorth America,
Eurape; and I@m.- The cumulative reinvestment, IMg—by—doing effects; new technologies
enabled by carbon fuel-induced energy, propelled these units into becoming phenomenally high
productivity centers. The Industrial Revolution, with the inception of the steam engine in the
late 1700s, finally combines carbon fuel energy with metallurgy, thereby creating metal strong
enough to withstand high pressure from carbon fuel ignition, and channeling that high pressure
into continuous and directed nseful mechanical energy. The metallorgy itself, I would argue, is a
sum result of leaIﬁing: clock-making gear technology, the making of accurate navigational -

instruments, and development of robust cannon-making techniques. Cannon-making metallurgy
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enabled the construction of metal chambers able to contain chemical energy release which could
propel metal projectiles. This enabled Western Europe, during the period 1400-1600, to acquire
by force surplus from differing social formations in the rest of the world, in turn, allowing
western FEuropean manufacturers to invest these surpluses in a new means of production; these
suzpluseé culminating in those carbon-energy-driven machines. The resulting unp‘re‘cede":nted
increases in productivity produced an unprecedented number of products which allowed these
Furopean. productivity centers to dominate the world. Productivity per capital jumped from a
factor o_f two te a factor of thirty in the past 200 years; all the while enabling the population to

increase by a factor of six.

We can now incorporate George, Marx, and Keynes into the analysis. Capitaiist
development presupp(;ses a creation of its own markcts: or absorption of Ilé:W mé;rkets into its
productivity syéteﬁ from older social systems. Assuming the system is seif—sﬁfﬁcient o raw
I_nafteﬁals, and agricultare is highly productive and can support a large population, auto-centric
ngW"th can be maintained by distributing proportional iﬁcreases of the productivity back to the
Workers. Absent that, taking surplus and/or material from ot}ler non-capitalist sys_tcrgs and
venting the surplus from the central production system to the ouiside systems will also balance
the growth Here’s where Marx, as the premier analyst of the requirements for balanced érowth,
indicates the potential realization (selling the manufactured output) di'fﬁculties that correspond
with tneven development, sector imbalance, the possibility breaks in the circuit of capital, and
the severe cutting of 'c-:osts' necessary to ol-)tajn competitive advantage; all of these cause pressure '
on working and middle class payouts. The centralization of capitals due to competition from
these factors resuits in capital monopolies almost as strong as the Georgist natural monopoly of

land kand TESOUTCES.



As these contradictions become more acute, the predictability of balance of flows
throughout the system becomes more problematic. Keynes enabled the crossing of the
péycholo gical barrier of encroaching on individual private property ownership, making it
desirable for pn'vaie_ property to give up part of its surplus to a central repository (government),
which could act as the systeql balancing reserve of last resort of purchasing power, to even out
dislocations in the flow of funds. This enabled the system to overcome contradictions in
particular instances in order to sﬁve private property as arbiter of the econon;Ly for a longer term.
This allowed buying of time, to defer the strong, unbalancing tendencies into sometime in the
future. If taken to; its Iogi;ca.l extreme, governmeont control of the whole surplus (a la Marx) eould
theoretically ensure a balanced distribution of that surplus to all parties. However, history has
demonstrated that the incredible productivity'-inducing coerpieﬁ of competition beéomes muted
and finally dormant when surplus is totally c()nim]lec-_i; it ﬁnajly works to discourage creativity .

and productivity, the very things that encourage sirong growth in the first instanee.

History fr=o the 19305 on can be read as a tremendous effort to try to resolve these
con‘f:radiciiions without significant structural change to the system. We can use wars, conc-luests,
worldwide investment and disinvesiment, planned obsolesceﬁce, etc., fo mute and resolve these
contradictions. Yet, as ever more of the world’s resources and population are drawn into this |
game, and at the levels of higher producti{rity obtained, all work forces become sophisticated .
enough and desirous of the good life, wanting to share in the increase in productivity at an
incgeasing rate. Their entitlemeﬁts and desires cannot bé easily met by the Keynesian patches.
The whole world wants in; the demands on ‘reiatively cheap and limited encrgy sources at cheap.

levels become ever more frenetic. Environmental destruction proceeds apace. The hegemonic

‘government, fuckily, is able to use ifs universal currency on demand, and at will. It will pay off



extra claims on its center of productivity by printing and exporting money and productive wealth
to other prodnctivity centers and emerging productivity centers in return for their resources to
satisfy its own workers® claims on its system. But the resulting financial pressures induce an
ever more precarious system, and cause more of the real productive capital in the center to run to

other more propitious areas where working class claims on the surplus are less onerous.
To Sum Up:

The auto-centric model of industriatization followed by England, America, Germany,
Japan, Korea and now China, presupposes building up manufachiring behind tanffs and
encourages the national division of labor, mechanization and learning by d‘oing. Spillover effects
are constantly fed back into the process, which culminates in ever-incréasing productivity, with
c;rfbon energy as the hyping factor, a éigﬁiﬁcént paitof the mix. The U.S. tried to cn‘rc‘th'e major
defect of that 151.*0-::‘653: the historical attempted monepelization of world markets by the above-
mentioned separate .wori(—i centers, which led to war or arming for war as resolution for the full
employment andventitlement aspirations of working people within a givén system. A free-trade
regimen to search for markets was enabled by using the U.S. as the bujrer of last resort, to allow

a smoother, less angry worldwide expansion.

With continued impz-'ovement m transportéﬁon and communioaﬁon, and use of Keynesi‘an
methods, the U.S. succeeded in dramatically improving the profitability of its multi—natiopal
corporations at the expense of 11.5. 1abof by importing lower price inputs, and relying on its
financial sector, with the aid of the reserve currency status of thé U.S. dollar to recirculate the
surpluses made by those overseas sellers to America, which in turn created asset inflation ﬁto

the U.S. working class balance sheets to mask the hollowing-out effect’s consequences of



moving manufacturing overseas. This allowed Wérkers in the middle class to use debt to replace
Tost income resulting from the importing of cheaper labor inputs fo replace domestic
manufacturing. The hollowing out of the U.S. economy, and continued loss of good-paying jobs,
along with the continued stable aspiraﬁc-ms of the American people propelled the government
into a final acceleration of debt-enabling. Converting increasing foreign export surpluses into
doilars invested back into the U.S. banking system culminated in more credit for loans, which, in

turn, were backed up one way or another by the U.S. government.

Two good examples of creative asset boom creation can be cited. One would be the

Internet boom. Here we have a usefiul boom in a-double sense. The {echnéldgy promised huge
labor savings throughout the system. These were obﬁous if the technology could be quickly and
' ma_sﬁivcly deployed. Easy bank credit encouraged the necessary means of investment.
Entre_preﬁe:urs raced for ﬁrst—movér advantage. The investment feedba;ck cycle created a perfect
storm. Many invesgm.ents_ were made; a few suceeeded 'sp'ectqculaﬂy. Those that carried the day
tcn&'ed to become monopolies, employing relatively t:ew high-paid people, but millions of other
~ workers in the fotal syétem became unnecessary; betl;ause the productivity of the monopolies
induced savings throughout the system. Google, Microsoft, Amazon ana the like are examples
of such companies. Was-ted investment monies were channeled into the financial centers by
means of financial commissions 01" l_n'gh salaries in failed co_mpanies,‘ all of which contributed to

conceniration ever more tightly of financial capital in fewer hands.

The real estate boom which followed the Internet bust was an asset boom with different
outcomes. Here, huge credit was pumped into land speculation by means of mortgage-backed
instruments gnaranteed by the government, which in adfifition served as the guarantor of financial
institutions deemed too big to fail due to exceséivé poor quality loans. Huge construction outlays
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were made on much sdcially unnecessary construction, which induced increases in low-wage
labor being pulled into the construction process. The speculation created feedback effects

- inducing further speculation, which made everyone feel wealthier, in tumn, creating more
borrowing and unhealthy spending. But this boom, along with the Intemnet boom gave the -
working and middle classes a feeling that what they were lolsing permanently on the wage side,

_could be made up on the asset side.

The game ended, but the essential pr;)ducﬁve outsourcing had been mﬁplded. Banks
and multi-national corporations had made themselves independent of national profit realization
needs, and the Work:iné- a‘nd middle classes are now left trying to figure out what'ha;ﬁpenéd to
 their futore. Fortunately f(.>r ﬁorke’rs’ peace of mind but not their pocketbooks and future, éi_itfﬂ
havé: shifted the blame to the working and middle classés as haviﬁ‘;;ﬁcaused ﬁs by their lack of
education, greed, support of big government, desire for handouts, €xcessive time on Facebook,
etc. Aﬂer all, any of these people, if they just had more ambitiow, c%uid certainly get a job at
Goldman Sachs, for exampl'é, and could also i)e mas‘tel;s of the univeise, if only they iried a liitie

harder. Ithink you get the point here.

In America, as the new Rome, the results of this process a:t;e as> follows: a smart,
aggressive elite controls ﬁﬁance, govemﬁenL and a powerful éroup of multi-national
corporations backed by a strong military. They control the bulk of world oil reéervcs, directly or .
indirectly. The U.S., Canada, Mexico, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Irag anci Libya hold 70% of known
oil reserves, which transact by using the U.S. dollar to scttle accounts This creates a quasi oil
backing for the dollar, making the printing of the U.S. dellar still acceptable, but creating the
pqtential for anlimited commodity inflation which ultimately will check this pro cess.-
Unfortunately, in the new Rdmc, out of a populaiioﬁ of 300 million, perhaps, no more than 50
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millior people a.re-z truly economically necessary. The h'f;lance of inputs, both labor and
resources, can be gotten elsewhere. With 1% of the U.S. population owning 60-65% of the
assets, and another 19% owning 20% of the assets and manning the hiéher»valued eccupations,
the balance of 80% of the population is left with ownership of minimal wealth assets and subject
to low-wage competition from around the Worid through imports. In addition, they face low-
wage competition at home from both legal and illegal immigrants, while more and more workers
at home are made redundant by high-productivity methods; all of this consigns them to a slow,
downward spiral in living conditions—all in the face of the increasing real productivity of

worldwide capitalism.

Since American elites can move investments anywhere internationally with tacit
agreement of corr@'sponding elites from other high-produc.tion- centers, they can ensure the -
average standard of living for ordjnm‘y. people will be arbitraged dowm to the lowest common
denominator. Marginalized people around the world will be fighting with each other to hold -
onto residual pockets of wealth, as the basic wealth tide f{;r working ijeople- ﬁowé to more
- propiticus climes. ThJS process is simply on-e of divide and conguer. Tt*s all about bargaining

4

power, and the lack of it. B

This process continues at an ever-increasing pace and draws more and more scarce
resources into the process worldwide. It a]lows; an ever diminishing number of highly--
functioning people who control claims on wealth to influence government to disreantle social
protections for short-term profitability, further exacerbating the process. Governments are left
_ scrambling to find tax money to redistribute back to the majority of people who are less and less

necessary for production.
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Looking forward from today, we argue that the current system will continue the process
of uneven development a.nd expansion in some areas of the world, slow-downs in others, regions
rising, regions falling. However, elites will prosper no matter what happens since they can move
claims to wealth af will. They will continue to seek low wages and minimal environméental
regulation, with huge sections of the world pushed into marginalized employment. New areas
will be in the ascent untﬂ their increasing wﬁges put a crimp on capital expansion. The problem
is millions of people have become more aware of the arbitraﬁneés of this process, complaining

either actively or passively; which further puts constant pressare on the surplus.

The process writ small can be likened to that of coyotes and rabbits in a Woodland'.
Coyotes will eat the rabbits unchecked until the rabbits begin to disappear. If ferritorial markers
-becomé compromised th.rough environmental damage, &ereguilation can be a similar process for
“civilized” humans, and, of course; the coyoies then disappear, and so on, and so forth.
 Civilization presapposes something better. The elites operate mauch like smart coyotes. They
acknowledge the predat-or/prey process and mute it to a certain extent, but the system dynamic is
S0 pOWCI'ﬁll‘ and explosive that it currently déﬁ&c permanent attempts fo tame it. The ultima;[a
question is: Can we tame the system and still have productivity and individgél inifiative and
freedom, or can we have only productivity and freedom along with perioc_iic explosions that are

doomed to get bigger and bigger as we approach severe indeterminacy?

Three divergent thinkers have tackléd this problem: Marx, Keynes and George. The
Marxian solution assumes that non-¢lites can assume control from the elites--here we define
“elites™ as people who ére significantly smarter and m{.me aggressive than the rest of us, but not
too aliruistic, to say the leas--and put them under the control of everyone élse by seizing all
wealth claims, and assuming whatever prﬁductiﬁty ﬁsiﬁg from the resulﬁng system can be

12



ofF

redistributed back equally to everyone acco;ding to need. History has shown so fa;' that 2 model
like that would have the smarter people retire on the job or take control of the system as
commissars who would try to regulate and manage the productioil processes by top-down
command without using any significant market-signaling mechanisms, This culminates in using
force and coercion to mandate and enforce production targets. In short, intelligence is short-
circuited into sub-optimum perforinance. It results in quasi high-tech fendalism with ever more

sophisticated ways of draining suxplus rather than creating surplus.

Keynes would take the current system as is, and use the governmcﬁt powers to tax and
borrow money to, in effect, even out and mitigate the explosive dynamics of the system. He

would leave the surplus in private hands, but take énough of that surplus from both workers and

owners to, hojpeﬁﬂy, balance the unevenness of the sys,teﬂi. That system presupposes a balance

of bargaining power ameong all parties to make the process equitable. However, clites being

elites, they will, sooner or later, find a way to shift the burden onto ¢verybody ¢lse, and, thus,
destabilize the system to their short-term advantage. This can be roughly stated as the current

state of affairs — a powerful flew straight into indeterminacy.

‘Neo-Georgists would argue that all forms of monopoly, not diﬂiéult to identify by |
competent account-ants, should be taxed away and immediate1§ distributed pro rata %:o cach
citizen of a productivity unit. In this formulation, productivity units will bre defined as the naﬁon
state. This, however, is not a perfect solution because in the modern world some nations, due to
the uneven development process, have a huge productivity apparatus and large markets, and
others have low productivity and small markets. This problem has to be considered for a
secondary remedial development solution after a neo-Georgist first solution. The most obvious

monopoly n any social system is land and resources or the natural environment, owned and
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claimed before it is nsed in the producﬁvitf process by labor and capital. But today’s carbon-
energy-fueled economy also creates aggregates of capital mixed with high concentrations of
human capital which, along with nature, may create significant technical monopolies, creating
high absolute surpluses. Theoretically, if we leave labor and capital ustazxed in any way, paying
capital for risk and productivity, the remaining surplus available for redistribution will
approximate 1/3 of the GNP (historically true since 1600 AD). Te;chnology has, of course,

increased this surplus on a per capita basis 30 to 40 fold since then.

Land and nazural resources are left in pnvate hands, but monopoiy derived ﬁom mere
ownership of them would be taxed away and directly redistributed. From thlS fund, after it has
first been distributed to all participants, needed social taxes can be lévied and the balance can be,
left available for ré:iﬁvestmeni,’ private or pul;lic, uﬁder the control of the general population
through their investment accounts. Everyonc would take an active interest in ‘what was
happening to their money. This would allow the general population to specify and be involved
in the infeshnent of capital--in which techmologies, and in which local areas--so that a central
productivity unit (country) can retain long-term coherency. Techriology investments would be
allowed to run as untaxed monopolies in certam instances, and for certain pf;riods of time, where,
in fact, the prospect of monopoly profits would be necessary 0 induce taking on risky but
desirable projects. This process would be bounded so that ménopoly proﬁts could not Be used to

politically subvert the system itself.

There are a number of questions to be dealt with here: Environm;ntal and social issues
conducive to maintaining a civilized society would have to be conﬁnﬁously dealt with as society
evolves. The problem of the smooth running of the system, a cla.ssic problem in a capitalist
system, is dealt with effectively by thls Iﬁonopely redishibuﬁon-méchanism. As it takes fewé:r
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and fewer people to do the real work of society, the resulting marginalized people have no claim
to output. In this formulation, everyone has a residual claim over and above their contribation
from salaries, which may vary, and from their direct capital investments, another source of
income. Ifhandled correctly, dynamism is encouraged, and adequate purchasing power is

always available.

The coyotes may object that the rabbité arc- nb*é of equal value, as they have the natural
“(yod-Given” ability to kill rabbits, and rabbits have no such ability to directly kill them.
Howéver, civilization requires the participation and survival of all partics, strong and not so
' stroﬁg, period. Ifnot, the “superior party” can always be divided into two new groups, able and
less able, and so on éﬁd so forth. This sequence could 0]31}" end with one person léﬂ_ sta:t;ding; an: -
obvious absurdity for civilizationi We arguc only a neo-Geo.rg;lst systern can come close fo

solving all the above problems and for the following reasons:

1. Taxing monopoly does not discourage initiative and productivity.
2. Where there is extra risk, or society deel;:as certain activitics desirable, mbnogoly canbe
allowed over bouﬁded time periods.

‘ 3 Monopoly taxes uitlmately are not taxes on productmty Released monopoly revenues
ailow a broad based circulation of purchasmg power which is fair and based on natuxal
law -thai allows all people to have an equal right to access to nature.

4. Tt allows for the equitable distribution of the.incrc.asing productivity of the system which,
to a great exient, is a cumulative social construct develope& over hundreds of years.

5. Tt recognizes that unlimited, unchecked issnance of money and debt can be one of the
most serious ways of creating monopoly, and must be closely watched and regutated to
preven't them from becoming so.
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6. Finally, it ensures that every person is juridically neither a coyote nor a rabbit, the

recognition of which is the sine qua non for civilization.
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