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Revolution, system change !

Moving from `anti-private-capitalism', to `pro-public-capitalism'. Changing the 
system, not the administration, and moving beyond being trapped in an eternal
revolution. When a revolution does not solve how it wants to shape a new 
society with sufficient detail, the process of the revolution itself prevents it from
doing so later. Building a new model requires: time, effort, focus, sufficient 
debate. When the revolution has taken over power, there is: a state of 
emergency, many practical problems, one does not know who can be trusted 
as easily anymore, and the practical distribution of power is likely to trickle 
down into the new design, the new design can become an attempt at 
legitimizing the new practical situation. When the revolution had no practical 
alternative plans, for what reason should it be capable of making them at a 
much more difficult moment ? The post revolutionary emergency government 
will be trapped and will likely trap society into a state of constant revolution 
and constant emergency. This is worsened because without a strong and clear 
alternative plan, the revolution was that much more difficult to achieve, has 
made more enemies, in turn preventing the needed stability to make a 
systematic change. Revolutionaries should do their home work, and that 
extends to everyone who is on the left in Parliamentary Politics. This is made 
more easy by the achievements of the past. We have the time, we have the 
resources. 

Ideas related to post-capitalism, end capitalism

The idea is to remove private investment from the system, the next problem is 
how. If it is enough to declare private investments are no longer advised for the
obvious reasons, then that would be an easy way out. Now some other ideas ... 

- A "don't positively support it" solution. This is very easy, it only means not to 
use state resources to support private investment. When an investor invests 
money, a certain understanding exists between investor and recipient. 
Currently this relation is supported by law and judicial procedures, affording the
investor the comforts available to real commerce. Since productive commerce 
is productive, it deserves these comforts, the common interest is served by 
productive commerce. It makes sense to "do something in return". This is not 
true for private investment, it is not productive, rather parasitic. It should 
therefore be excluded from judicial support. 
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In practice that can take a very simple form:
wherever money is invested outside the
framework of political finance - which is not
necessarily nefarious - all understandings and
contracts will be void in court. The money
transferred is a transfer of money for void
reasons, a donation. The recipient of the
money can therefore accept the money, and
declare it its own. The recipient can then do
whatever it likes with the money, even declare
the business a shell to attract investor's
money, which is then going to be lost to it.
These shell businesses perform a service to the

common interest: discourage private investment. 

- An "no legal gains" solution. The problem with investment lies primarily in its 
quest for profit above the invested sum. Sometimes people like to invest in 
efforts not aimed at making profit. The transferred money, though not a simple 
donation, is meant to provide working funds. When the effort fails, the money is
lost. When it is payed back without profit or even with a profit, the end effect is 
still positive. If someone has saved funds on its bank account, perhaps for a 
bad financial period, this can only be a good thing. If this money is invested to 
further non-greed goals, that is even better. 

To remove the greed-investing, but not the social-investing, the solution can be 
to make sure that capital will not be allowed to generate more capital. That is 
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the aim of greed investing, but not of social investing. Profit separate the two. A
solution can be to declare all investor profits illegal and liable to confiscation. 
This confiscation can be done by the state, or by the party invested in. 

- A "law enforcement at the point of spending" solution. Presently, there exist 
only laws on how one is allowed to acquire money. Once it has been acquired - 
legally or illegally - there are no limits on spending. However, there is a fairness
limit to what one person can possibly acquire by working productively. In seeing
that some people work to the absolute maximum of physical endurance (and 
beyond), yet acquire nothing but poverty, it is clear that what one gets is not 
necessarily what one deserves. Things become very murky at the other end: at 
one time someone did invent the wheel. What was the economic value of that ?

The true economic value is possibly greater then the entire current economy. 
What is the economic value of scientific understanding, which may not become 
apparent after the discoverer is dead. To make matters worse: there are many 
skilled financial experts who will reap the financial rewards of other people's 
discovery, and pretend they earned it. A famous example is the telephone, it is 
a known problem. The discoverer is probably an expert in his field of discovery, 
not an expert in extorting money from society. In many cases the discoveries 
are made out of idealistic motivations, the discoverer doesn't even want 
money. 

Solution seems easy: money is not deserved for ``actual economic value'', 
because it is impossible to compute (will often be negative without anyone yet 
knowing), and because it doesn't work. Money is deserved for actual hourly 
effort, it is deserved for sweat, not product. It is the talent of one person to 
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produce 100 hockey sticks a day, it is the talent of another to make an 
invention. Now it is clear that there exist sums of money that can not be fairly 
gained. This opens up the possibility of law enforcement at the point of having 
and spending. 

In a market economy, there can be a great deal of volatility of wages. 
Sometimes someone can perform a service that people are willing to pay a lot 
of money for. Sometimes a person is only able to perform this service for a 
limited time in its life. What is wrong with that. One could make a grumpy 
argument that the person shouldn't be as greedy, not demand so much money 
for itself. True as that may be, the money was earned using agreed trades, and 
it usually is about luxury services. Nobody needs to buy them, but people do. 
The person is providing an actual service, unlike the private investors, it can't 
be blamed from that angle. 

Law enforcement at the point of spending does not appear to be very simple. 
But something may be possible, different amounts of money have different 
qualities. Money at the lowest end is `life or death' money. Money above that is
`health or suffering' money, money above that is `comfort or discomfort 
money', above that `luxury or comfort money'. Money above that becomes a 
political force, is cutting so much into the resources of society that it is 
becoming a generalized strain, `Political or luxury money'. Now the money 
spending steps into a new arena, from the personal into the collective. People 
who have nothing to do with the group making someone very rich, have to deal
with the Big Spender, provide it services. Is that fair, no its not. So, that seems 
to be a fair cut off point: once the quality of the amount of money turns from 
personal luxury to amounts of political interest, society should reserve for itself 
the right to deny individual people to own so much money, however they 
acquired this money. 

Such a limit will be very high in practice. People who have reached the peak, 
will be presented with a choice: stop and look at yourself, what are you doing ? 
Then they could relax a bit on their greed, and enjoy life. Or they could attempt
to become criminals and evade detection. If they become criminals, they put 
themselves in danger. That is something worthwhile for society, as we do not 
need people who are so exclusively greedy. 

If the resources of a country become limited, it can be a choice to limit 
spending further, and disallow levels of luxury to preserve the unity of the 
people. 
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This means in practice: an
upper limit to personal total
wealth, including items owned.
Wealth earned above the limit
can be confiscated by the
state. To prevent corruption it
should probably be an
automatic law. No doubt rich
people will give money away
to their close circle, but
continue to control it. This way
the limit can be exceeded by a
certain factor. 

The state can delegate its
power as political capitalist. As
a function of this, the state can
decide to allow someone or
group to own more money.
This is a political choice, some
kind of public permit system. 

As an example of how this currently fails: there are individuals in this world who
own so much money that if spend for the common interest, it could provide 
clean water for every human. That is a clear example of political level money of
the highest order in private hands. If nothing else, it is an insult to the 
sovereignty of the people at large, however this money is spend. It is not up to 
an individual to make such decisions, they have no right, especially because in 
most cases the money will only in part be fairly earned. Who supports the 
business of the rich person ? Where was their cut ? 

Because the limit would be high, the large group of people who dream of luxury
and riches are not denied the fulfillment of their dream. In fact more people 
may see it fulfilled, as money above a certain extend become distributed. If 
someone is no longer allowed to own X money, instead only Y money, that has 
the potential to make X/Y people reach the peak, instead of just one person. 
Even the dreams of wealth could see chances improved ... 

- A "rotate currency" solution. The greatest threat to end capitalism comes from
rival private capital, it has effectively resisted nationalizations before. Among 
threats are selling and therefore devaluation of the currency, rival investments,
(continue with) sponsoring of deception campaigns through mass media, even 
investing in violent extremist groups and terrorism. The most decisive way to 
collapse this threat is perhaps to declare the value of the currency to have 
become 0, and to confiscate extreme wealth (ownership of mines, estates, 
large companies). This reduces to nothing all hoards of wealth, and makes it 
impossible to convert it. It is easy to hide billions on secret bank accounts, not 
as easy to hide a large mining company. 
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For every person a
limited amount of
money can be
converted, for
instance all debts and
savings up to a
reasonable amount.
This to minimize
impact on real people,
and keep the
economy going
(mortgages,
consumer debt, life
savings). Companies
that more or less
accidentally hold now
worthless old currency
because they trade
with the country, can
by exception have this
currency converted to
the new currency, to
maintain trust in the
currency of the
country. What with
reserves in foreign
banks ? Case by case
compensation
depending on whether
the country has acted
as a positive force,
not compensating all privately owned banks (who represent private 
investment) ? The currency and power would then be in a cleaner state, 
without the burden of the past. From then on it should become illegal to own 
above a certain (reasonable) level. 

The old cash could get a new design feature, and be introduced quickly as new 
money. Old cash could be converted up to a maximum per person (carry along 
money yes, massive fortunes no). All regular bank accounts under a certain 
maximum credit can be automatically converted to the new currency currency 
to it. When it is certain there aren't massive hoards of cash stored by future 
private investors, the old cash could be kept going as it is. The operation would 
then be confined to collapsing credit on bank accounts and seizing property. 
Hoards of gold and the like are of course confiscated for the same reasons: 
prevent rival private investorism. Gold should probably be dumped on the 
market as a regular commodity, reducing its value to what it naturally should 
be. 

This certainly seems to be a daring plan. The larger the area that pursues 
rotation of currency, the more stable it probably will be. It may be best to keep 
the currency not convertible, that it can not be traded except for tourists or 
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international trade (and some practical exceptions like immigration). Currency 
speculation should be resisted, it isn't productive anyway. Money rides in value 
with the local economy: if you have a lot, make sure the local economy does 
well. 

I can imagine currency rotation to become a complete failure for some reason, 
perhaps even because of a practical and not strategic mistake. It could be 
overkill, perhaps not worth the trouble. The rich are especially smart about 
what to do with their money. But even the threat of "currency rotation" would at
least not work in their favor. Someone holding the currency without good 
trading reasons could end up with nothing, so the rich might have a hard time 
moving their wealth to different currencies. Hopefully it leaves their wealth 
stuck with nowhere to go, nowhere to hide. revenge, but everything with 
protecting democratic capitalism from rival financial terrorism. Individuals who 
see wealth or companies confiscated should therefore not be compensated at 
all (unless they are the original entrepreneur). Large companies are to be 
donated to their workers, unless they fall in the (semi) monopoly sector *) 
Formerly rich - perhaps having been rich for generations - are left with what 
ordinary people have. If they want more they can apply for a job somewhere, 
like everyone else. Under democratic (properly administered) capitalism, 
ordinary jobs should (eventually) see better compensation, it is in their interest 
to make it work once they are past a certain point. 

It is possible that universal suffrage may not be enough to achieve a 
government that is loyal to its people, it may be necessary to give rich people 
less power over government. Rich power are virtually by definition disloyal to 
the people and the common interest. History seems to suggest that union 
leaders and leftist parliamentary politicians pose the greatest threat to 
progressive democracy, because unlike right-wing politicians, managers and 
bankers, they retain a level of credibility. They have used this credibility to 
undermine progressive democracy, and return the situation to what it was, with
their previous positions intact (the obvious aim). 

When a democratic revolution is to succeed, it is to take control of the currency.
Currency policy may be the most difficult and technical part of taking state 
power. Without it, all policies have to deal with hostile private investorism, 
currency manipulations. Should a progressive government succeed in 
restructuring the economy, the banks might dump the currency - or commit 
other acts of financial warfare - and wreak havoc with international trade, thus 
bringing the economy in trouble, thereby "proving" the government was 
incompetent and the policies were "bad". The government will have a choice: 
relieve the capitalists of their power and take it on itself, undo the changes and
get the capitalists on their side again. Once a conservative group takes power 
and returns parts of the economy to private control, the capitalists could end 
their negative instruments, making it appear that the conservatives have a 
"successful" policy. Although the economy will be saved from trouble, it isn't 
the result of good policy, but the result of being popular with the capitalist 
power, who then restore international trade and currency policy to favorable 
values. The government is the sometimes misbehaving pet of capitalism. As 
long as this situation persists, the democratic government is the small wheel on
the ship. Because of this, right-wing pundits can correctly point to "for the 
economy" dangerous left-wing policies, because indeed the economy can 
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suffer. But not necessarily from direct policy, rather from capitalist power. 
Capitalist power does not have to act as a conscious effort: when the policy is 
negative for their wealth, they have a natural interest to move away their 
wealth from that currency, causing devaluation. Whatever power capitalists 
have, it is always negative for progressive policies, because progressive 
policies have the object of collapsing their wealth, distributing it more fairly. 
Naturally they act contrary to that effort, even destroying a national economy if
that saves their wealth. I don't claim to understand it all, but taking control is 
always better. 

Rotation of currency is very aggressive way to clear capitalist power, like 
resetting a computer. If an attempt to improve society does not want to 
contemplate restructuring the money system and seizing all large value, the 
attempt may be destined for long term failure. Capitalism may grow back. 

 Ideas related to post-capitalism, start socialism

The idea is to remove private investment from the system, the next problem is 
how. When private investment is removed, there might be a hole in the system,
what should fill this void. It should be agreed first why we need to be 
fundamentally rid of private investment. Otherwise there is not enough will to 
deal with (initial) problems, failure might be blamed on the principle, rather 
then on details of a solution. 

- A "deny liquidity" solution. When investors invest, their money can come from
different sources, for instance savings, or company profits. Banks use another 
method: other people's money that they have stored for safe keeping. They use
this money to invest in companies, and make consumer loans. From the often 
absurd profits they make, considering the effort put in, people offering their 
money for safe keeping get a yearly percentage. This percentage is usually 
around the inflation level, though, so it really doesn't amount to anything. If 
someone is offered 3% on a savings-account, it may well be that it is paying 
1%, if inflation is 4% (real inflation, not what government figures claim, 
governments lie too much). Because banks invest in companies, and reap a 
share of profits therefore denied to companies, working against fair business 
practices because they are eventually less profitable, it is in the end payed for 
by the working people in reduced wages and fair business practices. What is 
3% worth, if it costs you 4% on your salary, or 40% ? The money has to come 
from somewhere, doesn't it. Wealth isn't created out of nothing, it has to be 
build. 
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By nature, when a
company is making
profits, there is a
strong incentive to
spend this either
on personal
consumption or
invest it in the
future of the
company. Personal
savings are
scattered and
individually don't
amount to much,
and they are often
owned by working
people. When a
retail bank opens
business, there can
be hundreds of
thousands of
people, millions,
that put their
money in that
particular bank.
Now this bank
controls a lot of
money. Because
the bank has no
other way of
making money, it
is going to be an investor out for profits. Unlike for any other business, this is 
bad. 

A solution can be to make sure there is no such concentration of consumer 
funds in private hands. One way to perhaps do that, is to have the government 
create a bank-account for every person. On this account the government has 
the power to offer an inflation correcting percentage, to make it attractive. 

This government accounting system can act as a true bank, where a person 
can have the usual banking services. For people who like to pay for better 
services, business can be set up which interface to the government accounting 
system for the costumer. But such a bank can take funds entrusted to it from a 
costumer, and put it on its own account. This way that bank will be able to re-
invest that money, and create the problem of private investing again. This may 
not be a bad solution, because it offers people a choice: use the government 
(politically administered) system directly and prevent all re-investment, or 
entrust funds to a front-end business. Such a setup allows for banks to go 
bankrupt without much trouble, this will not necessarily affect a lot of real 
people. It also allows for banks to offer the promise of social investment, it 
gives people a recourse besides whatever the government is doing. A front-end
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retail banking business can also hide individual transactions from a 
government, offering a privacy service. 

Because in the system the government has unlimited capability to invest 
money, this political economic power can and should be used as part of the 
democracy. It is possible for the government to combat the effects of private 
investment, and even to combat the survival rate of certain types of banks. In 
the economy there are fragile commercial banks floating on top of a 
government accounting service, and the super powerful government bank (with
unlimited spending power, enough to destroy or fix the economy). 

This government investment capability has its own problems with corruption, it 
should therefore have a certain structure, limiting high end corruption and 
malpractice. 

- A "political capitalism" solution. The problem with professional private 
investment is that it always has to seek profit, that it attempts to make capital 
from capital, which is an anti-social influence on raw consumer competition 
between companies, and unproductive in its own right. 

A financier needs to be found which does not rely on profits to exist, which acts 
in the common interest: the people themselves, through (real) democracy. If a 
psychopathic government is elected, lying and cheating their way through the 
polls, they get their hands on infinite creation of legal money. If they are in 
power for 4 years, they can do some serious economic damage. 

One solution might be to create enough sub organizations, they can be 
assigned to regions and/or types of business. It can be a political issue how 
much money is going to be given to each sub organization for investment 
(crediting its account). Where the investments are to be exactly made is then a 
matter of (local) democracy. The top decisions control the total amount, and 
therefore the level of inflation, which is offset and supported by taxes. This 
would prevent local malpractice to the cost of the currency. 

Taxes are just a means of creating deflation, which the government can then 
leverage as inflation. 

- Lending: what to do with consumer lending: mortgages, consumption credit. 
These services make sure that someone buying a very expensive product can 
pay down the supplier immediately, so that suppliers get payed immediately 
and can move on with their business. It is in theory possible to do this 
fractionally over time without any lending, but this is probably not practical. 
The problem is who can provide lending services without too much corruption. 
If a government agency with unlimited capability to create money offers 
mortgages, no doubt certain government bank employees will be tempted, as 
well as high level officials and politicians. A government does not easily go 
bankrupt, general inflation pays the price.14,1,.. Some politicians are known for
their short sighted vision aren't they, they'll be tempted to hand out money in 
return for popularity. This produces inflation and should reflect on the politician,
but by then the politician has moved on or found some scapegoat. It may be 
difficult for government employees to turn apparently bad applications down, 
costumers are likely to accuse the government of unequal treatment. 
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In a scheme with government bank-accounts and front-end private banks 
(above), front-end private banks exist that can offer such lending. This invites 
back in the problem of private investment, and it remains to be seen if such 
companies come to exist in this system. The government accounting system 
could in theory offer personal loans. This would then need to be regulated in 
great detail, essentially be a judicial system rather then a political system. In 
this large investments and personal loans would be very different things. 
Therefore they should probably be handled by different organizations. (I am 
unsure about whether this will work properly, but it probably could.) 

These solutions all seem to have one thing in common: they are soft solutions. 
A heavy handed way to end capitalism would be to nationalize all banks. Is that
`prudent', or is that `crude' ? Nationalizing banks is basically what the above 
amounts to. If levels of detrimental capitalism persist there are two tools to 
combat it: the super government bank wielding unlimited funds (minor power), 
and the creation/termination of laws (major power). 

The overall difference between this `democratic capitalism' and `private 
capitalism', is that private capitalism assumes that people always behave out 
of pure greed, where this `democratic capitalism' makes room for other ways to
express freedom in a stable manner, although it doesn't force it on anyone. 

A government model as proposed in constitution proposal: 
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Example `as if capitalism were already defeated'

A cleaning company `IIS' is forcing cleaners to work ever quicker and quicker, 
for less and less. Things aren't getting clean anymore, workers drop out 
everywhere to be replaced with new cheap throw away workers, but profits of 
IIS are booming. 

To solve this, an investor war is declared on `IIS': the state has to be forced to 
take this in hand. There are now a wide range of ways to defeat IIS. 

- It can invest (the State is the only strong investor) in a new business. Strikes 
by IIS workers can cripple the trust of someone that is making use of an IIS 
cleaner, makes him/her look for another option. This option is available in the 
form of the new business. A new worker is installed, the new cleaner is getting 
a higher percentage of the profits of the business. The worker fired can apply 
for a new job with the new business. This could be a coordinated action. 

- It can buy IIS, accepting a level of inflationary losses to the state, and 
restructure IIS from the top down using its new ownership right. After the 
business has been altered, it can be sold, perhaps to a workers council of IIS 
workers who deploy a democratic procedure to keep management under 
control. 

- It can invest in all other businesses except IIS, temporarily reducing cost on 
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costumers until IIS has been bankrupted. All consumers get a tax break for 
their cleaning costs, except when they use IIS. 

- It can declare IIS forfeit, take it over by force of law, and don't spend another 
penny defeating IIS economically. 

- It can levy an additional "social" tax on any business using IIS services, until 
IIS changes its policies or goes bankrupt. 

- It can launch a public awareness campaign, letting consumers know when IIS 
services have been used in the production of a product or service, asking them 
to defeat IIS by conscious economic choice. 

Since there isn't much of a counter-strike by private capitalists (who currently 
wage this very same war in the opposite direction), the new better behaving 
business isn't likewise financially and then competitively attacked. If consumers
come to understand that it is in their own interest to support businesses with 
fair wages and conditions because they and their children will work in these 
businesses, they can use their consumer influence out of self-interest. A `self 
cleaning' economic mechanism. It does not rely on idealism (alone), but on well
understood long term self interest. In any case, with finance under democratic 
control, any kind of workers' struggle will be much more effective. The state 
doesn't necessarily have to wage this war itself. No effective professional 
private finance means one very influential enemy less. 

Disclaimer: You implement these things on your own risk. Don't do it unless you
are willing to accept responsibility for it yourself. 

Do you notice that in the above proposal there is at least one apparent 
contradiction: how can you not support contracts of investment in the judiciary,
yet have Public Finance make investments and grant loans. Are these 
investments gifts ? Or did you assume the government has a special privilege 
to demand being payed back ? Something else ? How do you want to solve this 
contradiction in principle, and why. How do you want to implement your 
principle, and why. Is your solution workable ? Can it deal with corruption from 
the top as well as the bottom, or does it need a group of saints or demand a 
certain type of behavior from the public to-be-educated ? What does it likely 
mean for one individual act of investment, and what is the overall effect of over
the long term ? 

My idea is: the government has a special privilege, because there has to be a 
break on how much money is being put into the economy, and recipients of 
investment must not profit just from receiving an investment. This does not 
solve pressure on an individual employee that deals with granting loans, so that
the employee will make too many `sympathy loans', which are not being payed
back (racketeering costumers). The government can hardly go bankrupt over 
this, but it is an invitation to fraud and weak practices (just as the stock 
markets are now). If the employee can point to another source where someone 
can go for money, the employee is less likely to fall for this, because costumers
still have other options to try (lower volume is more attention, crime can go 
elsewhere, more diagnoses by different organizations some of which can go 
bankrupt). To facilitate this, the government can grant a permit to select 
private enterprises, to also be able to make loans enforcible by law, an 
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extension of its own right. The government can engage in all kinds of contracts 
with such businesses, in order to keep them in line. This way costumers have 
all kinds of options, and do not have to rely on one source for consumer credit. 
Loan businesses can not effectively operate outside the government granted 
permit system, because if they do, all their loans are gifts. This does not 
prevent violent loan crime, but it diversifies the economy of credit, and creates 
independence and privacy from government. A likely source of credit 
businesses are banks because they have liquidity (control much money), if they
will emerge in this system. If the Public likes to, the bank can be granted an 
enforcible loan permit. Then they can utilize their capital to make capital from 
capital, which is dangerous. The terms of the permit may therefore need to 
deal with this danger. The amount that can be loaned may be limited, the 
purpose of lending may be limited, etc. Loans for consumption can probably be 
supported against collateral, it is just a deal between two partners, who cares. 
Loans for business upstart or business growth are different, they have potential
to affect more people, especially future employees. It may be efficient to have 
one permit for simple consumer credit that makes the economy run more 
smoothly (mortgages), and have a different set of rules for business 
upstart/growth. Granting the latter with more political attention, and the former
with more economic attention. Loans repayable in time against collateral are 
always less dangerous then control/power instruments such as shares and 
endless claims on future profit. Such instruments of perpetuating drain should 
not be supported in law or by permit (the government can still do it of course). 
If these limitations don't prove effective, permits can be altered, or be recalled 
(etc), and the government bank can take all kinds of economic action. 

... all kinds of details which can probably make or break the system ... 

One solution may work for this group, another group may need another 
solution; one solution way work for a while, but then need change. It does not 
depend on the internal logic of the system what the people should be doing, 
but what the people do can determine the system. The system is therefore 
alive, always adapting. If the people aren't willing and able to successfully 
tinker with the system, it is probably no use to even begin. If the people don't 
control the government, it is neither any use. If a government currently not 
under control is going to implement these changes, it is most likely to build in 
any number of back-doors to defeat it. Allowing corrupt people to build and 
staff a system aimed at reducing corruption is probably not a very good idea. It 
all hangs on one ultimate principle: political investment. Are the people able to 
force political investment for the common good, or will the state behave the 
same way as private investors. 

Ideas related to post-capitalism, free markets

The idea is to remove private investment from the system, the next problem is 
how. Under private investment many things besides capital that do react wrong
to market pressures for varies reasons, are under private control. There is no 
"counter pressure", keeping these systems healthy. But not all of these systems
have the same problems with proper market pressures. 

Industry: consumer products/services, retail 
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- A "promote small over large businesses" solution. This is very easy because 
small businesses already exist, it doesn't require immediate action. Large 
businesses don't have to be bad, as long as their popularity is based on free 
market choice and not financial warfare, it is apparently what the people like. 
Large businesses suffer from these problems: because profits are concentrated 
they create demand for excessive luxury markets, they move wealth away from
the area it is created to the area where the owners live and spend their money,
it stimulates general power concentration. Small or locally owned businesses 
do better: profit is spend on relatively normal items, stimulating the area in 
which the business operates. Large businesses can be more efficient and more 
economically resilient. A law that stipulates how much the profit in a company 
can be concentrated may be useful. When this threshold overflows, money has 
to be shared with the base. This way geographic exploitation by large chain 
companies can be controlled. Typically consumers can reach a large number of 
different such businesses in an hours travel. Garages, bakeries, clothes-shops, 
etc. Typically not: water out of the tap at home. 

Industry: monopoly sector 

- A "nationalize monopoly sectors" solution. There are a great many types of 
business where market pressure does not work very well, because of 
infrastructure problems. When there are 10 shops selling food needed in an 
area, each could be a different company. Where one large food shop could 
operate, two half that size would be fine as well, and offer consumer market 
pressures between them. Now picture a kitchen with 10 taps, 10 complete 
water systems side by side. Out of every tap comes a different water from a 
different company, and companies compete for price and quality. Certainly this 
provides market pressure, but the cost of 10 concurrent water infrastructures is
very much higher then the theoretical downside of a nationalized water supply 
under democratic political control. Nationalizing has a downside: it can be 
bureaucratic and slow to react to new demands of consumers, however it also 
has an upside and that is that it is non profit. Water is a good example of 
something which needs nationalizing: 1. the infrastructure prevents efficient 
consumer market operation, 2. the product just needs to be the same reliable 
water, year in year out. Postal services are another example: if we have 10 
postmen come by every day, and a row of 10 different post-office-boxes, we 
run a high risk that every choice has to be much more costly because the 
volume of post has to be divided between all competing companies. With the 
lower volume per company, the cost of maintaining the infrastructure and 
paying all postmen, has to be divided between fewer posted items, so the cost 
to the consumer per item goes up (isn't it obvious ?!). My favorite example 
remains to be the railway: picture 10 complete railways side by side, possibly 
using different competing systems. Will either be able to run with the low cost 
of one nationalized rail company. Run trains for different companies over the 
same railway ? Travelers want to be somewhere at a certain time, they are not 
going to be there 60 minutes early because they want to travel with one 
specific train company. The overhead of all these different companies does the 
system little good, and in addition profits need to be payed. The railway can 
also not be allowed to go bankrupt, which allows management to gut the 
company for short term profits, correctly assuming that government will 
eventually step in and fix the problems for them. 
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The great fallacy of privatizing companies that are unsuited, is that a privatized
management is somehow able to energize the company, rushed on by its own 
limitless greed. The politicians betray their own lazy nature: from the position 
of a company employee it is confronted with management either way, political 
or private. Politicians should take a hands on approach if they want certain 
monopoly sectors to perform better, rather then hire someone else. If they 
want to hire someone else declaring themselves incompetent in the process, 
they shouldn't have come to politics in the first place. 

Industry: semi monopoly sector 

- A "divide and conquer" solution. Some sectors lie somewhere between 
systems that have a total infrastructure like tap water, and sectors that have 
no or very little in the way of a high cost infrastructure, like restaurants, bars, 
clothing shops. One example can be hospitals. In large cities there can be 
numerous different hospitals and in many cases `costumers' (diseased people) 
will be able to make a practical choice between them. If one hospital gets a 
reputation for bad heart surgery, costumers may choose to go elsewhere, 
eventually ending that heart surgery department. This is useful market 
operation, the hospital may decide to revamp their heart unit to win back trust 
(fire that drunken surgeon), and all can end well. However if hospitals are 
allowed to be private enterprises, they will start catering to the rich because 
that's where the money is at. People who work hard but earn few will get 
second grade care, rich - possibly criminal - people get luxury rooms with 5 star
service. This is morally not acceptable. A hospital is neither something you can 
grow from a humble beginning, it is a very large capital investment in trained 
staff and machines, medicines. Although its infrastructure isn't pervasive, it is 
costly. Public health in any case is a public concern, not comparable to the 
fashion colors of fall. Hospitals seem to operate somewhere between general 
enterprise, and the clear monopoly sector. Consumer market operation is 
possible and useful, but to give it free completely seems doubtful for many 
reasons. 

A solution can be to allow people to choose to which government owned 
hospital they go. The government can force all hospitals to provide the same 
care to each patient, for instance against zero cost circumventing needless 
bureaucratic overhead from financial insurance constructions. Health care not 
concentrated in hospitals could be left to the consumer market. Another area 
like this might be schools. This area is probably the most difficult to design 
because it is in between two more simple systems (free market or 
nationalized). 

Industry: land 

- A "fractional ownership" solution. This is probably a very futuristic or archaic 
idea: every person gets to own for life without right to sell his/her share of the 
resources of the area or even planet. In areas that are not complicated this can 
work simple: farmers get their share of soil and can work on it. If they want 
more, they hire it from someone else, but own the products on the land. The 
reason that someone can not sell it, or hire it away for eternity, is that it is also 
a safeguard when someone becomes unemployed. If someone is unemployed, 
he/she can farm their land. Fisheries and even mines could be included in this 
scheme. People could swap their explicit resource with someone else. In a more
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futuristic setting, people could hire their resource to a bank type enterprise. It 
could manage many resources, hire them out when possible. In theory (but 
perhaps not in practice), this can provide a new kind of social security. People 
will own enough land to swap under their home, only having to pay for the 
home, no land-ownership speculation. People who live above each other retain 
a lot of resources, these can be hired out: people who live small get a natural 
reward. 

Some area's of the world live primarily from trade, regions around major ports 
for instance. In other regions enormous profits could be generated from a single
mine. Should everyone hold a portion of the harbor, and an angle of the mine 
shaft, where does "everyone" start and end, the local town, country, continent, 
Earth. Mining and strategic points such as harbors could become object of war. 
This is not what we would want, of course. The logical solution seems to 
nationalize these areas, "unique infrastructure element". The government could
take in hand exploitation of things like this itself in some way. There is usually 
some kind of natural limit to the resource: a large port serves a land behind it 
of certain size, a mine serves a certain section of the market (if 10%, then 10% 
of the Earth surface could be its natural size). Political realities will probably 
dictate what the area will be. 

I will agree that this system seems quite futuristic, possibly fantastic. I like it 
though, it seems so elegant and natural. Obviously a percentage N needs to be 
given to raw nature. 

More: there are all kinds of rules possible to make the markets free and fair 

- A "eventually the company passes into workers hands" solution. When 
someone builds a business from scratch, that is usually a creative and 
productive job (depending on the type of business). When the original 
"entrepreneur" goes away it currently has power to do with the business as it 
pleases. It can sell it to investors, liquidate it, or leave it to its children for 
instance. None of these people can claim the expertise the original 
entrepreneur has had, none of them has therefore a claim to a natural right to 
lead the company. The obvious solution is: the company must be left to the 
workers, who comprise the second part of the success of the business. They 
have more expertise then investors (financial gamblers), and in any case have 
most interest in keeping the business going successfully. The problem is: how 
to make the transfer happen smoothly. What is in it for the original 
entrepreneur, and how can it be prevented from destructive activities just 
before worker take over. The "win over" part can take the form of a pension 
from the company for the entrepreneur over a period of N years (for instance 
10), or for life. This is not enough in many cases, liquidating the company may 
yield much more money then a pension could. The entrepreneur may have 
personal funds invested in the company and wish to free them, which is a fair 
demand. Because the workers will have to run the company (and/or hire/fire 
their own future managers), it seems natural that the workers and previous 
entrepreneur negotiate the take over. Goal of such negotiation can be: leave 
the entrepreneur without "unfair" debts, and provide a reward in the form of a 
pension. This means that an entrepreneur does not have the power to sell its 
company, not without consent from the current workers. 

- A "workers more power" solution. Workers usually get badly payed, far below 
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the value actually created, because they lack power. The job market shifts 
power to employers because there are fewer employers then employees, it is a 
"buyers market". One obvious solution to this is to subject employers to the 
same power of hiring/firing: making it possible the workers can hire/fire their 
owner/bosses. This situation occurs naturally from the above "company 
eventually passes into workers hands" solution. Once workers control 
management, they can decide how profits are distributed, and how new 
employees are hired. The beauty of this system is that the economy will have a
wide variety of differently organized businesses. The cooperatives will have to 
compete against the dictatorships for the favors of the consumers (but not for 
the favors private investors who only want profit and low wages, because there
aren't any if things go right), etc. 

Market / Planned economy 

Some people seem to like the idea of ``complete integration'', where there are 
no companies and no market pressures between them and with the consumer 
public. Everything is decided by applying direct intelligence, ``production to 
satisfy human needs, not profits'', a consciously planned world, everything 
nationalized and therefore in a state of monopoly. I think this is a naive idea, 
resulting from the simplistic idea that private investor profit-seeking is the 
same thing as productive company profit seeking. Once this simplistic idea has 
taken hold, everything that is in favor of "market pressures" has to be bad, and 
the next step is to nationalize and monopolize everything under direct 
democratic control. 

The limitations of this `conscious planning' idea are clear when they are applied
where they can work. 

Trade is a device to protect both trading partners against being deceived: the
partners do not give away freely but demand an immediate proof of

productivity from those they give something to. They don't give a pound of
grain to a king, unless the king agrees to do the dishes for them right now. That
this doesn't happen is not the fault of trade itself, but of the power plays that

warp trade. However, no such proof is needed when the trading partner is your
co-worker whom you see working every day. You know him, you know he is

productive via an alternative means: direct knowledge. Therefore you do not
need to trade with this person from moment to moment. 

The circle of people whom you can know to this detail is limited, and that is the 
natural limit of a planned economy without trade. Hence, a planned economy 
can only work for small groups, perhaps stretching it up to several tens of 
thousands. When dealing with hundreds of millions of people, not everyone 
knows each other even in the slightest. Trade is simply useful to make sure you
are dealing with someone productive, as you see immediate proof. To remove 
trade means to assume everyone is basically a holy saint. It will likely grind 
human beings to a pulp between the vast bureaucratic machineries that control
production. When you are part of a continent wide planned bread system, you 
are nothing. Your choices don't matter, 10.000 others for you. When you work 
in a local independent company, steering itself through the market of consumer
favoritism, your choices decide everything. The issues that work on what 
decides your life are immediately visible, exist on human scale. The quality of 
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your work is immediately reflected in your success. You have the freedom to 
organize your work as a sovereign team of people, can do new things and 
renew what the consumers can get. If you do something bad, it will bite you 
immediately; when you do something good, it will reward you immediately. Isn't
that the nature of living. 

The people who want to plan everything may be people who should be working
in the `monopoly sector' where consumer competition is understood to be 
detrimental or impossible. It are usually sectors that don't need much renewal 
of products, it is more about reliability (tap water, public transport, ...). Meeting 
a number of quality standards, and keeping it that way. Since planning is in its 
right place here, and the infrastructure is "one single unit" of which everyone 
should hold its part to produce the whole, individuals carry individual 
responsibility again. Tap water needs to be the same everyday, decade after 
decade. The organization can become highly experienced and efficient. The 
same can not be said about clothing, consumer products, food, movies, etc etc.
Everyday the exact same bread, and it will soon taste like nothing. Since 
individual groups can perform the tasks of making bread locally (and often 
better), it breads discontent that the orders of a vast bureaucracy have to be 
obeyed for no good reason. This may result in mutiny and even more 
substandard production. It doesn't take the people serious, has no faith in 
them. 

This problem: why what to nationalize and why what to leave to the markets 
seems to have created the greatest rift between progressive people. On the 
one hand the people who want to nationalize everything, on the other people 
who refuse to acknowledge the detrimental effects of private capitalism or that 
there could be invented an alternative besides "limited direct action and slow 
progress", which too often is an excuse to do little and pave the way for private
capitalists. I hope both sides will see the limitations of their own extremist 
points of view, and acknowledge that a combination can stand up to criticism 
better then either. This solution is both utterly anti-capitalist, yet is pro free 
markets. It can be called more liberal then the liberals, more communist then 
the communist. It is not a compromise or "search for a third way", although the 
solution does seem to have points that make it in hindsight fit the description 
"third way". Private capitalism is to be gutted though, no compromise with capitalism is 
possible on principle as the objective. As a practicality when Sovereignty is lacking then 
compromises may have to be negotiated for the time being, in the hope of ending the abuses 
over a longer time, winning more people to that cause.

. 

The above solutions may not be enough to strangle private capitalism, or they 
may be overkill. Trying is knowing. More can be created, some can be removed,
others can be strengthened, or weakened to fit the current situation 
temporarily. 

The tactic by which to reach the goal of ending capitalism is another problem. It
seems that as long as the goal is detailed, clear and widely supported, it does 
not matter whether it is effectuated through parliament, mass strike, 
revolution, or combinations. Agreeing on a clear goal means the pressure can 
mount sufficiently high until something gives. 
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I think we live in Western Europe in a "bribed zone", an area with excessive 
wealth sucked from the rest of the world. This excess wealth is a kind of buffer 
zone for the capitalists, it buys local support and supports the luxury economy 
they want to live in. While the poor used to live at the edge of town, they now 
live on the edge of the world. Removing the capitalists, removes this effect. It is
very possible that defeating private capitalism means living conditions to go 
down in the bribe zones, and for bribed classes of workers in particular 
(especially university people, and other groups with a little more power then 
your everyday wage earner). Eventually technical advances make all living 
conditions go upwards again, though. Don't come to me when you end up with 
even fewer buying power. The mismanagement of capitalism has done much 
damage already, the cost of this damage is yet to be taken out on society. This 
cost should not be confused with mistakes of a post capitalist system, even 
though the post capitalist system may have to deal with them. The longer 
capitalism goes on, the higher this cost could become. 

Capitalism has its own direction of evolution. The essence of capitalism is not 
trade or free markets, the essence of capitalism is racketeering and greed (as 
differentiated from company management). It is ultimately a system of wild 
animals, I think it will therefore eventually return to systems employed by 
wildlife. That is: brutal oppression, war, tribalism, dictatorship, class society. 
Just as capitalism emerged from feudalism, so can feudalism emerge from 
capitalism. The old feudal lords would have defeated democracy at long last. 
Theories involving nationalization of everything could then even play into their 
hands. 
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Companies, financial pressures
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Companies, market pressures

file:///home/joshb/Downloads/cap2.jpg


designing change    23  /  B

Capitalism development 
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Investor choices 
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Post Revolutionary Constitution   (Conclusion).

This post revolutionary Constitution is meant to drive a revolution onward after 
it has achieved power, so that it does not become stuck. Drive it past a state of
eternal emergency and into a new stable and relaxed situation, where private 
Capitalism is beaten by a new system. This new system is not a Utopia, but to 
be stable it needs a level of moral development. Moral development can be 
shown to exist in the large amount of progressive initiative that exists in the 
world, even if it is mostly not aimed at system change. Being willing to put in 
effort and money for social improvement is what this Constitutional model 
needs in terms of stabilization (see Companies, market pressures). If the 
Capitalists give up their position which is no longer intellectually defensible at 
any level (neither in terms of coherent system, in terms of trade success, or in 
terms of survival of the fittest), that would be great. 

The Law !
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