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Note: This introduction to the addendum initially attempts to provide references to other discussions that 

have already touched on developments in politics, first from the past to the present and then into the future. 

The latter discussions in respect to the future are mainly part of the ‘Brave New Worlds’ discussion. 

 

It was always recognised that the first discussion of politics under the heading ‘The Scope for Political Evolution’ 

would only be part of an initial learning process. However, while the first two sections, i.e. Broad Introduction and 

Paths to the Future, do reflect this learning curve, there was an attempt to widen the scope of issues underpinning 

the breath of the political debate. In this context, much of present-day politics might be seen to rest on some form 

of ideological conviction, which when examined often 

appears to have little in the way of real-world evidence to 

support its many claims and assertions. 

 

Note: At this point, the wording of the definition of 

'politics' as a 'process' by which some form of 

'governance' is agreed is now changed from ‘agreed’ 

to ‘imposed’, as invariably most governments, even 

democratically elected ones, only represent a minority 

of the population.  

 

From a historical perspective, it might be argued that most 

forms of governance invariably involved the imposition of 

authoritarian rule on a majority primarily motivated by the 

self-interest of some smaller group. Although, today, we 

might perceive a change in style, the scope of self-interest of a wealthy and powerful elite might still be an issue 

within the political machinations of a nation-state. Of course, over the years, the nature of politics has 

undoubtedly changed, both in scope and sophistication, which today often takes the form of some perceived 

ideology that seeks change, e.g. religious or economic. However, it was also argued that the apparent disfunction 

now perceived in modern politics is also a reflection of the ‘human condition’ rather than just being a 

Machiavellian plot of some powerful elite, although this would not necessarily preclude the ‘guiding hand’ of 

self-interest at all levels of society. However, this preliminary conclusion was possibly highlighted in the discussion 

of ‘The State of Global Politics’, where the success of the nation-state, and its population, is now often measured in 

terms of economic growth, although military power cannot be ignored in this equation.  

 

But what about politics in the future? 

 

In part, the discussions referenced above were primarily orientated towards the evolution of politics from the past 

to the present, where the extrapolation of developments into the future was taken up in a separate discussion 

entitled ‘Brave New Worlds’. While the scope of this discussion extended beyond politics, it was recognised that 

the sum-total of future change might result in the idea of ‘Fortress World’ as outlined in the discussion entitled 

‘Political Catalysts’. 

1.1 Political Addendum  
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Fortress World considers the possibility that future problems simply get worse, such that powerful nation 

states retreat into the idea of authoritarian governance, both internally and externally, in an attempt to 

control aspects of the global economy for the benefit of their nation-state or some powerful minority.  

 

This initial introduction was then expanded in terms of a series of discussions under the heading ‘Political 

Evolution’, which then attempted to reflect on the potential dilemma between authoritarian and democratic 

governance as initially summarised below:  

 

“It would appear that any discussion of political evolution has to begin anchored in systems that exist today. 

In this respect, autocratic governance may acquire the power to ignore the wishes of the majority and, in so 

doing, act in its own self-interests or as demanded by some underlying ideology. Of course, democratic 

governance may also act in its own self-interest, such that it is preoccupied with maintaining the support of 

the electorate and, as a consequence, become increasingly paralysed when it comes to taking necessary, but 

unpopular, decisions. However, this is probably a naïve summary of present-day democracy.” 

 

Of course, any attempt to extrapolate the current state of global politics into the future must take into 

consideration the potential change in economic fortunes of various nation-states, which may be predicated on 

both technology, access to natural resources and the education of its population. However, it was argued that 

technology developments of Artificial Intelligence (AI), especially in the area of AI Automation may come to 

profoundly change the nature of employment over the next 50 years or so. While the implications of the following 

chart will not be expanded at this point, the discussion entitled ‘Economic Catalyst’ provides a better overview of 

the potential jobs at risk in the future, which may then trigger further political instability. 

 

 
 

The inference in these earlier discussions suggested that technology may well have some ‘unintended 

consequences’, although not entirely beyond prediction. However, if we ultimately consider technology as leading 

towards an ‘effect’, then we must look elsewhere for the ‘cause’, such that we might need to further examine the 

idea that human nature as the root cause of many of today’s global problems. By way of an example that has 

already been outlined, it was recognised that further technical developments in the area of security surveillance 

might initially be forwarded as necessary to protect society, but then lead to some ‘unwanted consequences’, at 

least, from the public perception – see ‘Information Control’ for more details. So, having now provided links to 

many aspects of previous discussions, the focus will now switch to reviewing some more recent ideas. 
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1.1.1 The Fourth Frontier 
 

In part, the perceived need for an update to previous discussions of the 

political process was triggered after viewing a number of videos, which this 

addendum only attempts to add some basic commentary. The first of these 

videos is entitled ‘The Fourth Frontier’ by Bret Weinstein, which the reader 

might wish to review for themselves before considering the following 

comments. However, it is highlighted upfront that this first video is not 

necessarily about politics, but rather about the implications that the 

‘human condition’ may have on any attempt to control developments via 

the political process. 

 

• In an opening statement, it is suggested that humanity has always 

sought ‘new opportunities’ that helped or improved its survival. One 

type of opportunity might be described in terms of migration into new 

geographies, with and without conflict, which then gained access to 

new resources. Another type of opportunity involves innovative 

technology that can help maximise these resources, i.e. both people 

and materials. 

 

• It is then highlighted that the historical record of these opportunistic events is invariably biased toward the 

storyline of the ‘winners’ rather than the ‘losers’ of change, such that the wider consequence of human action 

may not be immediately obvious. As such, reference might be made to earlier discussions entitled 

‘Demographic History’ and ‘Human Impact’ by way of a general historic appraisal of potential consequences of 

exploiting new opportunities.  

 

Note: The discussion entitled ‘Economic Endgame’ may also provide another appraisal of future ‘winners’ 

and ‘losers’ in terms of economic success, where the issue of growth versus sustainability is also questioned. 

 

• While Weinstein touches on the issue of ‘technical fragility’ in terms of nuclear power plants, this is 

considered a poor example, if the ability to mitigate its problems might reasonably be projected into the 

future – see Energy Developments for more details. However, the idea of some massive solar storm causing 

large-scale damage to the electrical grid is possibly more of a realistic problem that could seriously disrupt 

modern society, inclusive of its social, economic and political implications. In this context, the technical 

fragility might be equated to the adage of ‘four meals from anarchy’.  

 

• Weinstein then raises two conceptual questions: 1) Is there somewhere to go, 2) Is there a path to go? 

However, while Weinstein answers ‘yes’ to the first question, he is uncertain about the second. As such, it 

might be argued that without a specific answer to the second question, he is simply discussing a ‘wish’ rather 

than an achievable ‘goal’ – see ‘Which Path to the Future?’ for some more options. 

 

http://www.mysearch.org.uk/
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• Weinstein then goes on to raise the valid point about whether humanity will only endorse radical change 

when it is too late to implement any viable solution. If we review human needs in terms of Maslow’s hierarchy 

of needs, then it is entirely possible that action will not be considered until the basic survival needs of a 

powerful minority, rather than necessarily the needs of the majority, are put at risk by which time it may be 

too late to act. See Concluding Comments to the Population & Resources discussion for some wider details 

associated with the ‘path to go’ option. 

 

In terms of some form of summary on this video, it might be argued that Weinstein is discussing a number of 

problems from a somewhat academic perspective, which are essentially limited to the present-day polarisation of 

left-right politics in the US. Equally, Weinstein may also be understandably reluctant to engage in further 

controversy given the current assault on the ‘freedom-of-speech’ in many left-wing universities, such that the issue 

of the population debate and the role of the majority in the face of future AI automation is not addressed. In the 

final discussion to ‘Brave New Worlds entitled ‘Closing Comments’, the following issue was raised, which it is 

assumed that many intellectuals involved in public debate might wish to avoid for fear of becoming the focus of 

‘social justice warriors’ and ‘internet trolls’, who appear to demand conformance to some ideological notion of 

‘political correctness’ , even though some issues urgently need to be debated in open-society in order to help guide 

future political policy.  

 

“It is assumed that all possible ‘brave new worlds’ will still be defined in some way by the evolution of 

winners and losers, but where the idea of ‘winning’ may become increasingly dependent on ability and skills, 

rather than birth-right or simple luck. However, there is a distinct probability that developments in genetics 

and AI-robotic systems will act as a ‘wild-card’ in the evolutionary process of humanity, which might allow a 

small minority to function essentially without need of the larger majority of the population. If this proves to 

be the case, it will be a ‘paradigm shift’ between the past and the future, which will profoundly change the 

nature of human society. Again, many may be disturbed by the direction of this line of reasoning, and in 

truth they probably have good reason to be, as it suggests that some portion of the ‘larger majority’ may 

come to have a diminishing role in the ‘brave new world’ of the future, where an increasing number of 

functions might be carried out by AI automated systems. Of course, today, many will reject the possibility of 

this idea, let alone accept its probability, which is not necessarily unreasonable as what has been described 

is not certainty, but rather just one possible path that might be taken.” 

 

As an evolutionary biologist, Weinstein is not necessarily directing his arguments towards any particular political 

system, although he might be hinting at the problems in any political system based on human nature and its 

evolutionary development. In this respect, Weinstein is highlighting an important consideration that does not 

simply disappear in the assumed sophistication of modern society, such that we might now turn our attention 

towards recent developments in global politics. 
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1.1.2 Post-Democracy and the Populists 
 

The basis of this discussion is linked to a video by Mark Steyn unsurprisingly 

titled Post-Democracy and the Populists. This video has been selected 

because it contrasts more of a willingness to ignore the conformity of 

political correctness in order to discuss issues of genuine concern to many. 

However, before considering Steyn’s video in any detail, it might be useful 

to provide some initial interpretation of the terminology implicit in the title. 

We might start by defining a somewhat conceptual notion of ‘democracy’ in 

terms of a government that is ‘of the people, by the people, for the people’. 

However, in practice, the foundations of historical democracy were 

invariably a selective process in that only city residents who were adult, 

male and landowners were allowed to vote. As such, all women and slaves 

were automatically excluded, as were the poor in general – see opening 

page of ‘Political Evolution’ for more details. Of course, even today, we 

might question the scope of democracy, when choice is often restricted to just a few major political parties, which 

simply appear to alternate between government and opposition. For example, in the UK, voter democracy can be 

distorted by a ‘first pass the post’ system, as opposed to a ‘proportional representation’ system, such that the 

pie-chart on the left shows the actual parliamentary seats won, while the chart on the right is possibly more 

representative of voter democracy – see Political Endgame for more details. 

 

 
 

So, if we initially accept the limitations of most democratic systems, as outlined above, we might question whether 

there has always been some form of minority that rules over the majority, such that it has come to assume a right 

to govern, either directly or indirectly. Again, by way of an initial definition of ‘post-democracy’, it might be seen to 

manifest itself in the form of an unelected bureaucracy, as possibly typified by the European Union (EU), which 

then seeks to promote a globalist agenda. In contrast, the ‘popularist’ position might possibly be seen to align to a 

more nationalist agenda that seeks to uphold the sovereignty of the nation-state and ‘possibly’ support the 

concerns of ordinary people. 
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• However, the video adds another clarification of post-democracy in terms of it being based on a meritocracy 

of a new ruling class rather than the heredity of the past. In essence, the argument of this meritocracy rests on 

the qualifications and ability required to best rule the majority. While there may be some beneficial logic to 

this argument, Steyn questions whether this meritocracy might be biased towards certain political 

conclusions, based on their own self-interest rather than the wider interests of the majority. For it might be 

argued that if the ruling class of the new post-democracy were doing such a wonderful job for the majority, 

why has there been such a surge in popularism. 

 

• Based on the somewhat generalised description above, we might also characterise current developments in 

politics in terms of a globalist versus nationalist divide, where we possibly need to identify the pros and cons 

of each position. In principle, there is nothing wrong with the globalist position, especially in the context of 

solving global problems. However, there appears to be a growing mistrust in the meritocracy of a 

post-democratic elite, which when not directly elected, may simply pursue policies that do not necessarily 

help the wider majority, especially when viewed in terms of cultural divides established along national 

boundaries.  

 

• While isolationism behind national borders is not necessarily a ‘good thing’, a pursuance of globalist policies 

that appear to disregard the impact on any groupings of the majority in terms of economic austerity, mass 

immigration plus both cultural and religious traditions is not necessarily a ‘good thing’ either. Within the level 

of growing mistrust suggested, conspiracy theories now abound about the scope of the deep-state and its 

possible manipulation of the democratic process, which is then compounded by the proliferation of ‘fake 

news’ through mainstream and social media.  

 

• The nature of the mistrust being suggested in the political establishment might be characterised in terms of 

the rare occasions that national governments have given the general public a vote, i.e. via referendum. For it 

often appears that the EU has worked behind the scenes to reverse the ‘people’s vote’ if the vote goes against 

its preferred globalist agenda. Historically, the EU has affectively ignored or over-turned a number of 

referendums in member countries, e.g. Danish (1992), Ireland (2001), French and Dutch (2005), which many 

now consider to be undemocratic. However, these concerns appear to be especially true in terms of the UK 

decision to leave the EU, which was based on another majority vote of the British people. Whether the UK will 

be allowed to leave on mutually beneficial economic terms is still questionable as the EU’s priority appears to 

be to deter anybody else from leaving its political union, irrespective of the economic costs to both sides. 

 

• This discussion will not comment directly on the specific cases raised by Steyn, where individuals or even 

national governments have all too quickly been branded as ‘far-right’ without any real justification. However, 

it might be useful to clarify a general difference between left-right politics at this stage. Generally, the 

left-wing position favours more government intervention policies that appeared to serve and protect 

collective society from the excesses of capitalism, while the right-wing position is more orientated towards 

individual rights and civil liberties, where the role and power of the government is minimized. For a wider and 

more comprehensive description – see Left–Right Political Spectrum, although this left-right polarisation might 

now be questioned in terms of the following diagram. 
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• The spectrum of positions suggested above might be more representative of how people, as individuals and 

collectively, view change in general. As such, it does not attempt to polarise their attitudes into the extremes 

of left or right ideologies, although it might be said that left, centre and right politics might be aligned to 

liberal, moderate and conservative attitude to change. However, in this context, it might be more difficult to 

determine how people will react to collective policies versus individual liberty along with the role and size of 

government. It can also be difficult to accurately position globalist versus nationalist politics within this 

spectrum, although we might assume that globalists are advocating more change in that they wish to 

effectively minimise the role of national governments, especially if biased toward certain cultural norms. 

However, we might simply need to consider the idea of winners and losers in the direction being proposed to 

understand why different groups have such different opinions on this process.  

 

• Based on the outline above, it is then suggested that the majority of people who are allowed to vote for a 

specific political candidate or party do not do so on the basis of an extremist left-right divide, but rather based 

on their acceptance or aversion to change. Therefore, in this context, the rise of many popularist and 

nationalist political parties around the world are not necessarily advocating a return to Far-Right Politics, but 

rather reacting to the imposition of political policies, which people do not like. So, as pointed out by Steyn, 

when a large section of the voting public supports a political party, we might question the motivation of those 

who immediately want to associate these people with some form of extremist far-right position and use this 

as an excuse for a form of character assassination by various means, e.g. mainstream and social media.  

 

• At this point, we possibly need to raise a provocative question by asking whether the voting public are always 

smart enough or knowledgeable enough to vote on important issues? At one level, the IQ bell curve might 

suggest that 50% of the population, by definition, are of less than average intelligence, while statistics may 

also suggest another percentage suffering from some sort of mental or stress disorder. See Social Evolution 

discussion for a wider debate of these issues. Of course, if you pursue what some might perceive to be 

politically incorrect logic, it must ultimately question the legitimacy of democracy in its current accepted form, 

especially if you then also question the intelligence and knowledge of the person being voted into office.  

 

• However, while we might believe that political power must reside with ‘the people’ in reality much of the real 

power often lies in the hands of institutions and corporations outside the democratic process accessible to the 

general public. If so, we might see why a post-democracy elite might wish to avoid major political decisions 

being decided by referendum, i.e. the voting public. In this respect, democracy may not really have progress 

that far beyond ancient Greece, where only certain residences of social stature were allowed to vote.  

 

Clearly, some aspects of this discussion have extended the debate beyond the issues being forwarded in the Mark 

Steyn video. However, in part, this addendum is attempting to extrapolate the direction of politics from the 

present into some uncertain future, hence the reference to many of the discussions under the heading Brave New 

http://www.mysearch.org.uk/
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Worlds, which includes other factors that may well help shape the future of humanity. In this context, it is 

impossible to ignore the potential of technology, especially in the area of AI-Robotic Developments. One of the 

controversial issues raised in this discussion has been the effective role of ‘the majority’ in politics, both past and 

present. For there has been the suggestion that many of the ‘voting public’ may not have either the intelligence, 

knowledge or mental stability to decide rationally on any important issue, especially when information is now 

subject to so much obfuscation by mainstream and social media. Therefore, we might table a question at this 

point. 

 

Might advances in AI come to minimise some of the irrationality of present-day politics? 

 

Of course, many people will object to the suggestion within the question above, possibly based on Aristotle’s 

premise that politics is the primary activity through which ‘human beings’, rather than a machine, can improve 

their lives and create a better society. However, as pointed out, Aristotle’s idea of democracy was very different to 

the modern, albeit possibly naïve perception of political democracy ‘of the people, by the people, for the people’. 

 

Note: It has been pointed out that early Greek democracy was a somewhat selective process in that only city 

residents who were adult, male and landowners were allowed to vote. As such, all women and slaves were 

automatically excluded, as were the poor in general. While this selection was undeniably unfair to intelligent 

and knowledgeable women, slaves and the poor, it might have possibly been an effective decision-making 

process, although this will undoubtedly be considered to be a politically incorrect conclusion.  

 

However, the discussion up to this point has possibly been putting too much emphasis on the divide between the 

globalist and nationalist plus the role of the voting majority. While somewhat speculative in nature, it might be 

argued that most people are not really interested in politics as long as the government in power, be it left-right, 

democratic or even authoritarian, can deliver prosperity in terms of the economy. Although it is accepted that this 

argument is too simplistic in scope, broadly speaking, most people are still governed by what can be generally 

described as Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, which was originally outlined in a discussion entitled ‘Evolving Human 

Needs’ and then expanded in ‘Social Catalyst’. If so, people may accept almost any form of political governance as 

long as it does not adversely affect their lives, which might then explain the popular swing towards the nationalist 

position because many people now perceive that their lives are now being adversely affected in terms of the 

economy, which they might then blame on any number of issues, e.g. globalism or immigration.  

 

So where do we go from here? 

 

In part, no real attempt will be made to answer this question at this point, although some further reference might 

be may to the future of AI in human affairs, as suggested above. Today, many may have heard that an AI machine 

called AlphaGo beat the human world-champion in the board game ‘Go’ four games to one in 2016. However, 

what many people might not have yet heard is that a new version called AlphaGo-Zero has now beaten AlphaGo 

100 games to zero. While this appears to be an amazing one-sided result, it might also be highlighted that AlphaGo 

required guided training, via thousands of games, in order to learn how to play Go. In contrast, AlphaGo-Zero 

learnt to play simply by playing games against itself in just 21 days. So, while this is not an AI that can yet replace 

human decision-making, it might suggest the probable direction of Technology Evolution.  

http://www.mysearch.org.uk/
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1.1.3 A Wider Perspective  
 

From the outset, it was recognised that the review of global political systems might be biased to a ‘Western model’ 

of democracy, inclusive of capitalist free-markets, human rights and freedom of speech. Hence the possible need 

for a different or wider perspective. 

 

 
 

However, it will be argued that the previous discussions under the section entitled ‘The State of Global Politics’ did 

attempt to outline potential problems with Western democratic principles and whether there were any better  

alternatives. For the purposes of this discussion, we might start with some of the question and issues already 

raised in connection with the idea of an expanding democracy: 

 

Does global democracy require the consensus of a global majority? 

Given the complexity of almost any process that is global in scope, it is unclear how a global majority comes 

to understand all the issues involved, let alone decides which solution is best for planet Earth as a whole. 

 

So, given such a basic concern, is global democracy a realistic goal? 

While, in principle, some proponents of global democracy may believe that individuals simply have the right 

to self-determination, the more pragmatic may require evidence as to how this approach will actually help 

solve the world's problems. 

 

So, what is wrong with democracy? 

In principle, nothing, but problems arise in practice, because a majority voting system, even when it works, 

does not necessarily lead to sensible or practical solutions. For democracy is built on a basic, but not 

necessarily correct, assumption that all votes should be equal and therefore all opinions count the same. As 

such, democracy conceptually puts the same value on the opinions of the educated and the ignorant, the 

selfless and the self-interested and the law-abiding and criminal. Of course, the complexity of any voting 

system in combination with powerful self-interests often ensures that the balance of power tips in favour of 

the incumbency of some form of political and economic elite. 
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Having highlighted some general issues with democracy, the discussions of economics also highlighted some of the 

potential problems with free-market capitalism – see Economics-1 and Economic-2 for more details. However, 

while these discussions provide no support for the historic failure of communist economies in both Russia and 

China, it does highlight the reservations of Adam Smith. Smith supported the idea that capitalist ‘free market’ are a 

‘good thing’, in general, but with the caveat that self-interest has to be balanced against the collective-interests of 

society as a whole. In this respect, many societies have developed variant forms of capitalism, e.g. state-capitalism 

or social-capitalism, as opposed to pure free-market capitalism, which it is hoped might provide some protection 

for the weakest in society. However, the scope of protection these variants have provided to the ‘wider majority’ 

from the boom and bust dynamics linked to the excesses of free-market capitalism might still be debated.  

 

OK, so what is the purpose of this discussion? 

 

In order to gain some wider perspective, as suggested by the title of this discussion, a series of Caspian reports 

related to the geopolitical analysis of America, Europe, Russia and China are listed below for general review. While 

these reviews are not the specific focus of this discussion, they provide a reasonable starting point for anybody 

wishing to gain some general perspective of the ‘Western’ model in 

the form of American and European geopolitical goals in 

comparison to the geopolitical goals of Russia or China.  

 

• North America 2017, North America 2011 

• Peace in Europe, Will the European Union Collapse 

• Russian Mindset, Kremlin's Men 

• Chinese Mindset, East Asia 2017 

 

Note: Caspian Reports have been used as they appear to be a 

relatively reliable source of information, although the reader 

should always be careful in simply accepting any information 

at face value in today’s world. As far as it is known the videos are produced by Shirvan Neftchi and while the 

sources of his information is not directly revealed, possibly for understandable reasons, there is a suggestion 

that much comes from Strafor.com and Wikileaks. 

 

While global geopolitics is not just about these four economic and military powers, it is clear that they have a 

considerable influence on political developments all around the world today. However, as indicated, while these 

videos may provide some very useful background information, they are not the real focus of this discussion, which 

will be a general review of a video entitled Michael Millerman: Who is Alexander Dugin?. While there is also a 

Caspian report on the work of Alexander Dugin, it is believed that the Michael Millerman interview might be more 

pertinent to this discussion. The ‘wider perspective’ will hopefully become more obvious in the comments below. 

 

Note: It is accepted that the views of Alexander Dugin may not necessarily represent those of the average 

Russian and that the extent of his relationship with Vladimir Putin might be contested. However, both men 

appear to be products of the former Soviet Union and regret its demise, at least, as a superpower. Over the 

years, Dugin appears to have articulated a geopolitical strategy, which Putin then appears to have followed. 
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• One of the first statements by Millerman might appear questionable, in practical terms, when he suggests that 

the Russian constitution does not allow Russia to have an ideology. For most people, this might appear to 

contradict the history of 20th century Russia and its adherence to the ideology of communism – see 

Communism in Russia. However, Millerman then introduces Dugin as Russia’s ‘chief ideology mastermind’. 

 

• It is then suggested that many of Dugin’s strategic ideas appear to be reflected in Vladimir Putin’s actions on 

the world stage and, especially, in terms of the establishment of the Eurasian Economic Union (EEU). The 

interviewer then questions the strategic role of the EEU within the Russian mindset that Millerman tries to 

explain in terms of a disconnect between the current economic and political ideology of the ‘Western’ model 

and the cultural traditions of Russia’s history. 

 

• Millerman then tries to explain that one of the fundamental conflicts Russia has with the ‘Western World’ is 

the apparent assumption that Russia should simply accept western values and ignore its own 1000-year 

history of religious and cultural values. However, this explanation may be ignoring the possibility of Putin 

pursuing a present-day strategy simply based on his own self-interest, i.e. both political and economic, which 

might then be reviewed in terms of the history of Russian Politics and Putin’s role in this history according to 

another Caspian report. 

 

• Another issue of difference with the perceived political correctness of the West is considered in terms of 

homosexual rights. Millerman suggests that this issue might also be seen in terms of a propaganda war that 

the West wages on many traditional societies, not just Russia. In the context of a wider perspective, we might 

better understand the increasing support for nationalist groups, which seek to protect their own traditional 

and cultural values against globalist policies being imposed. In part, this might explain many of the problems 

now surfacing in the EU, where traditional and cultural values of some of its member nations appear 

threatened by its more liberal globalist policies, especially in connection with immigration. 

 

• There is a suggestion of another cultural distinction, although possibly somewhat conceptual in scope, by 

which it is implied that the West has become increasingly aligned to a scientific ideology, where God has no 

major role to play in the modern political world. In contrast, it is stated that Russia and many other countries 

retain a deep faith in religious belief that has to be accommodated in its society in parallel with rational logic.  

 

• Based on the different philosophical and religious worldviews being suggested above, we might now question 

both the nature and scope of globalism that might reasonably be achieved. At one level, a degree of globalism 

already exists in the world in terms of economic trade. However, this form of globalism may appear to have 

limited impact on the cultural lives of most ordinary people, although this position possibly ignores the issue 

of exploitation of people and resources in the pursuance of capitalist profit.  

 

Note: It probably needs to be highlighted at this point that ‘capitalist exploitation’ is not just associated w ith 

the ‘western world’ as this appears to be more an issue of human nature. As such, exploitation driven by 

self-interest is not just confined to capitalism as it was equally apparent in the communist history of Russia 

and China. Equally, many in America now feel that they are no longer a beneficiary of the brave new world. 
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• However, there is an aspect to globalism that appears to want to homologise many aspects of human activity, 

which can impact regional politics if political correctness is assumed to be a universal goal. In this respect, we 

might cite the many problems associated with mass immigration, where indigenous cultures feel threatened 

by a large influx of people with very different cultural norms. It is often unfortunate that the people facing 

these problems in society are often those least equipped to cope, while those arguing for the policies of 

political correctness invariably remain protected from the negative day-to-day impacts.  

 

• Another aspect of the Russian mindset, at least according to Dugin, is an interpretation of ‘reason and will’ 

that Millerman attempts to rationalise in terms of the need to integrate religious belief into the political 

process. However, this might simply appear to allow Russia to justify any of its actions on the basis of belief, 

which the more cynically minded might explain in terms of political self-interest. While people, and possibly 

cultures, may have a right to certain beliefs, this cannot be used as a political justification of any action. In 

many respects, the idea of secularism was a recognition of the problem and why it argues for a separation of 

the state from religious belief. Of course, in practical terms, we might understand how political elites 

throughout history might use religious belief as an excuse to wage war and expand influence and, as such, the 

history of USSR appears no different.  

 

• From a wider perspective, we might possibly need to question the scope of nationalism, if predicated on a 

religious ideology, if it demands or allows the suppression of others. As such, that we need to consider two 

arguments; first, is the right of a people for self-determination, and second a degree of self-interest for the 

individual, as long as it does not impinge on the collective welfare of a society. However, as outlined in 

previous discussions, there is nothing inherently wrong in nationalism if it only seeks to protect the cultural 

norms of an existing society from too much unwanted and disruptive change when supported by some form of 

majority-vote. In this respect, nationalism may have a legitimate right to resist a form of globalism that may 

only benefit a small section of society.  

 

Note: It also has to be recognised that cultural, religious and national identity is invariably complicated by 

history and we might simply use Ireland as an example of a history mired in various cultural and religious 

traditions, which then led to conflicting national identities. The British Isles has been subject to various 

invasions throughout its history, e.g. Roman, Anglo-Saxon, Danes and Normans, which have all contributed 

to a mix of national identities. Christianity in Ireland was imported around the 5th century linked to earlier 

Roman conquests and the expansion of the Holy Roman Empire centred on Catholicism. In 1177, Prince John 

was made Lord of Ireland, but as early as the 16th century, some protestants were attempting to escape 

persecution in England and Scotland settled in Ireland. Later, after a bitter Irish Catholic rebellion and civil 

war, Oliver Cromwell re-conquered Ireland by invasion around 1650. The idea of a United Kingdom, inclusive 

of Ireland, was established by an Act of Union in 1800. The partition of Ireland took place in 1921, which was 

an attempt to recognise the cultural and religious difference in north and southern Ireland. Of course, within 

this long history many unjust and cruel acts of conquest and revenge were carried out, which we might 

deplore today, if we simply ignore the historic context of ‘winners and losers’ that has always existed. 

 

• While political correctness may want present-day politicians to apologise for almost any act of history, the real 

issue is how we might collectively move towards a better future. The historical complexity simply suggested 
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above might be retold in terms of Russia’s long history and the expansion and contraction of its various 

empires over the centuries. In this respect, Millerman’s explanation of Dugin’s ‘rationale’ appears inadequate 

to justify his desire that Russia reclaims the ‘lost’ territory of the Soviet empire in the 20th century, especially 

when so much was built on the repressive political and economic ideology of Stalinism. While it is not clear 

whether the Russian people, i.e. the majority, necessarily share the political ideology of Dugin or the political 

ambition of Putin, we might still question whether they can simply justify almost any present-day action in 

terms of protecting the historic cultural identity of the Russian people. 

 

• However, Millerman also explains that some of the comments above possibly need to be put into better 

context. For Millerman highlights that neither Dugin or Putin support a return to communism as either a 

political or economic ideology, simply an ambition to return to the geopolitical position prior to the collapse of 

the Soviet Union. In this respect, there is some more obvious rationale in Russia’s current position towards the 

West, or possibly more accurately the US, which we might characterise in terms of two quotes taken from 

Dugin’s book ‘The Fourth Political Theory’ published in 2012. 

 

“American values pretend to be universal ones. In reality, it is a new form of 

ideological aggression against the multiplicity of cultures and traditions still 

existing in the rest of the world. Therefore, all traditionalist should be against 

the West and globalist, as well as the imperialist politics of the United States.” 

 

“The future world should be characterised by multiplicity; diversity should be 

taken as its richness and its treasure, and not as a reason for inevitable 

conflict: many civilisations, many poles, many centres, many sets of values on 

one planet and in one humanity. Many worlds.”  

 

• We might perceive a parallel in these words with a nationalist ideology that seeks to protect is cultural 

tradition from the imposition of globalist ideas, which some might interpret as being biased towards Western 

cultures. Therefore, we might realise why Russia has favoured the development of the Eurasian Economic 

Union (EEU) rather than pursuing the historic possibility of joining an enlarged European Union (EU), where its 

political and cultural ideology might be questioned on the grounds of human rights plus political and economic 

corruption. We might also question whether Dugin’s wider cultural epiphany, as outlined above, only 

developed after the repression of other cultural traditions by the Soviet Union ceased after its collapse, which 

in geopolitical terms, Dugin still apparently mourns. 

 

So what might this discussion conclude about Dugin’s 

 

In the context of a wider perspective, it will be stated that this review is not a subliminal endorsement of the 

‘American Way’, which in many respects, no longer exists in the 21st century as it appears to be tearing itself apart 

along left-right divides. Some might also criticise American culture for the many ‘innovations’ of capitalism, which 

might be seen as the root-cause of so much destruction of the natural world. However, if we accept that America, 

and the West in general, is not blameless and without fault, it might still be argued Dugin’s philosophy is flawed, 

especially as a blueprint for future development, not only for Russia, but the world at large. 
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What reasons might be forwarded in support of this conclusions? 

 

The first reason is somewhat speculative and based purely on Alexander Dugin’s background, who was born in 

1962, possibly at a high-point of the military power of the Soviet Union. Therefore, Dugin is a product of an earlier 

time and place, whose career as a Russian philosopher, political analyst and strategist has always been closely 

linked to the politics of the Kremlin and the Russian military. As such, many of Dugin’s ideas appear anchored in 

20th century history rather than a 21st century future, which might be highlighted in the following terms. 

 

Note: During the conflict with Ukraine, Dugin lost his post at the Moscow State University due to his 

comments as to how to deal with the Ukrainians: "Kill them, kill them, kill them. There should not be any 

more conversations. As a professor, I consider it so." 

 

His assessment of history might also be questioned in terms of him blaming America and the West for all the 

problems of the world and specifically Russia, which ignores the issue of human nature as the real common 

denominator of a ‘universal’ value of concern. Equally, the two quotes taken from Dugin’s book ‘The Fourth 

Political Theory’, as cited above, also appears to ignore the parallels of Russia’s own form of ‘imperialist politics’ 

that have been self-evident throughout much of its history. However, possibly the most fundamental criticism of 

Dugin’s apparent philosophy is that there appears to be no optimism or ambition in terms of the future evolution 

of human society, either as a nation-state or globally. 

 

So, should all of Dugin’s work simply be ignored? 

 

This might be a mistake for a number of reasons. First, it appears that Dugin’s ideas on Russia’s geopolitical 

strategy might still be an influence, at least in terms of some of Vladimir Putin’s actions. Second, and possibly more 

strategic in scope is that some of Dugin’s criticism of the West might still have some validity in terms of the scope 

and pace by which some have attempted to push neoliberalism as a global solution for all. However, there is a 

dichotomy within this latter issue in terms of the plethora of human cultures, many of which are at very different 

stages of development. For while Dugin may have a point about recognising the multiplicity of human cultures, it 

does not necessarily mean that the developed world has to, or will, move at the pace of the least developed. For it 

might be argued that the brave new world of the future is accelerating towards humanity, whether we like it or 

not, which will undoubtedly lead to a new generation of ‘winners and losers’. As such, we might have to recognise 

that some cultures may simply get left behind if it is their preference to retain a more traditional culture assuming 

that they can secure a majority-vote and create a degree of self-sufficient independence from the world 

developing around them.   

 

Note: While many cultures around the world are rooted in historic traditions or religious beliefs, it does not 

necessarily mean that they will reject technology developments analogous to the Amish. As such, a form of 

nationalism, which may reject many aspects of a neoliberal philosophy might still compete in a global 

economy. This point is raised because irrespective of any idealism, be it nationalist of globalist, people’s 

survival needs will depend on a degree of economic prosperity. However, the discussion of this issue will be 

deferred – see Economic Politics.  
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1.1.4 Freedom of Speech 
 

Note: For the purposes of this discussion it will be 

assume that the ideology of communism has failed, such 

that most nation-states have now adopted a variation of 

free-market capitalism, which might be defined in terms 

of state-capitalism or social-capitalism. While it is 

recognised that many of these ‘variations’ may only 

allow a limited form of democracy, we will not attempt 

to address the issue by which a government as come to 

assume its authority over the people, which is often a 

matter of a long and complicated history of events. 

 

In the previous discussion, some consideration was given 

to the ideas of a Russian political strategist and the argument for a multiplicity of cultures rather than the 

neoliberalism of multicultural societies. In this discussion, further consideration will be given to different ideas 

about the right for a ‘freedom-of-speech’. 

 

Note: Freedom of speech is a principle that supports the freedom of an individual or a community to 

articulate their opinions and ideas without fear of retaliation, censorship, or sanction. Freedom of expression 

is recognized as a human right under the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and in terms of the law as 

defined in the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. 

 

Based on the apparent weight of authority being cited in the note above, we might assume that there would be 

little debate about the inalienable right to a freedom of speech. However, some nation-states such as China do 

have a very different attitude to the right of an individual to say almost anything, if it appears to undermine the 

collective stability of the state. At this point, we might replicate part of an earlier discussion entitled ‘The State of 

Global Politics’ that outlined to perspectives, first by Chinese artist Ai Weiwei and second, the response of Eric Li, 

who is a venture capitalist and political scientist in Shanghai.  

 

Weiwei statement: "I don't ask for much. Just the freedom to create, and the freedom for everyone to say 

what they want". 

 

Li's Response: That, indeed, is simple enough of a statement. However, it is asking for much - too much. One 

fallacy in the modern Western political ideology is the so-called freedom of speech. It makes a presumption 

that speech, unlike acts, is harmless and therefore can and must be allowed absolute freedom, the freedom 

for everyone to say what they want. But of course, nothing can be further from the truth grounded in 

thousands of years of human experience. Speech is an act; and speech has been harmful to human society 

since time immemorial. In the West, one does not need to go further than 1933 to find an example of the 

power of speech by just one man, due to the unique circumstances of that particular time and place, causing 

death and destruction to millions. The prevailing cultural conditions are unique to different societies at 

different times. It is up to that society to determine the boundaries of speech and alter them as conditions 

change. Germany, for instance, due to its unique recent history, seems to believe the publication of Mein 
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Kampf must not be allowed. Contemporary China is experiencing social transformations of which the speed 

and scale are unprecedented in human history. Under such conditions the fragility of social stability can be 

easily disrupted by amplified speech. A responsible person, one would think, would consider the 

consequences of advocating everyone being free to say whatever he wants. An intelligent observer of human 

society and student of history ought to be more thoughtful than simply asking, why is that a problem? 

 

Again, the reader might wish to review the Caspian videos entitled Chinese Mindset and East Asia 2017 plus 

China's Belt and Road Initiative in order to get a better understanding of the Chinese historical perspective and the 

current objectives of the Communist Party of China. We might also question the ‘united’ reality of the ‘United 

Nations (UN)’ position when the largest country on planet Earth, in terms of population, disagrees with one the 

foundation principles of the UN. For China considers the freedom of expression as a privilege rather than the right 

of each and every individual. In a similar fashion to earlier nationalist arguments for the sovereignty of the 

nation-state for self-determination of its laws, China has argued that its cultural and political history would be 

destabilised by the wholesale acceptance of human rights, such that these rights, as apparently enshrined in 

international law, cannot simply be considered as ‘universal’ in scope. 

 

But is freedom of speech just an issue for authoritarian governments? 

 

Apparently not, as an Islamic perspective also requires some limits be placed on the freedom of speech because no 

Muslim can tolerate an insult of the ‘beloved Prophet of Islam’, i.e. Muhammad. Of course, the first problem we 

might have with this position is the somewhat subjective nature of an ‘insult’ as interpreted by a non-Muslim as 

opposed to a devote Muslim of a fundamental Islamic sect.  

 

Note: In Islam, blasphemy can be interpreted as any impious utterance or action concerning God, 

Muhammad or anything considered sacred in Islam, which we might assume would be taken as an insult 

that would restrict the freedom of speech of others. 

 

We might also attempt to differentiate blasphemy from heresy, where the former is considered to be an 

irreverence or insult towards God, as outlined above, while the latter is considered to be a wrong belief in God or 

any idea that rejects some belief in a deity. Again, this interpretation might be subjective to any one of the 250 

major religions worldwide, where a heretical idea might correspond to any evidence, factual or otherwise, which 

appears to contradict a religious belief. As such, the attitude of present-day Islam is not so different to the earlier 

historic attitude of the Catholic Church, where the most common punishment for blasphemy was capital 

punishment, e.g. hanging or stoning, which was justified on the basis of Leviticus 24:13–16. 

 

Then the Lord spoke to Moses, saying, “Bring out of the camp the one who cursed, and let all who heard him 

lay their hands on his head, and let all the congregation stone him. And speak to the people of Israel, saying, 

whoever curses his God shall bear his sin. Whoever blasphemes the name of the Lord shall surely be put to 

death. All the congregation shall stone him. The sojourner as well as the native, when he blasphemes the 

Name, shall be put to death." 
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While the religious context being outlined is different to the Chinese argument, the reason might still be described 

as cultural, although the scope is different in the case of Islamic belief. For example, while the central communist 

party in China may restrict the freedom of speech in its own geopolitical domain, it is restricted in simply imposing 

this restriction to the rest of the world. Unfortunately, it appears that some fundamentalists of the Islamic faith 

may see no geographical boundary to the restriction of any ‘impious utterance’ of ‘God, Muhammad or anything 

considered sacred in Islam’ for fear of some act of physical reprisal.  

 

Note: At this point, it will be argued that while a specific society may claim the right to establish and impose 

its own cultural or religious norms within the jurisdiction of a nation-state, it should not have the right to 

impose its political or religious norms on others outside its jurisdiction. 

 

Despite the argument against restricting the freedom of speech above, there may still be some need for sensitivity 

in respect to the scope of its use, such that this freedom is not seen as a licence for verbal abuse, i.e. it has to be 

used responsibly.  

 

So, barring the caveat above, do western democracies support the freedom of speech? 

 

Before discussing this question, it might be useful to make some reference to the videos below, which possibly 

outline the potential scope of the issues now surrounding the freedom of speech debate in the US. These videos 

appear to question the scope of ‘free-speech’ in both universities and private corporations, where the issues in 

question do not appear to be related to ‘hate-speech’, but rather the growing concept of ‘safe-places’ and 

‘no-platforms’ within an expansion of political 

correctness, which will be discussed further below.  

 

Sep 2017: Fired Google Engineer James Damore 

Dec 2017: Lindsay Shepherd: Free Speech Battle  

Jun 2018: Bret Weinstein Testifies to Congress 

 

At face value, these videos appear to highlight a 

growing issue in the US, although it is possibly true 

to say that these issues also exist in many western democracies. However, it is possibly worth pointing out that 

‘freedom of speech’ is an integral part of the 1st amendment (1791) to the American constitution (1789), which are 

now listed as part of the US Bill of Rights.  

 

Summary of 1st Amendment: Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or 

prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the 

people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the Government for a redress of grievances. 

 

Of course, what might be implicitly understood by the very nature of any ‘amendment’ is that they reflect changing 

attitudes over time. For example, the 13th amendment, which formally abolished slavery in the US, was added in 

1865. Today, there are 27 amendments to the US constitution, the last being ratified in 1992, which might be said 

to reflect the change of public and political opinion on many issues over some 200+ years. While, in the limited 
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context of the US, the divide in opinion on the issue of free-speech might be described in terms of left-right 

politics, there is some possible wider link to the divide between globalist and nationalist politics in terms of 

multiculturism as opposed to multiplicity of cultures along the lines of national identity, which has previously been 

discussed in terms of both Russia and China plus the growing support for national popularism in Europe. 

 

Note: It is felt important to clarify that this website is only discussing national identity in terms of cultural 

values and not on racial ethnicity. As such, people of many multicultural backgrounds may be peacefully 

assimilated into some expanding acceptance of national identity as long as the indigenous majority does not 

feel threaten that its culture might be overwhelmed by too much immigration.  

 

In part, the issue of globalism, political correctness and free-speech can all become interlinked with the push-back 

from popularist nationalism because the scope and rate of change has too much of an impact on some cultural 

groups. It might also be recognised that older people, in all cultures, are less accepting of change, not only because 

they are invariably a product of an earlier time, but because they have less ability to adapt to radical change. It 

might also be recognised that the age demographics of a given nation-state can have a considerable influence on 

the political process, irrespective of whether it is democratic or autocratic in nature. However, having now taken a 

bit of a detour associated with some of the tangential issues now affecting 

free-speech, it might still be stated that most western democracies 

continue to support the general concept of free-speech. However, there 

now appears to be an aspect of neoliberalism that wants to highlight the 

issue of hate-speech, consistent with the earlier idea that the freedom of 

speech is subject to responsible use, not abuse, which some now claim 

requires the idea of ‘safe-places’ and ‘no-platforms’ in both public debate 

and all educational institutions to be accepted – see note below for more 

basic definitions. 

 

Note: The goal of a safe-space is often defined in terms of a place 

where a person or group of people can feel confident that they will 

not be exposed to discrimination, criticism, harassment, or any other 

emotional or physical harm, e.g. schools and universities. The policy 

by which a ‘safe-place’ might be created is often described by the process whereby any individual holding 

views regarded as unacceptable or offensive are prevented from contributing to public debates or meetings. 

 

Of course, it might be argued that the problem with such ideas is not in the general definition, as it might relate to 

hate-speech, but the subjective definition of what constitutes ‘unacceptable or offensive’ speech. Clearly, in the 

case of China, it has its own definition of unacceptable speech, while Islam has another definition of offensive 

speech, which restricts the freedom of speech of others, even though an individual may only be seeking to speak 

the truth. In the context of safe-spaces and no-platforms within a democratic society, there is a growing risk that 

powerful institutions, biased towards the political left or right, might simply define ‘unacceptable or offensive’ 

speech as anything that does not conform to their specific political ideology. As such, these concepts simply allow 

a form of censorship to develop, which may only be compounded by an increasing level of ‘fake-news’ in both 

mainstream and social media, which search-engines may then reinforce in terms of ‘confirmation bias’.  
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Note: For the reasons outlined, it is argued that freedom of speech is generally a ‘good thing’ that should 

only be restricted on the grounds of hateful or abusive intent. The idea that we can hide or censorship any 

idea that certain groups of people, i.e. governments or religions, simply do not like for their own ideological 

self-interest will not be helpful to the development of any meaningful political discourse in the future. 

 

Despite the argument for free-speech that accepts a responsibility toward ‘hate-speech’ or even ‘abusive-speech’, 

there is still an argument that certain cultures and societies need to be allowed to address this issue in their own 

way and in their own time. For there is an argument in Eric Li’s words that cannot simply be ignored, because the 

power of words, i.e. speech, are often the incitement for action.  

 

One fallacy in the modern Western political ideology is the so-called freedom of speech. It makes a 

presumption that speech, unlike acts, is harmless and therefore can and must be allowed absolute freedom, 

the freedom for everyone to say what they want. But of course, nothing can be further from the truth 

grounded in thousands of years of human experience. Speech is act; and speech has been harmful to human 

society since time immemorial. 

 

However, Eric Li’s argument about Nazism might be reversed, if we consider the idea that the suppression of 

free-speech in Nazi Germany, prior to WW-II, may have contributed to Hitler’s rise to power. Of course, while it 

has to be recognised that this issue extends beyond just free-speech, authoritarian dictatorships invariably require 

the removal of many types of ‘freedoms’ in order to maintain their rule. This argument might be characterised in 

terms of the following quote: 

 

Power tends to corrupt and absolute power corrupts absolutely. 

 

However, it is not clear that anybody is necessarily advocating ‘absolute’ freedom of speech without the caveat of 

responsibility. Equally, the argument that free-speech has to be suppressed, simply because some political or 

religious ideology might wish to define a truthful statement as ‘unacceptable or offensive’. Of course, in the wider 

scope of politics and the history of human development, we might realise that both political and religious power 

has never really been for the benefit of the majority, but rather some powerful minority. As such, we possibly 

should not expect too much to change, politically, in the near future.  
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1.1.5 Political Economics 
 

The following graph is based on data taken from the World Bank, although the granularity of the data has been 

reduced to 5-year increments, which in terms of the ups-and-downs of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) is quite 

course, but hopefully adequate for the following general discussion. Again, for simplicity, the nation-states have 

been selected as only being representative of different political and economic ideologies, e.g. free-market 

capitalism through to state-controlled capitalism. Previous discussions entitled ‘Chinese & Russian Overview’, 

‘American & European Overview’ and ‘Economic Considerations’ might also provide some further background 

information to this discussion. 

 

 
 

We might simply accept the GDP growth shown for each nation-state as being generally indicative of the ‘health’ 

of each economy, although this also needs to be quantified in terms of the GDP per capita to be discussed later. 

While the data for US and China GDP stretches back to 1970, the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1990 does not 

provide the GDP for Russia prior to this date. Likewise, the make-up of the member states of the European Union 

(EU) has been subject to many updates since the early 1970’s. For this reason, two of the larger economies in the 

EU, e.g. Germany and UK, have simply been used as being representative of GDP growth, although this is 

undoubtedly biased towards some of the more successful economies. It is also highlighted that the growth in GDP 

in the chart above has been subject to monetary inflation between 1970 and 2015, which might be estimated 

based on a US inflation rate of 6.11. If so, the comparative increase in GDP between 1970 and 2015 is shown in the 

2015’ column in the table below, such that actual growth is reflected in the Growth’ column.  

 

State 1970 2015 Growth 2015' Growth' 

US 1,076 18,040 17 2,953 2.74 

China 93 11,060 119 1,810 19.46 

Japan 211 4,383 21 717 3.40 

Russia  1,366  224  

Germany 215 3,364 16 551 2.56 

UK 130 2,861 22 468 3.60 
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While this analysis will initially accept the inflation factor of 6.11, based on an average 4% over 45 years, other 

sources suggest this estimate might be on the low side. If so, then the actual growth figures in the table above 

might be much lower than estimated, such that few economies may have actually seen any real growth. 

 

Note: It is possible that the perception of economic growth is being confused by a perception of modernity. 

In part, we might perceive ourselves being ‘better off’ because modernity has provided access to technology 

that makes many aspects of life more convenient, i.e. less of a chore, although we might question how this 

has been afforded? 

 

In part, the question contained within the note above might be answered in terms of the following two charts. The 

first, on the left, shows the increase in household debt and income in the US over the period of interest, i.e. 

1970-2015. Based on an approximation taken from the chart on the left, we might estimate US income increasing 

from $22k to $43k, i.e. a factor of 1.95, while debt rose from $16k to $55k, i.e. a factor of 3.5. If so, this would 

suggest an increase in the debt to income ratio of about 1.7, which is also generally reflected in the chart right for 

various other nation-states up until the 2008 financial crisis. 

 

  
 

Again, if we simply accept the general inference outlined above, it might suggest that the benefits of technology in 

our everyday lives, which we might attribute to economic growth and productivity gains, may in actuality have only 

been made possible by the increase in household debt fuelling the economy. 

 

Note: There are estimates that the money supply in the US has doubled every 14 years since 1959, which 

aligns to an interest rate of 5%, not the 4% used in the previous table. If so, the growth in most western 

economies might be much closer to zero, as previously suggested and provide some more anecdotal 

evidence that growth in most economies has be driven by debt rather the productivity. 

 

Of course, we might want to question the suggestion in the previous note, because it appears to suggest that 

despite of all the amazing advances in technology, e.g. computer automation, these advances have had little 

benefit to economic productivity in terms of real growth – how can this be? However, before any attempt might be 

made to answer this question, we possibly need to widen the scope of this simplistic economic overview in terms 

of human population growth over the same period, i.e. 1970-2015, for the nation-states under review. 
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Clearly, the size of an economy might also be predicated on the number of people that might contribute to the 

measure of GDP. We might generally surmise from the chart above that the increase in population of the 

nation-states under review does not appear excessive in many nation-states shown with the exception of China.  

 

How might we attempt to normalise GDP growth with population? 

 

Typically, economists tend to rationalise this issue in terms of a GDP per capita, as shown below, which might also 

be seen as a measure of the productivity of the overall economy of some nation-state. Of course, in most cases, 

the per capita figure is not really reflective of actual wealth distribution. In this context, we might initially perceive 

the economies most closely approximating free-market capitalism, i.e. US, UK, Germany and Japan, outperforming 

those more closely associated with state-capitalism, at least, when averaged out across the entire population. 

 

 
 

Of course, the assumption in the last statement above might be jumping to a premature conclusion as few things 

in global economics are that simple. For example, the previous estimate of a Chinese growth factor of 19.46 

suggests that China has outperformed all western economies by a factor of 10 corresponding to a GDP of $92 

billion in 1970 growing to $11,060 billion in 2015, even when normalised by a 4% monetary inflation rate. Clearly, 

aspects of China’s GDP growth suggest that they have been doing something that other Western economies have 
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not, especially in terms of its investment in infrastructure that have then stimulated growth in other sectors of its 

economy. However, overall China’s economy still has to be reconcile with its GDP per capita position in the world – 

see List of GDP per capita for China’s position (72). In part, we might now see a somewhat conflicting picture of the 

Chinese economy in terms of it being the second largest economy in the world by GDP, but below 70th in the world 

by GDP per capita. We might also perceive a problem with the Chinese economy in terms of its mounting private 

debt as illustrated in the next chart – see Debt Dynamics for more details. 

 

 
 

What this chart suggests is that China’s private debt now exceeds the private debt of the US as a percentage of its 

GDP, which has then to be interpreted in terms of its GDP per capita. On this basis, we need to compare the fact 

that the US has a 2015 GDP per capita figure of $56,199 against China’s per capita figure of $8,067, i.e. a 7-fold 

difference.  

 

So how does the per capita figure mask the actual distribution of wealth? 

 

The data in the following table is taken from a 2017 Wikipedia source that shows both the ‘mean’ and ‘median’ 

wealth for the nation-states, in US dollars ($) as previously discussed in terms of economic GDP. For the purpose of 

this discussion, we will focus on the median value as being the most representative of the distribution of wealth 

with in each nation-state.  

 

Nation Mean Median 

Russia $16,773 $3,919 

China $26,872 $6,689 

Germany $203,946 $47,091 

US $388,585 $55,876 

UK $278,038 $102,641 

Japan $225,057 $123,724 

 

Note: The distribution of wealth reflects the wealth in a given society, which is essentially based on the 

distribution of asset ownership in a society. However, it might be more generally described as the net worth, 

or wealth, measured in terms of assets, i.e. money coming in, minus liabilities, i.e. money going out. The 

issue of asset ownership will be discussed later in the context of a protection mechanism against monetary 

inflation from which those without assets are at a disadvantage. 
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While the mean and median values, as outlined in the previous table, are based on 2017 data, no corresponding 

source data for the general distribution could be found for that year. However, the following data based on a 

Credit Suisse Report, dated 2013, is assumed to still be generally reflective of wealth distribution in the 

nation-states of interest. The first table below shows the distribution of wealth divided into 4 groups as a 

percentage of the adult population in units of thousands (000’s). 

 

Nation Adults < 10k 
10k 

to 100k 

100k  

to 1M 
>1M Total Media 

Russia 110,365 93.7% 5.6% 0.6% 0.1% 100.0% $3,919 

China 998,254 58.4% 39.1% 2.4% 0.1% 100.0% $6,689 

Germany 67,068 29.0% 33.3% 35.1% 2.6% 100.0% $47,091 

US 239,279 30.8% 33.0% 30.7% 5.5% 100.0% $55,876 

UK 48,220 18.0% 28.8% 50.0% 3.2% 100.0% $102,641 

Japan 104,315 9.2% 37.7% 50.6% 2.5% 100.0% $123,724 

 

The following table is simply the same data, as above, but where the 4 wealth distribution groups now reflect the 

number of people in each group, which provides a different insight to the scale of wealth distribution in each of 

these nation-states. For example, we might perceive that only 0.1% of the Russian and Chinese adult population 

have wealth in excess of $1 million, although the actual numbers involved vary from 110,000 in Russia to 998,000 

in China.  

 

Nation Adults < 10k 
10k 

to 100k 

100k  

to 1M 
>1M Total Media 

Russia 110,365 103,412 6,180 662 110 110,365 $3,919 

China 998,254 582,980 390,317 23,958 998 998,254 $6,689 

Germany 67,068 19,450 22,334 23,541 1,744 67,068 $47,091 

US 239,279 73,698 78,962 73,459 13,160 239,279 $55,876 

UK 48,220 8,680 13,887 24,110 1,543 48,220 $102,641 

Japan 104,315 9,597 39,327 52,783 2,608 104,315 $123,724 

 

What might we conclude from these tables and the previous discussion? 

 

If we liken the US economy as one more orientated toward free-market capitalism, then Russia and China might 

possibly be more representative of state-capitalism. On this simple divide, the median of wealth distribution 

results in a figure of $55,876 for the US, while China and Russia compare badly with figures of $6,689 and $3,919 

respectively. However, if we describe the UK and Japan as possibly a hybrid of the two extremes above, i.e. in the 

form of social capitalism, the median wealth appears much better than even the US, i.e. $102,641 and $123,724 

respectively. In this context, Russia’s wealth inequality appears particular bad, if over 90% of its population is 

below $10k, while the figure in Japan is less than 10%. 
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1.1.6 Economic Democracy 
 

In the last discussion, some consideration was given as to how 

economics might affect politics, while we might now give some 

further consideration as to how politics might affect 

economics. Clearly, people and institutions can be driven by 

ideology, based on a mixture of economics, politics and 

sometimes religion, which then shapes the identity of a 

nation-state. Of course, for many people, possibly the 

majority, the issue of prosperity, if not survival, is often an 

issue of more importance than ideology.  

 

Note: As a generalisation, the state of the economy is 

often the key factor that affects the prosperity of the 

majority, while for some, usually a small minority, 

politics is seen as the means by which the economy might be changed, if not controlled. However, the 

makeup of this smaller minority does not simply represent the left-right of the political spectrum, but also a 

wider range of equally conflicting self-interests. 

 

After the 2008 financial crisis, it was generally assumed, and accepted, that in order to restore growth, the national 

deficit and, in turn, the total national debt had to be reduced by cutting public spending, i.e. austerity was 

required. However, a wider assessment of the 2008 crisis might suggest that private debt was possibly a bigger 

problem than public debt. In hindsight, it is now recognised that simply imposing austerity onto the wider public, 

while bailing out the financial sector with billions of dollars of quantitative easing (QE) has failed to restore 

economic growth. From a historical perspective of economic policy, it might be recognised that public debt has 

been an essential component needed to finance many key areas that underpin economic growth, e.g. education 

and research. Therefore, we possibly need to consider whether it is not necessarily the total size of the public debt, 

but its ratio to the national GDP and how this debt is being used to stimulate future economic growth. However, 

the impact of rising private debt should not be ignored at this point – see debt dynamics for more details. 

 

Note: At this point, some reference to the idea of ‘trickle-down economics’ might be made. This idea 

assumes that any benefits, generally in the form of tax breaks, given to the wealthy will trickle down to 

everyone else and, as such, it also assumes that the beneficiaries of these tax breaks are an important driver 

of economic growth. So, as an economy recovers, expanding growth is first perceived by the direct 

beneficiaries of this idea, which will then ‘trickle-down’ to the rest of society. 

 

Whether the increase in wealth inequality really supports the idea of ‘trickle-down economics’ might be debated, 

for we might question whether the implementation of QE was the best approach to recover economic growth – 

see Currency Dynamics for details. As such, might we attempt to consider an alternative approach to this problem, 

where public debt might be better utilised to restore economic growth rather than simply assuming that austerity 

is the only answer in conjunction with traditional fiscal and monetary policy mechanisms. 
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Note: Monetary policy of a central bank involves changing the interest rate and influencing the money supply, i.e. QE. 

Fiscal policy involves the government changing tax rates and levels of government spending to influence demand in the 

economy. However, recent history suggests that such strategies now only have a limited ability to stimulate a stagnant 

economy, when interest rates are already near zero and both public and private debt is high, especially if an initial 

recession develops into a longer-term depression. 

 

Of course, resorting to spending more public money to facilitate future growth in the economy is not without its 

problems, e.g. if the public debt is already too high and it is doubtful that government has the knowledge in what 

best to invest. However, in times of financial and economic crisis, public money may be the only form of 

investment available that will support any necessary long-term recovery strategy, especially if the private sector 

has become risk adverse. We might first characterise the debate about austerity around two simplified positions: 

 

• The more conservative want to limit public spending and desire a reduced role of the state. 

• The more progressive want more public investment that requires an increasing role of the state.  

 

It needs to be clarified that the descriptions above do not necessarily align to any specific assumptions being made 

about left-right politics, although it may reflect how people react to change and their own individual assumptions 

about financial prudence. However, we might attempt to clarify the direction of this discussion in terms of a quote 

by John Maynard Keynes: 

 

“The important thing for governments is not to do things which individuals are doing already,  

but to do those things which at present are not done at all.” 

 

Of course, in the end, decisions have to be based on whether public spending will actually help maintain or restore 

economic growth. In this context, we might cite China as an example of central government that has controlled 

public investment in its national infrastructure, which appears to have been effective over the last 30-years or so, 

while a similar central influence in Russia has been less so. Therefore, we need to question whether the issue of 

public investment is not only a matter of its scope, but the quality of its management. Clearly, anything done badly 

will invariably fail, which then leads us to the issue as to whether the public sector has the necessary 

entrepreneurial skills to manage strategic investment. Of course, today, most governments do intervene, in 

varying degrees, in the management of the underlying economy within the limits of fiscal and monetary policies.  

 

Note: In the case of China, central government appears to want to control almost every aspect of their 

economy, including what people are allowed to say. However, despite reservations about freedom of speech 

issues, it appears that China now recognises the need for some entrepreneurial scope in its private sectors to 

work in partnership with the public sector. While western economies are not controlled to the extent of 

China, it would be naïve to assume that the private sector is simply controlled by free-market capitalism.  

 

As a generalisation of modern ‘economic wisdom’, especially in the West, it is often assumed that governments 

should intervene only in the event of ‘market failure’, although after the 2008 financial crisis, many might now 

question whether prevention rather than cure would have been a better strategy. Likewise, in many western 

economies, the scope of fiscal and monetary policy available to most governments has appeared ineffective, 
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especially after billions and billions of dollars have been pumped into the financial system via various central banks 

in the form of quantitative easing (QE). As such, many now question the scope of governments, both in terms of its 

ability and experience, to manage the economy, especially when its ‘vision’ can be distorted by the belief in some 

form of ideology, i.e. political or economic. However, as already indicated, this is too much of a naïve assessment 

of the role of government, as it has been recognised since the time of Adam Smith that free-market capitalism 

cannot be allowed to be driven solely by self-interest without its excesses being kept in check. 

 

Note: If we accept that the future of political economics cannot be based on the totalitarianism of ‘state 

communism’ or the self-interest of ‘free-market capitalism’, what form of national or global governance 

might evolve that is capable of ‘better’ controlling the economy and society.  

 

The word ‘better’ has been highlighted in the note above based on the assumption that any idea of utopia is 

unachievable in practical terms and probably undesirable to the collective aspiration of any society. As such, the 

scope of any new form of political economics will be constrained to what might be practically achieved in the 

near-future, before any of the possibilities outlined in the ‘Brave New Worlds’ discussion might overtake all other 

considerations. 

 

So what might be achieved? 

 

If we reject state-communism and unconstrained free-market capitalism, we might for lack of a better description, 

consider two other forms of capitalism previously outlined, i.e. state-capitalism or social-capitalism. However, we 

are going to avoid these descriptions because they come with too many preconceptions about the role of the state 

and the scope of capitalism as far as social inequality is concerned. For this reason, we shall use a relatively 

conceptual term ‘economic democracy’ to describe a more equitable, but not necessarily equal, distribution of 

wealth within an economy and without any initial reference to political democracy in the form ‘of the people, by 

the people, for the people’. 

 

Note: Within the scope of this outline, economic democracy would recognise the requirements of Maslow’s 

hierarchy of needs, such that it would prioritise basic survival needs. From an economic perspective, this 

might be best quantified in terms of the GDP per capita and the wealth distribution within a given society. 

Again, wealth distribution may be described as equitable, not equal, because it would continue to recognise 

the scope of individual abilities to contribute to society. Therefore, the competitive success of the economy 

would still of key importance, but would attempt to be more responsive to overall social needs. 

 

Based on the limited outline above, it might appear that ‘economic democracy’ may not be so different from the 

normal assumptions about ‘social capitalism’, such that some further differentiation is required. First, as already 

outlined, the scope of democracy does not necessarily infer political democracy in the usual sense, but simply 

aspires to act in the interest ‘of the people’. As such, China could move towards a form of economic democracy 

from its current position, which might now be described as a form of state-capitalism. However, the use of the 

term ‘democracy’ would also imply a recognition of the right to free-speech, with the caveat that it must be used 

responsibly, such that it could not be suppressed on the subjective criteria of ‘unacceptable or offensive’ as defined 

by some political or religious ideology. Of course, the previous position would also apply to any nation-states that 
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might already describe themselves in terms of social-capitalism, but then attempt to suppress free-speech on the 

ground of political correctness regardless of facts. However, returning to the idea of democracy in economic terms, 

the concept of ‘freedom’ and ‘fairness’ would support the idea that an individual has the right to a ‘freedom’ from 

poverty and to be treated with ‘fairness’ regarding the general distribution of wealth within a given nation-state. 

However, accepting this to be an evolving process, economic democracy would recognise the right of 

self-determination of a nation-state to protect its own national, cultural and religious identity, while still trying to 

forward the idea of the ‘Universal Declaration of Human Rights’ of any individual. While the ideas outlined above 

might differentiate economic democracy from state-capitalism in terms of social justice, it might also attempt to 

differentiate itself from social-capitalism in terms of the role of the government within the economy.  

 

Note: As already been highlighted, it is a general ‘economic wisdom’, although not shared by all, that 

governments should not interfere with free-market capitalism unless something goes wrong, e.g. 

self-interest and greed results in some form of financial crisis. While economic democracy might not be able 

to prevent the cyclic dynamics of boom and bust, it might help facilitate a fairer recovery of an economy, 

either at the national or global level.  

 

However, this will require some further discussion of the economic details, which the reader might wish to initially 

review in terms of a video entitled The Government as an Entrepreneur featuring Mariana Mazzucato. Mazzucato 

is a professor of Economics of Innovation and Public Value at University College London (UCL) and also the founder 

and director of the Institute for Innovation and Public Purpose, who has forwarded some alternative ideas 

concerning the role of government within the economy. Basically, the Mazzucato video forwards an argument that 

governments need to stimulate innovation as a ‘lender of first resort’ rather than always acting as a ‘lender of last 

resort’ at times of financial and economic crisis.  

 

Note: By way of commentary, it is estimated that $20 trillion may have been printed in terms of QE 

worldwide over the last 10 years, most of which has been issued by central banks and transferred to private 

financial institutions in the hope that it would ‘trickle-down’ into the wider economy. Unfortunately, many of 

these institutions simply used this money to deleverage risk on their own balance sheets and route the 

money into safe-haven investments, i.e. property and stock markets, which then increased in value above 

inflation. As such, this recovery mechanism was undemocratic because ‘trickle-down’ been seen as unfair 

and only led to a further increase in wealth inequality.  

 

While recognising that some of the references made to economic theory in the video is beyond the scope of this 

discussion, the following links are made simply by way of further cross reference: Public choice theory, New Public 

Management, Cost–benefit analysis, Innovation economics and Economic Competition. Within the general scope of 

these various economic theories is the suggestion that the scope of government should be limited to fixing 

problems, de-risking private investment and, levelling the playfield, i.e. governments should only enable and 

facilitate rather than participate. However, Mazzucato highlights many historical examples of how governments, 

mainly in the US, have acted as an initial investor for some highly speculative innovation in a broad range of 

technologies, which eventually had significant impact on economic growth. However, she then questions whether 

governments have maximised their return-on-investment (ROI) in the form of investor equity or patents and 

whether government policy should require the beneficiaries of government investment to re-invest their profits 
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back in to R&D rather than share buyback. Mazzucato also outlines that Venture Capitalists (VCs) invariably 

amortise their investment risks across a portfolio of new innovative developments within a relatively short period 

of time, i.e. 3-5 years, while many technology innovations of the past, i.e. the Internet, have required much larger 

and longer investment strategies that only governments have been able to support. 

 

Note: While the idea of governments acting as strategic long-term investors of innovation that might lead to economic 

growth might appear to be a good approach, there is still the issue of whether governments have the ability, both in 

terms of qualifications and experience, to successfully determine the best technology innovations in which to invest. Of 

course, it is not unreasonable that governments might developed this expertise in-house or simply work in partnership 

with private enterprises and, like VCs, amortise the risk across a broad portfolio of innovative investments. 

 

However, it was also recognised that the process of innovation investment might be developed in terms of a wider 

collective process involving small, medium and large private enterprises along with public organisations, which also 

consider the wider impact of innovation on society. For example, it might be recognised that private enterprises 

might only prioritise investment towards innovation that deliver short-term profits, while governments might 

expand this scope to consider innovations required to solve longer-term strategic problems in society at large. 

 

Note: Again, despite the idealised goals of public investment, it is assumed that long-term sustainability of government 

investment would still have to be reconciled in terms of the government’s balance-sheet. As such, we might assume that 

some form of ROI has to be achieved in terms of the value of equity and patents held or the growth in the economy 

leading to more tax income and less welfare costs linked to employment.  

 

While some reservations have been raised, there is clearly some wider scope for governments to participate in this 

type of innovation investment, which may then stimulate future economic growth, as might be highlighted by 

China’s political economy. Of course, it might also be realised that the success of this idea might be limited to just a 

few nation-states with the necessary resources, both in terms education and finances, to compete on a global 

stage. As such, it is unlikely that the idea of winners and losers is 

simply going to disappear unless ‘economic democracy’ also has 

some global objectives. This position does not necessarily infer that 

more globalism is the only solution, especially in light of all the 

divisions now appearing in the European Union, but simply a 

recognition for a degree of democracy in economics, such that 

wealth might be more equitably, not equally, shared across 

national boundaries. If not, governments may simply consider its 

own strategic innovation investments simply defined by its own 

national interests, which might again simply lead to an 

entrenchment of the ‘fortress world’ concept.  

 

Note: Within the conceptual scope for what has been described as 

‘economic democracy’, we might ask what are the real things of 

value, especially within the wider scope of society.  
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1.1.7 Closing Comments 
 

This addendum was conceived as an update of an earlier discussion of political evolution, which on reflection was 

more of a statement of perceived problems rather than as an attempt to consider an evolutionary solution. 

Likewise, while a subsequent discussion entitled ‘Brave New Worlds’ attempted to widen the scope of the 

problems to include technology and its potential impact on social, economic and political institutions, its overall 

summation was not necessarily optimistic for the somewhat abstracted concept of a ‘wider majority’.  

 

 
 

While it is still believed that the future will be defined by a classification of ‘winners’ and ‘losers’, the scope of this 

division may yet depend on political decisions to be taken and therefore a ‘new paradigm’ might emerge. As such, 

this last discussion will attempt to outline this possibility without necessarily commenting further on its probability. 

 

Note: It will be assumed that politics cannot be the panacea for all of the world’s problems in isolation of other factors, 

i.e. economic and social change being driven by technology. However, this aspect of the debate is addressed in the 

discussion entitled ‘Brave New Worlds’, where it is recognised that the ‘human condition’ might lead to undesirable 

outcomes, if self-interests are allowed to take precedence over wider collective needs.  

 

Most of this addendum has been a commentary on other people’s ideas, which might initially be summarised 

before considering the possibility of some alternative direction. In the opening introduction, some reference to 

earlier discussions was made regarding the definition of political ‘governance’ as a process increasingly ‘imposed’ 

rather than ‘democratically agreed’ by some larger portion of the population. It was also suggested that this 

process was subject to all the problems that we might generalised in terms of the ‘human condition’ inclusive of 

the issue of IQ distribution, which has now become an issue of taboo in terms of political correctness. However, 

whether this issue is discussed or ignored, IQ has the potential to become one of the factors separating ‘winners’ 

from ‘losers’ in the future, if even only some of the predictions associated with AI automation turn out to be true. 

Such issues were then taken up in the commentary of Bret Weinstein’s video, which also discussed the ‘human 

condition’ and touched upon the ‘technical fragility’ of some aspects of modern society. This was then followed by 

the Mark Steyn video that introduced the difference between ‘post-democracy’ and ‘popularism’, which then 

further questioned the motivation of a ‘democratic elite’ to protect ‘the people’ from unwanted change. The video 

also questioned whether the immediate future would be defined by ‘globalism’ or ‘nationalism’. 
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Note: The difference between ‘popularism’ and ‘populism’ is that the former implies any political doctrine chosen to 

appeal to a majority of the electorate, while populism is possibly better described as a philosophy that highlights the 

rights and powers of ordinary people in opposition to some privileged elite. 

 

The next discussion then attempted to widen the perspective to include a broader view of geopolitics and, 

specifically, Michael Millerman’s review of Alexander Dugin, who many believed has acted as Vladimir Putin’s 

unofficial strategic adviser. While much of Dugin’s philosophy was rejected as being too backward looking, it did 

highlight a troubling aspect of nationalism, if cultural and religious traditions are used as an excuse and 

justification to impose traditional beliefs on others. While Dugin’s philosophy might be seen as a Russian 

perspective, the discussion of ‘freedom of speech’ was then used to highlight other cultural norms, i.e. both 

political and religious. While supporting the right to a freedom of speech, it was accepted that this right had to be 

used responsibly, although it rejected the subjective, and the somewhat arbitrary, definition of ‘unacceptable or 

offensive’ by any group simply because it might contradict an assumption of some political or religious ideology. 

 

Note: Unfortunately, aspects of the reviews outlined above only appeared to support the probability of a 

path into the future defined by ‘Fortress World’ where problems may simply get worse. As such, powerful 

nation states may retreat towards authoritarian governance, both internally and externally, in an attempt to 

control aspects of the global economy for the benefit of their nation-state or some powerful minority. While 

the terminology may appear new, in reality ‘fortress world’ may only reflect human nature to protect what it 

has acquired in the present and aspires to obtain in the future.  

 

While there are indicators that nation-states might still be heading towards the concept of fortress world, there is 

still the possibility of a new paradigm, which might lead humanity towards a better future. However, it is suggested 

that this new paradigm must still satisfy the human need to ‘protect what it has and aspires to obtain’. If so, we 

might then proceed on the assumption that any new paradigm must facilitate greater economic success that 

provides an ability to address some of the wider problems in society, both at a national and global level. This said, 

it is probably too naive to assume that there will still not be ‘winners and losers’ in any future. Therefore, while 

trying to maintain a sense of realism, it will be argued that the main catalyst of change has to be predicated on 

economic success, possibly driven by technology innovation, which might then provide a greater ability to address 

some of the wider problems in society, both at a national and global level.  

 

But what system might produce the greatest success? 

 

At this stage, there is no obvious global solution, i.e. political or economic, beyond the possibly over-optimistic 

rhetoric of idealists. For the current state-of-play suggests that most nation-states are increasingly focusing on 

their own national self-interests, although there may still be a degree of mutual cooperation in some areas. 

Equally, how anybody defines ‘success’ in the scope of the question above may depend on whether they are a 

winner or loser in terms of the current wealth inequality that now exists in society. While the term ‘economic 

democracy’ is not necessarily being forwarded as a solution, it does consider the balance between the necessity of 

economic competition and some further form of democracy in wealth distribution, which while aspiring to be 

more equitable, is not proposing that it has to be equal. As such, the term is only suggesting that economics should 

be made more democratic within the scope of society overall. Within this conceptual definition, self-interest not 
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only has to be subject to some economic constraints, which might otherwise adversely affect the local community, 

but also aspire to take into consideration any wider effects on a global basis.  

 

Do we need to be more honest about the scope of winners and losers? 

 

In terms of society, we often talk of ‘winners and losers’, but when confined to the functioning of the economy, we 

might also need to consider the idea of ‘makers and takers’ in terms of production, profits and wealth. For these 

concepts also characterise the debate surrounding the definition of ‘value’ within any society. For within the scope 

of neoclassical economics, it is ‘price’ that defines ‘value’, while others argue that ‘value’ should define ‘price’. 

Whether either of these perspectives actually clarifies the issue might be debated. For example, we might 

recognise that ‘life’ has a value, which may not necessarily have a quantifiable price. We might also highlight a 

degree of ambiguity in ‘price’ and ‘value’ in the definition of Gross Domestic Product (GDP). For GDP is often 

described as a monetary measure of all the goods and services produced in a period of time within some region. 

However, in practical terms, a ‘monetary measure’ only reflects the current ‘price’ paid or earnt in some currency, 

which is then simply assumed to reflect its ‘value’, but where ‘price’ may be subject to changing supply and 

demand plus monetary inflation year-on-year. However, in comparative income terms, the value to the producer 

and consumer may not really change. We might also need to recognise that something which may initially appear 

to have no value may acquire value. For example, a ‘price’ can be assigned in terms of a business model that 

collects wastes or a tax-cost imposed on pollution such that the ‘price’ assigned then defines its ‘value’, at least, in 

economic terms. In contrast, the ‘value’ of happiness may not necessarily be a factor that can be quantified in any 

monetary system. Of course, if we cannot assign a ‘price’ to life, how do we quantify its ‘value’, which might lead 

to some very uncomfortable thoughts when considering the note below. 

 

Note: While it will not be considered politically correct, we might have to accept that the ‘losers’ in the modern world are 

neither makers or takers and that their position in society is often a statistical reflection of their IQ in combination with 

other personality traits. It is accepted that this position is too simplistic, see issue of asset ownership outlined below. 

Unfortunately there are perceived problems associated with the idea of Universal Basic Income – see Alternative 

Forms of Income for further details. At this point, it is unclear how ‘economic democracy’ might better protect this 

section of society, other than to hope that some governments might have better finances to provide some form of living 

wage for those in long-term unemployment.  

 

However, if we return to the issue of ‘makers and takers’ by simply defining the former as that part of society that 

supports the means of production that creates wealth, while the latter might be defined as that portion of society 

who acquire wealth based on ownership, rent or interest. We might try to characterise this issue in terms of a 

1929 quote by Bill Haywood, where ownership defines the ‘takers’. 

 

The mine owners did not find the gold, they did not mine the gold, they did not mill the gold, but by some 

weird alchemy all the gold belonged to them. 

 

Of course, if value is only defined by price, then economics will assume ownership, rent and interest to have a 

value under the wider umbrella of financial services. If so, what was once described as unproductive income not 

only has to be seen as contributing to GDP, but also acting as a primary mechanism of transferring wealth between 
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generations. From a historical perspective, ownership of the land and resources has now evolved into the 

ownership of the means of trade or production and now includes the abstracted ownership of information. 

 

How has the information age come to change politics and economics? 

 

Today, many of the top tech companies, e.g. Google and Facebook, have benefited from being allowed access to 

government funded research and development. These companies also profit from gaining access to data in the 

public domain, which if defined as personal data, they do not own. In this context, it is often governments that 

finance the greatest development risks by providing early financial support to companies that subsequently 

become heralded as champions of innovation and free-enterprise. However, as described, we might have to 

question the scope of the US as a nation populated by private entrepreneurial risk-takers overcoming the 

bureaucratic obstacles of governments to fuel economic growth. For, in reality, there may be a need for a 

rebalancing of the risk-reward relationship between public institutions and private enterprise, not only in terms of 

the tax paid by successful start-ups that then become major international corporations, but also in terms of equity 

retained by governments on any initial IPO offerings plus the issue of patent ownership in order that profits might 

be more equitably shared with the public at large, whose taxes effectively fund the government’s ability to invest 

in innovation. 

 

Is this really a new paradigm? 

 

In short, the answer is no, but it might point the way, if a collective partnership between government and industry 

became more successful in producing innovation in new emerging markets, which would then help better 

stimulate economic growth in terms of GDP. For this sort of collective partnership might help to balance 

investment and risks plus amortise investments over both the short and longer-term. In this respect, there may be 

a better recognition of the need to address long-term problems in society, which require innovative investment in 

multiple market segments, rather than the pursuance of short-term profits by corporations. Of course, it might be 

recognised that this approach may only be helpful in terms of a competitive advantage between nation-states, 

such that it does not necessarily address global problems. However, if this investment did lead to some better 

focus on problems, not just private profits and GDP, it might be of wider benefit in a global context.   

 

Where might the idea of economic democracy come into this? 

 

Between 2003-2016, the fortune 500 companies spent $20 trillion in share buyback, i.e. 54% of earnings, and 

another 37% in shareholder dividend, i.e. 91%. We might also highlight a 10-fold increase in top executive pay over 

this time period in stark contrast to average wages, which have remained essentially stagnant, especially if the full 

effect of monetary inflation is taken into consideration. In this sense, we might question whether any concept of 

real democracy currently exists within politics or economics. In this context, we might see the need for the concept 

being called ‘economic democracy’ that seeks to support better economic growth, and sustainability, plus strives 

towards a more equitable distribution of wealth.  

 

Can the inequality of winners and losers really be addressed? 
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The history of wealth distribution has always been defined by winners and losers, where wealth was originally 

acquired by conquest, i.e. a land grab. Over time, the land became a wealth asset in terms of farming followed by 

an increase in trade, i.e. merchant wealth. Later, wealth became defined by mechanised industry and production 

assets and finally augmented by the abstraction of information as another wealth asset. While the scope of wealth 

held in all the forms outlined has changed over time, it is true to say that ‘assets’ of almost any kind not only 

underpin wealth but also act as a protection against monetary inflation. In this context, we might come to 

understand why those sections of society, which never had the ability, or luck, to acquire assets of any real 

tangible worth, have remained the losers in the economies of the past, where the idea of democracy was absence 

or limited. While the idea of winners and losers, when measured in terms of wealth, is still very much apparent in 

most modern societies, i.e. on a global scale, we might hope that a move towards greater economic democracy 

would help many, if there was sufficient political will to overcome the human bias towards self-interest.  

 

But is a new paradigm simply a wish rather than a goal? 

 

It is possibly too naïve too simply assume that any democratic or authoritarian government will simply abandon its 

historical political, economic or even religious ideology, by which it has obtained and maintained its authority, 

unless its future survival is at increasing risk. Also, we should not under-estimate the inertia of the majority within 

a society to resist change, even when it has been a victim of an ideology that has led to the death of millions due to 

starvation. Likewise, even if the majority want change, it has to be recognised that both democratic and 

authoritarian governments have always had the power to subdue dissent within a population, either by 

suppressing the freedom of speech or by instilling fear, both real and imagined – see Information Control for wider 

details. Today, there are many examples where the majority have come to believe they are powerless to make 

change even though they have been oppressed, or even dying, as a direct result of political and economic decisions 

in which they have little to no participation. So, while there is scope and the possibility for improvements, whether 

this path will be taken is still far from certain.  
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