
Socialism For The Rich, Capitalism
For The Poor: An Interview With
Noam Chomsky

The United States is rapidly declining on
n u m e r o u s  f r o n t s  —  c o l l a p s i n g
infrastructure, a huge gap between haves
and have-nots, stagnant wages, high infant
mortality rates, the highest incarceration
rate in the world — and it continues to be
the  only  country  in  the  advanced world

without a universal health care system. Thus, questions about the nature of the
US’s economy and its dysfunctional political system are more critical than ever,
including questions about the status of the so-called American Dream, which has
long served as an inspiration point for Americans and prospective immigrants
alike. Indeed, in a recent documentary, Noam Chomsky, long considered one of
America’s voices of conscience and one of the world’s leading public intellectuals,
spoke of the end of the American Dream. In this exclusive interview for Truthout,
Chomsky discusses some of the problems facing the United States today, and
whether the American Dream is “dead” — if it ever existed in the first place.

C.J. Polychroniou: Noam, in several of your writings you question the usual view
of the United States as an archetypical capitalist economy. Please explain.

Noam Chomsky: Consider this: Every time there is a crisis, the taxpayer is called
on to bail out the banks and the major financial institutions. If you had a real
capitalist economy in place, that would not be happening. Capitalists who made
risky investments and failed would be wiped out. But the rich and powerful do not
want a capitalist system. They want to be able to run the nanny state so when
they are in trouble the taxpayer will bail them out. The conventional phrase is
“too big to fail.”

The IMF did an interesting study a few years ago on profits of the big US banks. It
attributed most of them to the many advantages that come from the implicit
government insurance policy — not just the featured bailouts, but access to cheap
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credit and much else — including things the IMF researchers didn’t consider, like
the incentive to undertake risky transactions, hence highly profitable in the short
term,  and  if  anything  goes  wrong,  there’s  always  the  taxpayer.  Bloomberg
Businessweek estimated the implicit taxpayer subsidy at over $80 billion per year.

Much  has  been  said  and  written  about  economic  inequality.  Is  economic
inequality in the contemporary capitalist era very different from what it was in
other post-slavery periods of American history?

The inequality in the contemporary period is almost unprecedented. If you look at
total  inequality,  it  ranks  amongst  the  worse  periods  of  American  history.
However, if you look at inequality more closely, you see that it comes from wealth
that is in the hands of a tiny sector of the population. There were periods of
American history, such as during the Gilded Age in the 1920s and the roaring
1990s, when something similar was going on. But the current period is extreme
because inequality comes from super wealth. Literally, the top one-tenth of a
percent are just super wealthy. This is not only extremely unjust in itself, but
represents a development that has corrosive effects on democracy and on the
vision of a decent society.

What does all this mean in terms of the American Dream? Is it dead?

The “American Dream” was all about class mobility. You were born poor, but
could get out of poverty through hard work and provide a better future for your
children. It was possible for [some workers] to find a decent-paying job, buy a
home, a car and pay for a kid’s education. It’s all collapsed — and we shouldn’t
have too many illusions about when it was partially real. Today social mobility in
the US is below other rich societies.

Is the US then a democracy in name only?

The US professes to be a democracy, but it has clearly become something of a
plutocracy, although it is still an open and free society by comparative standards.
But let’s  be clear about what democracy means.  In a democracy,  the public
influences policy and then the government carries out actions determined by the
public. For the most part, the US government carries out actions that benefit
corporate  and  financial  interests.  It  is  also  important  to  understand  that
privileged and powerful sectors in society have never liked democracy, for good
reasons. Democracy places power in the hands of the population and takes it



away from them. In fact, the privileged and powerful classes of this country have
always sought to find ways to limit power from being placed in the hands of the
general population — and they are breaking no new ground in this regard.

Concentration  of  wealth  yields  to  concentration  of  power.  I  think  this  is  an
undeniable fact. And since capitalism always leads in the end to concentration of
wealth, doesn’t it follow that capitalism is antithetical to democracy?

Concentration of wealth leads naturally to concentration of power, which in turn
translates  to  legislation  favoring  the  interests  of  the  rich  and  powerful  and
thereby increasing even further the concentration of power and wealth. Various
political measures, such as fiscal policy, deregulation, and rules for corporate
governance are designed to increase the concentration of wealth and power. And
that’s what we’ve been seeing during the neoliberal era. It is a vicious cycle in
constant  progress.  The state is  there to  provide security  and support  to  the
interests of the privileged and powerful sectors in society while the rest of the
population is left to experience the brutal reality of capitalism. Socialism for the
rich, capitalism for the poor.

So, yes, in that sense capitalism actually works to undermine democracy. But
what has just been described — that is, the vicious cycle of concentration of
power and wealth — is so traditional that it is even described by Adam Smith in
1776. He says in his famous Wealth of Nations that, in England, the people who
own society, in his days the merchants and the manufacturers, are “the principal
architects of policy.” And they make sure that their interests are very well cared
for, however grievous the impact of the policies they advocate and implement
through government is on the people of England or others.

Now, it’s not merchants and manufacturers who own society and dictate policy. It
is financial institutions and multinational corporations. Today they are the groups
that Adam Smith called the masters of mankind. And they are following the same
vile maxim that he formulated: All for ourselves and nothing for anyone else. They
will pursue policies that benefit them and harm everyone else because capitalist
interests dictate that they do so. It’s in the nature of the system. And in the
absence of a general, popular reaction, that’s pretty much all you will get.

Let’s return to the idea of the American Dream and talk about the origins of the
American political  system. I  mean, it  was never intended to be a democracy



(actually  the term always used to  describe the architecture of  the American
political system was “republic,” which is very different from a democracy, as the
ancient  Romans well  understood),  and there had always been a struggle for
freedom and democracy from below, which continues to this day. In this context,
wasn’t the American Dream built at least partly on a myth?

Sure. Right through American history, there’s been an ongoing clash between
pressure for more freedom and democracy coming from below and efforts at elite
control and domination from above. It goes back to the founding of the country, as
you pointed out. The “founding fathers,” even James Madison, the main framer,
who was as much a believer in democracy as any other leading political figure in
those days, felt that the United States political system should be in the hands of
the wealthy because the wealthy are the “more responsible set of men.” And,
thus, the structure of the formal constitutional system placed more power in the
hands of the Senate, which was not elected in those days. It was selected from the
wealthy men who, as Madison put it, had sympathy for the owners of wealth and
private property.

This is clear when you read the debates of the Constitutional Convention. As
Madison said, a major concern of the political order has to be “to protect the
minority of the opulent against the majority.” And he had arguments. If everyone
had a vote freely, he said, the majority of the poor would get together and they
would organize to take away the property of the rich. That, he added, would be
obviously  unjust,  so  the  constitutional  system  had  to  be  set  up  to  prevent
democracy.

Recall that Aristotle had said something similar in his Politics.  Of all political
systems, he felt that democracy was the best. But he saw the same problem that
Madison saw in a true democracy, which is that the poor might organize to take
away the property of  the rich.  The solution that  he proposed,  however,  was
something like a welfare state with the aim of reducing economic inequality. The
other alternative, pursued by the “founding fathers,” is to reduce democracy.

Now, the so-called American Dream was always based partly in myth and partly in
reality. From the early 19th century onward and up until fairly recently, working-
class  people,  including  immigrants,  had  expectations  that  their  lives  would
improve  in  American  society  through  hard  work.  And  that  was  partly  true,
although it did not apply for the most part to African Americans and women until



much later. This no longer seems to be the case. Stagnating incomes, declining
living standards,  outrageous student debt levels,  and hard-to-come-by decent-
paying jobs have created a sense of hopelessness among many Americans, who
are beginning to look with certain nostalgia toward the past. This explains, to a
great extent, the rise of the likes of Donald Trump and the appeal among the
youth of the political message of someone like Bernie Sanders.

After  World  War  II,  and  pretty  much  up  until  the  mid-1970s,  there  was  a
movement in the US in the direction of a more egalitarian society and toward
greater freedom, in spite of great resistance and oppression from the elite and
various government agencies.  What  happened afterward that  rolled back the
economic progress of  the post-war era,  creating in the process a new socio-
economic order that has come to be identified as that of neoliberalism?

Beginning in the 1970s, partly because of the economic crisis that erupted in the
early years of that decade and the decline in the rate of profit, but also partly
because of the view that democracy had become too widespread, an enormous,
concentrated, coordinated business offensive was begun to try to beat back the
egalitarian efforts of the post-war era, which only intensified as time went on. The
economy  itself  shifted  to  financialization.  Financial  institutions  expanded
enormously. By 2007, right before the crash for which they had considerable
responsibility,  financial  institutions  accounted  for  a  stunning  40  percent  of
corporate  profit.  A  vicious  cycle  between  concentrated  capital  and  politics
accelerated,  while  increasingly,  wealth  concentrated  in  the  financial  sector.
Politicians, faced with the rising cost of campaigns, were driven ever deeper into
the  pockets  of  wealthy  backers.  And  politicians  rewarded  them  by  pushing
policies  favorable  to  Wall  Street  and  other  powerful  business  interests.
Throughout this period, we have a renewed form of class warfare directed by the
business class against the working people and the poor, along with a conscious
attempt to roll back the gains of the previous decades.

Now that Trump is the president-elect, is the Bernie Sanders political revolution
over?

That’s up to us and others to determine. The Sanders “political revolution” was
quite a remarkable phenomenon. I was certainly surprised, and pleased. But we
should remember that the term “revolution” is somewhat misleading. Sanders is
an honest and committed New Dealer.  His policies would not have surprised



Eisenhower very much. The fact that he’s considered “radical” tells us how far the
elite political spectrum has shifted to the right during the neoliberal period. There
have been some promising offshoots of the Sanders mobilization, like the Brand
New Congress movement and several others.

There could, and should, also be efforts to develop a genuine independent left
party, one that doesn’t just show up every four years but is working constantly at
the grassroots, both at the electoral level (everything from school boards to town
meetings to state legislatures and on up) and in all the other ways that can be
pursued. There are plenty of  opportunities — and the stakes are substantial,
particularly when we turn attention to the two enormous shadows that hover over
everything:  nuclear  war  and  environmental  catastrophe,  both  ominous,
demanding  urgent  action.

Copyright, Truthout.
How did we reach a historically unprecedented level of inequality in the United
States? A new documentary, Requiem for The American Dream, turns to the ever-
insightful Noam Chomsky for a detailed explanation of how so much wealth and
power came to be concentrated in so few hands. Click here to order this DVD by
making a donation to Truthout today!
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The  Anatomy  Of  US  Military
Policy: An Interview With Andrew
Bacevich

A n d r e w  B a c e v i c h  ~  P h o t o :
democracynow.org

Since the end of the Cold War, the US has been the only true global superpower,
with US policymakers intervening freely anywhere around the world where they
feel there are vital political or economic interests to be protected. Most of the
time US policymakers seem to act without a clear strategy at hand and surely
without feeling the need to accept responsibility for the consequences of their
actions. Such is the case, for instance, with the invasion of Iraq and the war in
Afghanistan. US policymakers also seem to be clueless about what to do with
regard to several “hot spots” around the world, such as Libya and Syria, and it is
rather clear that the US no longer has a coherent Middle East policy.

What type of a global power is this? I posed this question to retired colonel and
military  historian  Andrew  Bacevich,  a  Boston  University  professor  who  has
authored scores of books on US foreign and military policy, including America’s
War for the Greater Middle East, Breach of Trust, and The Limits of Power. In this
exclusive interview for Truthout, Bacevich explains how the militaristic nature of
US foreign policy is a serious impediment to democracy and human rights.

C.J. Polychroniou: I’d like to start by asking you to outline the basic principles and
guidelines of the current national military strategy of the United States.

Andrew Bacevich: There is no coherent strategy. US policy is based on articles of
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faith — things that members of the foreign policy establishment have come to
believe, regardless of whether they are true or not. The most important of those
articles is the conviction that the United States must “lead” — that the alternative
to  American  leadership  is  a  world  that  succumbs  to  anarchy.  An  important
corollary  is  this:  Leadership  is  best  expressed by the possession and use of
military power.

According to the current military strategy, US forces must be ready to confront
threats whenever they appear. Is this a call for global intervention?

Almost, but not quite. Certainly, the United States intervenes more freely than
any  other  nation  on  the  planet.  But  it  would  be  a  mistake  to  think  that
po l i cymakers  v i ew  a l l  r eg ions  o f  the  wor ld  as  hav ing  equa l
importance. Interventions tend to reflect whatever priorities happen to prevail in
Washington at a particular moment. In recent decades, the Greater Middle East
has claimed priority attention.

What’s really striking is Washington’s refusal or inability to take into account
what this penchant for armed interventionism actually produces. No one in a
position of authority can muster the gumption to pose these basic questions: Hey,
how are we doing? Are we winning? Once US forces arrive on the scene, do things
get better?

The current US military strategy calls for an upgrade of the nuclear arsenal. Does
“first use” remain an essential component of US military doctrine?

It seems to, although for the life of me I cannot understand why. US nuclear
policy remains frozen in the 1990s. Since the end of the Cold War, in concert with
the Russians, we’ve made modest but not inconsequential reductions in the size of
our nuclear arsenal. But there’s been no engagement with first order questions.
Among the most important: Does the United States require nuclear weapons to
maintain an adequate deterrent posture? Given the advances in highly lethal, very
long range, very precise conventional weapons, I’d argue that the answer to that
question is, no. Furthermore, as the only nation to have actually employed such
weapons in anger, the United States has a profound interest and even a moral
responsibility to work toward their abolition — which, of course, is precisely what
the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty obliges us to do. It’s long past time to take
that obligation seriously.  For those who insist  that there is  no alternative to



American leadership, here’s a perfect opportunity for Washington to lead.

Does the US have, at the present time, a Middle East policy?

Not really,  unless haphazardly responding to disorder in hopes of preventing
things from getting worse still qualifies as a policy. Sadly, US efforts to “fix” the
region have served only to make matters worse. Even more sadly, members of the
policy world refuse to acknowledge that fundamental fact. So we just blunder on.
There is  no evidence — none, zero,  zilch — that the continued U.S.  military
assertiveness  in  that  region  will  lead  to  a  positive  outcome.  There  is  an
abundance of evidence pointing in precisely the opposite direction.

Was the US less militaristic under the Obama administration than it was under
the Bush administration?

It  all  depends  on  how  you  define  “militaristic.”  Certainly,  President  Obama
reached the conclusion rather early on that invading and occupying countries
with expectations of transforming them in ways favorable to the United States
was a stupid idea. That said, Obama has shown no hesitation to use force and will
bequeath to his successor several ongoing wars.
Obama has merely opted for different tactics, relying on air strikes, drones and
special operations forces, rather than large numbers of boots on the ground. For
the US, as measured by casualties sustained and dollars expended, costs are
down in comparison to the George W. Bush years. Are the results any better? No,
not really.

To what extent is the public in the US responsible for the uniqueness of the
military culture in American society?

The public is responsible in this sense: The people have chosen merely to serve as
cheerleaders. They do not seriously attend to the consequences and costs of US
interventionism.
The unwillingness of Americans to attend seriously to the wars being waged in
their names represents a judgment on present-day American democracy. That
judgment is a highly negative one.

What  will  US  involvement  in  world  affairs  look  like  under  the  Trump
administration?



Truly, only God knows.
Trump’s understanding of the world is shallow. His familiarity with the principles
of  statecraft  is  negligible.  His  temperament  is  ill-suited  to  cool,  considered
decision making.
Much is likely to depend on the quality of advisers that he surrounds himself with.
At the moment, he seems to favor generals. I for one do not find that encouraging.
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system and building our collections.  Much of  the content still  has ‘restricted
access’. For these items, we are in the process of clearing copyright issues. If you
are  the  copyright  owner  of  one  of  these  items,  please  contact  us  through
library@uoc.cw or call Margo Groenewoud, (5999) 7442236.

Upcoming events
In November and December 2015, we will organise meetings both on Curaçao
and in The Netherlands to demonstrate the platform to our stakeholders. We need
your  help  to  open  up  us  much  content  as  possible,  in  the  interest  of  our
community and for optimal use in education and research.
If you want to know more or want to be invited to one of these meetings, please
let us now through library@uoc.cw.

See: http://dcdp.uoc.cw/

Digital Library Of The Caribbean
The Digital  Library of  the Caribbean (dLOC) is  a
cooperative digital  library for  resources from and
about the Caribbean and circum-Caribbean.  dLOC
provides access to digitized versions of Caribbean
cultural, historical and research materials currently
held in archives, libraries, and private collections.

Go to: http://www.dloc.com/
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The Real Adam Smith: Ideas That
Changed The World
The  Real  Adam  Smith:  A  Personal  Exploration  by  Johan  Norberg,  takes  an
intriguing, two-part look at Smith and the evolution and relevance of his ideas
today, both economic and ethical. It’s difficult to imagine that a man who lived
with horse drawn carriages and sailing ships would foresee our massive 21st
century global market exchange, much less the relationship between markets and
morality. But Adam Smith was no ordinary 18th century figure. Considered the
“father of modern economics,” Smith was first and foremost a moral philosopher.
The revolutionary ideas he penned in The Wealth of Nations and The Theory of
Moral  Sentiments,  changed  the  world.  Norberg  explores  Smith’s  insights
regarding free trade and the nature of wealth to the present, where they are
thriving and driving the world’s economy.

In the second hour,  Ideas That  Changed The World,  Norberg traces Smith’s
insights regarding the benefits of free trade and the nature of wealth to the
present, where they are currently in operation. He talks with some of the most
distinguished Adam Smith scholars, as well as leaders of some of the world’s most
admired companies to discover how Smith’s ideas continue to be relevant and
drive the global economy today.

V i s i t  o u r  m e d i a  w e b s i t e  t o  f i n d  o t h e r  p r o g r a m s  h e r e :
http://freetochoosemedia.org/index.php

Mijn  generatie,  tien  jaar  later.
Generatiebesef,  jeugdervaringen
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en levenslopen in Nederland

Verder niets, er zijn alleen nog een paar dingen
die ik houd omdat geen mens er iets aan heeft
dat zijn mijn goede jeugdherinneringen
die neem je mee zolang je verder leeft
– Boudewijn de Groot

“Mijn generatie liet zich meer leiden door kerk en politiek en werd daardoor
minder zelfstandig”, “In mijn generatie was er voor vrouwen geen pensioen en
moest je ophouden met werken als je trouwde”, “In mijn generatie kon het niet
op, er was werk genoeg en overal kreeg je subsidie voor”, “Mijn generatie heeft
het moeilijk gehad om aan de slag te komen”, “Wat mijn generatie typeert is die
enorme vrijheid die we hadden. Je mocht alles onderzoeken”. Dit zijn uitspraken
van mensen uit verschillende generaties. Uitspraken die voor velen herkenbaar
zijn. Ze suggereren dat personen uit een zelfde generatie gemeenschappelijke
ervaringen hebben.  Veelal  gaat  het  om ervaringen uit  de jeugdjaren die een
blijvende  indruk  achterlaten  en  een  stempel  drukken  op  een  generatie.
Ervaringen die de lotgevallen van een generatie ook na de jeugdperiode tekenen.

Inhoudsopgave
Inleiding
1. Theorie over generaties
2. Jeugdjaren van generaties
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