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    INTRODUCTION



    Economists are the most important advocates of free markets (In a free market economy, property rights are well defined and there is minimal government intervention). The Reagan administration was famous for supporting markets. But even so, when I was in president Ronald Reagan’s Council of Economic Advisers, I found that we economists were the major believers in markets. Others supported us in defending markets when various pro-business or deficit-limiting policies were involved, but the CEA was the only entity that actually supported markets and market freedom under all circumstances.


    But even though we economists are the major supporters of markets, in some cases we actually sabotage them. This is not intentional; we think we are supporting markets, and we often are. But our language often serves to turn people away from markets, and acts to generate hostility. In particular, our use of the term “competition” and our love of “competitive markets” often serves to disguise the true nature of markets, and to turn people away from the markets and from economics. In fact, markets are much more cooperative than they are competitive, and if we emphasized this more, then people would better understand the benefits of free exchange. We economists make our living by providing advice about the economy, but one purpose of this book is to provide advice to my fellow economists in order to make our advocacy more effective.


    This book aims to explain and clarify this argument. In doing so, I make several interrelated points. First, markets are the most efficient institution for running an economy, and the more an economy relies on markets, the higher the level of happiness, health, and wealth. Second, many people do not understand markets or the benefits they provide. Third, people have no intuitive understanding of economics or how an economy functions. Fourth, one reason why people may not like markets is because they view markets as being “competitive,” and many people do not like competition because they associate competition with a chance of losing. Those who view the world as competitive are more likely to dislike markets. Fifth, markets are actually more cooperative than they are competitive, and we economists have erred by emphasizing the competitive aspect of markets while ignoring or downplaying the cooperative aspect. Finally, there is an important role for competition, but competition is subordinate to cooperation in an economy. Cooperation is the “main event” and competition is the opener.


    Benefits of Markets


    Markets are truly amazing institutions. Market economies have generated tremendous benefits for mankind. Markets by far provide more benefits than any other form of economic organization. We can see this at whatever level we look: globally, between countries, and even within countries.


    At the global level, the results of the most important social science experiment in history are in. The Soviet Union, the largest attempt at a nonmarket economy, has collapsed. The market economies of the West have survived and thrived, albeit with some rocky patches.


    We also have evidence from smaller experiments. Both Korea and Germany have been divided into market and nonmarket segments. In both cases, the market economies (South Korea, West Germany) have done extremely well, and the nonmarket segments have either collapsed (East Germany) or are providing extreme misery for their residents (North Korea). More recently, Venezuela has replaced a market economy with a centrally planned economy and has gone from prosperity to chaos, hyperinflation (1 million percent per year), dictatorship, and starvation.


    At a more detailed level, there is pervasive evidence that more free market economies work better than less free economies. Students of economic freedom say that freedom exists when (1) property acquired without the use of force, fraud, or theft is protected from physical invasions by others, and (2) individuals are free to use, exchange, or give their property to another as long as their actions do not violate the identical rights of others. This leads to five components of economic freedom:


     


    • The size of government: government spending, taxes, and government enterprises are limited.


    • Property rights are protected from government and from private predators, and there is rule of law and freedom of contract.


    • Sound money policies lead to limited and moderate inflation.


    • International trade and trade policies allow free trade.


    • Regulation of business, labor, and credit markets is limited.


     


    The intuition behind the value of each of these measures is clear. Without enforceable property rights, others can steal your property or government can confiscate it, which are clearly not conducive to freedom. Having few market regulations and being able to trade with international partners are direct examples of economic freedom. The size of government might be a less obvious measure, but when government is large, economic freedom is low because mandatory taxes and government spending supplant personal choice. Lastly, sound monetary policy is needed to prevent any gains of trade from being dissipated by the unstable value of money and actions people adopt to protect the value of their assets.


    With respect to the above five components of economic freedom, economists invariably find a positive correlation between economic freedom and economic growth. Freer economies grow more quickly. Estimates of the correlation (statistical relationship, ranging from -1 to +1) between economic freedom and growth generally range from +0.20 to +0.40, and every estimate is statistically positive and significantly different from zero. This large, positive correlation indicates that freedom is directly associated with growth: more freedom, more growth. The overall effect of freedom on growth comes both from direct and indirect effects.


    Freedom works directly to increase growth, as people are better able to use resources efficiently in a freer economy. Conversely, government regulation can hamper growth by preventing people from using resources efficiently. As an example, the World Bank estimates that, in the United States, it takes five days to start a new business at a cost equal to 1.5 percent of income per capita. In Bolivia, it takes forty-nine days at a cost of 71.6 percent of income per capita. Facing higher startup costs, fewer Bolivian citizens will open businesses. They will not enter what could otherwise be profitable opportunities and will not provide desired goods and services to consumers. This lower regulatory cost of business formation, along with many regulatory cost differences, is a major reason why the U.S. has a healthier and richer economy than Bolivia.


    Regulation can also mandate inefficient resource use. Sometimes governments grant monopolies to select individuals, thereby denying others the right to trade at all. If a government grants a monopoly on taxi cabs to an inept company, then people might waste time waiting for cabs because too few drivers are employed, or they might be late to important events because drivers are unreliable, or they may not travel because monopolized taxicabs are more expensive than freer taxicabs. Even if the monopoly is given to the very best company, some people might prefer would-be competitors. Not everyone wants to pay a high price for good service. Some would rather pay a lower price for less reliable service. With a government-enforced monopoly, however, this choice is made for them.


    Even regulation that is seemingly “good” can also lead to inefficient resource use. The minimum wage is often justified as needed to protect workers. Without the minimum wage, employers might pay wages that some consider “too low.” Of course, employers would only pay those wages if employees were willing to accept them. Without a minimum wage law, employers might have found it profitable to hire an employee at a wage below the minimum wage. With a minimum wage law, the employee may not be hired at all; the actual “minimum wage” is always zero. If the employee would have been willing to accept the below-minimum wage, but instead is unemployed, people suffer losses in self-esteem and lack of training, and resources are going to waste. The potential employer and employee are not permitted to enter a productive relationship. In all of these examples, regulation is stopping the mutually beneficial trade that a freer society would permit.


    Freedom also works indirectly. Freedom leads to more investment in both physical capital (machines, factories, buildings) and human capital (training and education), and this increased investment also leads to increased growth. For example, if property rights are well protected, then people are more willing to invest because their investment is more secure. If there is less occupational regulation, workers have more freedom to get training in jobs that interest them or that pay well, and so there will be more human capital investment. If taxes are low, then both kinds of investment pay more, and hard work also pays more. For all these reasons and many more, increased freedom of markets leads to increased wealth. These results apply both across countries and across states in the U.S.


    Figure 1 on page 6 shows the average income per capita for countries ranked by their measure of economic freedom. The average income of the freest 25 percent of countries is nearly two times that of the next 25 percent of countries and over six times that of the least free countries. Given the small size of the incomes in the poorest countries and the cost of expensive services like health care and education, this gap entails a huge loss of human well-being.


    Even within countries, differences in economic freedom matter. Figure 2 shows the same thing as Figure 1 but with states in the U.S. The picture is not as stark, but the story remains the same. Residents of the freest 25 percent of states earn almost $5,000 more per year than residents of the least free states. States that might otherwise look similar can perform quite differently. Relatively freer Alabama has higher per capita income than relatively unfree Mississippi ($4,400 more per year); likewise for New Hampshire and Vermont ($5,700 more per year).


    The numbers only tell part of the story. It is virtually impossible to understand what life would be like without the benefits created by capitalism and free markets. To make the issues concrete, consider a contemporary person—say, a college student named Bennie getting ready to go to a Bernie Sanders pro-socialism rally.


     


    Figure 1. Ecomomic Freedom at the Country Level and Income Per Capita, 2012
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    Source: Economic Freedom of the World Index, 2014


     


    Figure 2. USA Economic Freedom at the State Level and GDP Per Capita, 2011
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    Source: Economic Freedom of the World Index, 2013. The “Subnational” index is used (measured in 2011 U.S. Dollars)


     


    First, there is only about a 50 percent chance that Bennie would even be alive. Child mortality was on the order of 50 percent before the invention of modern drugs, clean water, and other benefits provided by capitalism. (Clean water is often supplied by governments but paid for by using the wealth generated by capitalism.) Drugs and medical care are provided by capitalists seeking a profit, and hospitals are financed by the wealth generated by capitalism, either through charity of the wealthy or by taxes.


    Second, Bennie, if he had survived, would almost certainly not be a college student. College is an investment in that Bennie forgoes earning income during a lengthy period of education. But wealth is needed to finance this period of zero earnings, and this wealth can only exist in a capitalist economy. The cost of education may be paid by Bennie’s parents or by the state, as in a public institution, or by Bennie himself through borrowing. But in any case, someone must pay for the investment, and this can only be possible in a wealthy economy. Wealth is needed to finance the physical buildings, the professors’ salaries, and Bennie’s consumption during the period of education. Although some higher education existed before capitalism, it was uncommon.


    Third, consider the process of the rally. Bennie probably first learned about Bernie Sanders on his computer (produced by a capitalist firm) over the internet (run by capitalist firms). He learned about the time and place of the protest on his smartphone, again the product of capitalism. He drove there in his car, which runs on gasoline, on roads financed by government using taxes on capitalist wealth.


    I need not go on. Anyone can read a history or anthropology book and learn about life before (without) capitalism. It is absurd and bizarre to advocate elimination of capitalism. If a society becomes socialist, it can function for a while by living off of the capital produced when the economy was free, but eventually it will run out. Soviet Russia lasted about seventy years, in part because it removed huge amounts of capital from Germany after World War II.


    This forecast of doom may seem fanciful. But we need look no farther than Venezuela to see the actual occurrence of social collapse caused by replacing capitalism with socialism. Venezuela replaced a thriving market economy with a socialist economy and is now a complete economic, social, and political disaster, with widespread hunger, shortages, and emigration, with inflation of 1 million percent per year, and with a corrupt dictator. Indeed, it is puzzling how so many can desire “democratic” or any other form of socialism, with Venezuela as a contemporary example of the effects. Perhaps it is because the media, in describing the disaster that is Venezuela, generally does not mention that socialism has been the cause.


    The collapse of Venezuela was quite rapid. Hugo Chávez was first elected in 1998, and the collapse was in full force by 2015 and perhaps sooner. The U.S. could last longer, but if we really went to full socialism we would ultimately collapse as well.


    The U.S. Council of Economic Advisers (2018) recently estimated the costs of various movements toward socialism in the U.S. If we were to adopt “Medicare for All,” a centralized socialized medical system, the costs would be 9 percent of gross domestic product, or about $7,000 per person in 2022, due to high tax rates that would reduce incentives. Other socialist-type policies would reduce income by even more. A Venezuela-type economic reorganization would reduce GDP by about 40 percent, or $24,000 per capita. If we were to adopt Nordic-type labor regulations, GDP would fall by $2,000 to $5,000 per year. If we adopted the more socialistic polices of the Nordic countries in the 1970s, GDP would fall by 19 percent, or $11,000 per capita. There is no free lunch, and socialistic policies are a very expensive dinner.


    In addition to the economic benefits of free markets, there are terrible human costs of sufficiently unfree societies. The limit of unfreedom is Communism. The best estimate is that in the twentieth century, communist regimes killed about one hundred million people: Russia, twenty million; China sixty-five million; and the rest in a miscellany of countries including Vietnam, Cambodia, North Korea, and others (Courtois, 2017). Because Communism denies people the freedom they desire, the only way it can maintain itself is through force, which is why it has led to so many deaths. This makes it even more surprising that so many are apparently in favor of returning to this horrible episode in human history.


    Emporiophobia: Fear of Markets


    Clearly, economic freedom has a steady and strong link to economic welfare. Given this link, there is a major puzzle: Why do so many people reject economic freedom and markets? Evidence that people are hostile toward markets is all around us. For example, the U.S. has recently twice elected an administration that increased the level of regulation of markets and attempted to replace a major segment of the economy, the health care segment, with a nonmarket institution. President Donald Trump was elected largely on a platform of anti-market rhetoric in the form of restricting immigration and reducing imports, although in practice he has increased market freedom in many dimensions. Many voters preferred Bernie Sanders, an avowed socialist. England in the 1950s moved away from a market economy, and it was only with a great deal of effort that Margaret Thatcher could move it back toward a market economy, and even today many resent this move. France recently elected a socialist government. Argentina was a thriving market economy in the 1930s and early 1940s, but beginning in 1945 elected a nonmarket government. (More recently it is returning to prosperity under a more market-oriented regime.) China is an odd economy but is at least in part communist, as are Cuba and North Korea.


    There are also particular segments of societies that reject markets. These include the media, intellectuals in general (Sowell, 2011), and many Jews. All of these groups have thrived under markets. For example, intellectuals need funding, and capitalist economies generate the wealth needed for intellectual activity. The great economist Milton Friedman (himself Jewish, as am I) pointed out that Jews have everywhere thrived as participants in markets, and yet their voting behavior is commonly anti-market (Friedman, 1972/1988). Thus, it is not obvious why so many of them reject markets. Since Friedman’s argument, Israel has moved much closer to a market economy and is thriving.


    At American universities (the richest in the world because of the wealth generated by capitalist markets) to call someone a capitalist is almost an insult. Many intellectuals in some disciplines are still Marxists, despite the evidence of the fall of the Soviet Union and the chaos of Venezuela. For example, in the humanities much analysis is in terms of “race, class, and gender,” a thinly disguised version of Marxism, the major anti-market philosophy of our time. Bernie Sanders ran as a socialist and got much of the Democratic vote, and even now a majority of young people reject capitalism; a recent Harvard Poll (Harvard Youth Poll, July 2016) found that 51 percent of millennials rejected capitalism. A 2016 poll by YouGov found that favorable views of capitalism were 47 percent among Generation Z, 42 percent among Millennials, and 45 percent among Generation X (YouGov, 2016). There are other results in this poll indicating that younger people are relatively less favorable toward capitalism and relatively more favorable toward socialism or communism. A recent poll has found that 51 percent of Democrats, 26 percent of independents, and 21 percent of Republicans (!) have a favorable view of socialism (Rasmussen, 2018). A more recent poll has found that more Democrats (57 percent) view socialism favorably than view capitalism favorably. In a recent election for Congress in New York City, Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez, an avowed “Democratic” socialist, won an upset victory, and she is currently a heroine of the Democratic Party. Bill de Blasio, the mayor of New York, the center of American capitalism, has recently complained that “private property rights” limit his ability to plan for New York, and he has nonetheless won a second term.


    Many religions also reject aspects of markets. Capital markets are the most disliked. For example, both Christianity and Islam forbid the charging of interest on capital, and Judaism restricts it. Jesus driving the money changers from the Temple is a strongly anti-market move. The money changers were providing a useful market service: they were changing many currencies into shekels, which were needed for purchase of sacrificial animals, and Jesus’ attack was a strong anti-market act. Jesus’ statement that “It is easier for a camel to go through the eye of a needle than for a rich man to enter the kingdom of God” (Matthew 19, 24) is also an anti-market statement since generally the best way to become rich is through markets. In Islam, charging of interest is still banned, and capital markets are therefore opaque and inefficient as participants seek convoluted methods of actually charging and paying interest without calling it interest. The unwillingness to use interest rates as a tool is leading to instability in Turkey. (Christianity and Judaism have managed to eliminate their prohibitions on interest.)


    Religion aside, much basic market activity is still considered immoral in modern times. A clear example is the portrayal of businesspeople in the media, which is overwhelmingly negative. In movies and television, businesspeople are commonly seen as immoral and heartless. They commit criminal acts, and their businesses are rarely seen as producing anything of social value. Think of Gordon Gekko in Wall Street as a classic example (Ribstein, 2012; Shugan, 2006).


    When people are asked about markets, especially international markets, they often react with hostility. In a recent Pew Research Center survey on global attitudes toward trade, 68 percent of Americans held that view that growing trade and business ties with other countries was a good thing. While the majority did favor international markets, this percentage means that nearly one-third of Americans do not hold the view that growing trade with other countries is a good thing. Furthermore, just 20 percent said that trade creates jobs. Without some basic aversion to markets, it is hard to understand why having more trading partners would be a bad thing, or why it would fail to create jobs.


    Given the evidence on the benefits of capitalism and the costs of socialism, how is it that rational people can favor the latter? An important cause is limited knowledge. Many citizens of American and Western Europe do not understand the amount of wealth created by capitalism, and the poverty created by true socialism. For example, consider the statement by Alexandra Ocasio-Cortez, the elected Congresswoman, who ran as a “democratic” socialist: “Capitalism has not always existed in the world and will not always exist in the world” (PBS Interview, July 16, 2018). It is true that capitalism has not always existed, but neither has wealth. Pre-capitalist societies were vastly—to many, inconceivably—poorer than contemporary European or American societies. The natural state of humanity, through most of our existence, is what we would now call poverty. But most of us have not seen this, nor do many understand it. This is especially true in a world of zero-sum thinking.


    Many people ask about the “causes of poverty.” (There are about fifteen million references to this term in quotation marks on Google.) But this is a meaningless question. The natural state of humanity, throughout almost all of our existence, has been what is now called poverty. It is only since the industrial revolution, beginning in about 1760, that any significant number of people have left poverty. The industrial revolution itself was caused by well-defined property rights (including intellectual property rights) and free markets—that is, by capitalism.


    Competition and Dislike of Markets


    There are many reasons for this dislike or fear of markets, and entire books have been written about various aspects of this issue. I do not have a comprehensive theory. However, I do have a partial explanation, consistent with recent research by psychologists.


    We have various names for a market economy: capitalist, free market, competitive. I want to focus on one: a “competitive” economy. This term is frequently used: Google indicates that there are 51 million uses of the term “competitive market economy.” Moreover, a search of leading economics textbooks indicates that “competition” and its variants is used about eight times as often as “cooperative” and its variants.


    I want to argue that the use of the term “competitive” to describe an economy is both inappropriate and harmful. The term “competition” in economics was borrowed from sports without much thought (Stigler, 1957). However, the use of this term in economics is inappropriate. An important theme of this book is that a market economy is much more cooperative than it is competitive. Essentially, economists use “competition” as a term of art—the word as used by economists has a special meaning. We do not mean the same thing by competition as the normal usage of the term. (Chapter 4 has a discussion of the way in which economists use the term, but the point is that as economists use the term, a competitive economy has certain highly beneficial features.) But the word “competition” also has a meaning in everyday usage, and when people other than economists hear the term, they think about the everyday meaning. This confusion is the source of much mischief.


    A recent important book by two social psychologists who study the public understanding of economics and the basis for economic beliefs has a long discussion of people’s views of capitalism. They find that there are many people with a deep dislike of capitalism, and many who favor it. The former includes the group of supporters of market socialism, and among the latter are, of course, most economists. They find pervasive differences between supporters and critics in many related dimensions, such as the desire for equality, the belief in the importance of individual control (pro-capitalists) versus control by outside forces, and general political conservatism versus liberalism. (In earlier research, Jim Kau and I also found persuasive and consistent sets of beliefs in voting behavior between liberals and conservatives: Kau and Rubin, 1979.) “A central feature of these models [of economic ideology] is the degree to which the social world is perceived to be essentially competitive versus cooperative in nature. In one extreme, the world is construed as a competitive jungle.… On the other pole is the view of the world as a place of cooperative harmony…” (Leiser and Shemesh, 2018, p. 85). Those who view the world as competitive are pro-capitalist. But if we could convince people that the market is also cooperative, perhaps some of those who are now anti-capitalist would begin to understand the benefits of the free market. The current emphasis by economists on competition may then lead those with a cooperative view of the world to turn away from the market economy.


    I have examined the usage of the word “competition” using Google. Here are some common modifiers of “competition” and the number of Google references to each: “Cutthroat competition” (256,000), “excessive competition” (159,000), “destructive competition” (105,000), “ruthless competition” (102,000), “ferocious competition” (66,700), “vicious competition” (53,500), “unfettered competition” (37,000), “unrestrained competition” (34,500), “harmful competition” (18,000), and “dog-eat-dog competition” (15, 000). Conversely, for “beneficial competition” there are 16,400 references. For “beneficial cooperation” there are 548,000 references, and almost no references to any of the negative modifiers of cooperation. Thus, people have no difficulty in thinking of negative connotations of “competition” and are less inclined to think of competition than of cooperation as beneficial.


    Although I develop this theme at length, three points will help clarify the analysis. First, the term “competition” implies a winner and a loser, but in a market both participants (buyers and sellers) gain. Second, the fundamental unit of an economic relationship is a transaction, and because both parties gain from a transaction, it is cooperative. Third, competition has an important role in a market, but its role is to ensure that transactions (cooperation) occur on the best possible terms with the best possible agents.


    Moreover, even where there is competition, it is generally competition for the right to cooperate. Consider two firms engaged in active competition. For a concrete example, consider Verizon and AT&T competing for mobile phone customers based on which firm has the better network. What is the object of this competition? The object is to sign up customers—to engage in cooperation with consumers. Who will consumers choose to cooperate with? That is, which firm will get the business? The firm which can convince consumers that it offers the best combination of price, network strength, and phones. The most successful firm will be the firm that offers the best terms for cooperating with customers.


    The problem with the term “competition” is that people internalize the nature of sports competition and apply it wrongly to the economy. In the world of competitive sports, there are winners and losers. A runner only wins the race because another one loses. In football, one team only gains yardage because the other team loses it. Each competitor, whether individual or team, gains only at the expense of the other competitor. In economics, this type of situation is called a “zero-sum game” because if you add the gains of one person to the losses of another, the net outcome is zero. The danger in the term “competitive market” is that people see the sports metaphor and think the economy is a zero-sum environment. In reality, nothing could be further from the truth.


    When two people voluntarily trade a good or service, they only choose to do so because they both benefit from the transaction. If you offer to walk my dog for a slice of my famous chocolate cake, and I accept, then we only complete the deal because I prefer having you walk the dog to having the slice of cake, and you would rather walk the dog than miss out on the cake. Trade is emphatically not a zero-sum game. Both parties benefit from it. Of course, the number of available goods and services and the number of market participants is far too large to trade them directly. It would take too long to find people interested in direct barter. Maybe you are allergic to chocolate but would like a Danish, which I don’t know how to make, in which case we would have to seek out other interested parties. Fortunately, money was created as a medium of exchange. Unfortunately, while the use of money greatly facilitates trade, it also contributes to wrongful zero-sum thinking about the economy.


    When people see wealth and poverty, they often drift into zero-sum thinking. If I sell you an item, I have five dollars more, but you have five dollars less. In terms of only money, buying and selling appears to be zero-sum. If the world is zero-sum, then it must be that some people are rich because they have taken money from the poor. But this line of thinking ignores the fact that voluntary trade benefits both parties. Money only changes hands because parties mutually benefit from some type of exchange. The rich are rich because they have produced something that others value, and the poor are poor because they have little to sell.


    Incorrect zero-sum thinking contributes directly to hostility toward markets. For example, in a survey of the American public and economists, the public strongly believes that the economy is not doing as well as it could be because “business profits are too high.” But how can business profits be too high? Surely the economy does not suffer from businesses providing too many services to consumers at prices they are willing to pay. Profits, if they are legitimately obtained, are a sign that beneficial exchange is occurring. Certainly, they are not a reason for the economy performing badly.


    Given that markets create so many benefits, it is perhaps surprising that so many people exhibit such a fear or dislike of them. Markets do not always function perfectly, which could explain part of the aversion, but, importantly, fear of markets goes much deeper than a recognition of the few cases where they do not work well. Emporiophobia (fear of the market) is interfering negatively and harmfully with markets across the globe. Understanding the origins of emporiophobia, even just some of them, could have an enormous impact on human welfare if it leads to people overcoming that fear.


    Although this book is nontechnical—it avoids technical language and mathematics—and written for a general audience, I hope my fellow economists will absorb its lessons. In particular, I hope that we economists can begin focusing our discussions on the cooperative nature of a modern economy. My deeper hope is that a change in language to a more accurate description of the economy will do something to reduce people’s misunderstanding and dislike of markets.


    What Do Economists Know?


    There are some truths that are basic to economics but that are nonintuitive. If these issues were more widely understood, then markets would be viewed more favorably. It is these basic truths that I want to concentrate on.


    The most basic premise of economics—which is totally nonintuitive—is that hundreds of millions of people can interact with one another with no central direction and no coordination, and yet can reach a consistent outcome which itself has certain nice properties. This is Adam Smith’s famous “invisible hand.” Because this is not understood, there are frequent calls for central direction and central planning, despite their massive failure in the Soviet Union and wherever else they have been tried.


    The second thing that economists know is that selfish behavior can nonetheless lead to desirable outcomes. The uncoordinated behavior can be motivated by selfish ends, and yet the outcome will generally be efficient. Motives do not matter; outcomes matter.


    A third thing economists know that is nonintuitive is that the world is not zero-sum. Economies can grow, and it is possible for the rich to get richer at the same time that the poor get richer. The common homily “The rich get richer and the poor get poorer” is neither certain nor sure; it is totally contrary to fact in a growing market economy.


    Anti-Market Quotes


    Before providing the main arguments, I provide a small sample of quotations from people hostile to markets.


    “Capitalism is a system in which the central institutions of society are in principle under autocratic control. Thus, a corporation or an industry is, if we were to think of it in political terms, fascist; that is, it has tight control at the top and strict obedience has to be established at every level—there’s a little bargaining, a little give and take, but the line of authority is perfectly straightforward. Just as I’m opposed to political fascism, I’m opposed to economic fascism. I think that until major institutions of society are under the popular control of participants and communities, it’s pointless to talk about democracy.


    “In this sense, I would describe myself as a libertarian socialist—I’d love to see centralized power eliminated, whether it’s the state or the economy, and have it diffused and ultimately under direct control of the participants. Moreover, I think that’s entirely realistic. Every bit of evidence that exists (there isn’t much) seems to show, for example, that workers’ control increases efficiency. Nevertheless, capitalists don’t want it, naturally; what they’re worried about is control, not the loss of productivity or efficiency.”


    —Noam Chomsky, Chomsky on Democracy and Education,

    Psychology Press (2003)


    “Modern science will continue to be blindly destructive as long as its operations are determined by the anarchism of market economic forces. The problem to be solved is whether science, technology, and industry can be brought under genuinely democratic control in the context of a global planned economy, so that all of us can collectively put our hard-won scientific knowledge to mutually beneficial use.”


    —Clifford D. Conner, A People’s History of Science,

    Nation Books (2005)


    “Capitalism places every man in competition with his fellows for a share of the available wealth. A few people accumulate big piles, but most do not. The sense of community falls victim to this struggle.”


    —Donald Barthelme, “The Rise of Capitalism” in Sixty Stories, Penguin (2003)


    “The forces of a capitalist society, if left unchecked, tend to make the rich richer and the poor poorer.”


    —Jawaharlal Nehru (first prime minister of India),

    The New York Times Magazine (September 7, 1958)


    “[T]here is no social theory on earth short of the divine right of kings that can justify a five-hundred-fold [income] gap between management and labor.”


    —Thomas Frank, One Market Under God, Anchor (2001)


    “Capitalism is an evil, and you cannot regulate evil. You have to eliminate it and replace it with something that is good for all people and that something is democracy.”


    —Michael Moore in the movie Capitalism: A Love Story (2009)


    “They neglect their own children so that the children of others will be cared for; they live in substandard housing so that other homes will be shiny and perfect; they endure privation so that inflation will be low and stock prices high. To be a member of the working poor is to be an anonymous donor, a nameless benefactor, to everyone.”


    —Barbara Ehrenreich, Nickel and Dimed, Picador (2011)


    “[A]ccepting the persistence of widespread poverty even as the rich get ever richer is a choice that our politicians have made. And we should be ashamed of that choice.”


    —Paul Krugman (economist), “Helping the Poor, the British Way,”

    The New York Times (December 25, 2006)


    “You show me a capitalist, I’ll show you a bloodsucker.”


    —Malcolm X, speech given in 1964


    “What’s been hardest is the way our legal system is structured to favor private property. I think people all over this city, of every background, would like to have the city government be able to determine which building goes where, how high it will be, who gets to live in it, what the rent will be. I think there’s a socialistic impulse, which I hear every day, in every kind of community, that they would like things to be planned in accordance to their needs. And I would, too. Unfortunately, what stands in the way of that is hundreds of years of history that have elevated property rights and wealth to the point that that’s the reality that calls the tune on a lot of development.”


    —Bill de Blasio, Mayor of New York, New York magazine

    (September 4, 2017)


    “Capitalism has not always existed in the world and will not always exist in the world.”


    —Alexandra Ocasio-Cortez, PBS interview, July 16, 2018.


     


    Bernie Sanders, any speech.
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