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Understanding Our World to Change it for the Betterment of All of Humanity 

Jeremy Cloward, Ph.D. 

 

 ‘When history is written [it will be] the long patience of the masses at which men will wonder.’ 1 

(C.L.R. James, Socialist historian, 1901–1989)  

 

Introduction 

In ancient Rome, Consul Marcus Licinius Crassus (115 BC–53 BC), one of the wealthiest 

men in Roman history who put down Spartacus’ (111 BC–71 BC) slave revolt and made his money 

through real estate speculation helped turn the Roman republic into an empire. The United States 

is already the world’s empire—more powerful than Rome ever was—and today we have our own 

Crassus who made his money in the exact same way as the wealthy Roman Consul once did. At 

the moment, we watch as he and his party do everything they can to undo the last good parts of 

our republic and turn the empire into the most powerful and brutal one ever known to man. Without 

a doubt, this demagogue who is so often mistaken as a populist by the media and the people, is 

trying to reverse the whole idea of Robin Hood by stealing from the poor to give to the rich while 

growing the military to heights never seen before and is daily making sure that he will go down as 

the most despised (and possibly the most dangerous) president in history. 

Yet, in many ways Donald Trump (1946–present) is merely the last in a long list of political 

figures that have helped to create the current situation that we all find ourselves in through their 

maintenance of the present global economic order. Today, there is little doubt that if we are 
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interested in taking the next major step forward—and possibly the final one—in the development 

of the human race then we need to identify, finally understand, and confront this global economic 

system that is the cause of so many of our world’s problems. When we do, we will see our politico-

economic system clearly, ourselves as members of the most powerful class on the planet, and how 

to finally move our society and the whole world forward for the betterment of all of humanity. 

Global Capitalism 

The world-wide economic system that dominates the globe today is known as capitalism. 

It has been in existence in one form or another since at least the days of ancient Greece and ancient 

Rome. The system’s primary function—the accumulation of capital for those that own the 

commanding heights of the economy—has generated all kinds 

of horrors since its inception. Its guiding principle—profit 

through the exploitation of man by man—has been 

responsible for slavery, war, oppressive political regimes, 

global warming, and world-wide poverty. Though poorly 

understood or even discussed throughout much of US society, 

this global system generates two basic classes: the owning 

class and the working class. Either you own the productive forces of the economy or you work for 

someone that does. And, the relationship between the two classes is exploitative by nature as the 

owning class lives off the surplus value (or profit) created by the working class.  

Indeed, the wealth of capitalist society is produced by working people. Yet, they do not 

enjoy the fruits of their labor. Instead, those who produce nothing (and often do nothing to add to 

the value of the commodity produced) reap the lion’s share of the wealth that is created by the 

workers. Just as the slave owner sat on his porch drinking tea while the slaves labored in the fields 

Capitalism is a global system. 
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to make him wealthy, the capitalist sits in his office while the workers, often in distant lands, labor 

for mere dollars a day to create great wealth for him. That is how the system works. The wealth 

generated by workers for owners may vary but not the relationship between the two classes. That 

this relationship and the workings of the system are not taught in our schools nor deeply understood 

by the great mass of the US population is testament to the amount of power the rich have over our 

society including the conceptual discussion over the economic system itself.  

Today, the global capitalist economic system has produced such dizzying heights of capital 

accumulation that the numbers have become difficult to believe.  In the United States, wealth is 

now so concentrated in the hands of the few that just three men have more wealth than the bottom 

half of the American people combined—some 160 million people.2 In fact, what has become 

increasingly known by many people throughout our society through the work of the Nobel-Prize 

winning economist Paul Krugman—a small fraction of the richest 1 percent of the United States 

population controls more wealth than the bottom 99 percent of the rest of us combined. And, in 

further illustrating this point, just six people—the six members of the Walton family that own 

Walmart—have more wealth than the bottom 79 percent of all African-American families living 

in the US today.3  

In looking at any one industry in the United States—the banking industry—the numbers 

are equally as telling. For instance, the top ten banks in the US have combined assets that are 

greater than the entire gross domestic product (GDP) of China ($11 trillion) which ranks second 

in GDP only to that of the United States ($18.5 trillion). Strikingly, two of the most powerful banks 

on the planet—the American-owned conglomerates JPMorgan Chase and Bank of America—have 

combined assets of some $4.56 trillion which is $1.5 trillion greater than the entire total federal 

tax dollars collected by the United States government in FY 2016. All of this adds up to the gap 
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between the wealthiest 1 percent of the US population and everyone else being greater than at any 

time in US history since 1928—a year before the Great Depression. The Depression was the most 

extreme global economic downturn of the 20th century and was only brought to an end with the 

massive amounts of state money spent to arm the various warring nations during World War II 

which resulted in the deaths of some 50–85 million people—making it the deadliest war in all of 

history.  

Globally, the numbers are even worse than in the United States. For instance, almost half 

of the worlds’ population lives on just $2.50 a day4 and at least 80 percent of the world’s 

population—or some 5.6 billion people—live on $10 or less a day amounting to a mere $3,650 per 

year.5  In fact, just eight people in the world possess more wealth than the bottom half of humanity 

combined—some 3.5 billion people.6 At present, global capitalism continues to move towards its 

logical conclusion of amassing all of the world’s wealth into the hands of just one person. This 

could never take place in reality as the system would collapse before it did causing massive and 

worldwide social unrest along the way. Yet, the system nevertheless continues to move in this self-

devouring direction—with capital accumulating at summits never before reached in history. 

Though rarely discussed throughout any part of American society, its self-destroying feature is a 

part of the very economic system. While gathering extreme wealth for the few, global-capitalism 

is paradoxically generating a massive-sized “wretched of the earth” whose ever-expanding 

numbers are threatening to not only undermine, but possibly even destroy, the whole system itself. 

Capitalism and the American Optimates7 

The process of capital accumulation is more entrenched in the United States than it ever 

has been before. The reason why this is the case is as plain to see as the sun in the sky. Aside from 

controlling the productive forces of society the rich also control the state. This is true in the United 
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States and, overwhelmingly, throughout much of the world. It doesn’t mean that popular forces 

have not fought back against the dominance of global capital and the states that they control—

particularly in South America. Progressive and socialist governments in Venezuela, Bolivia, 

Brazil, and Cuba, have all worked to become politically independent and to use their nation’s 

wealth for the benefit of their people and not the benefit of transnational capital. But the sheer 

power of the global rich has made it difficult to resist or defy that class from realizing their class 

interests.  

One of the most basic reasons why this American-born but still cosmopolitan class has 

been able to take control of the state in the 

United States is because our government 

has allowed corruption to infect our 

nation’s political soul. What other countries 

call bribery we call “campaign 

contributions.” The name may be different 

but the function is the same. This allowing of the 

rich and massive multinational corporations to give large amounts of money to political officials 

has been done through a series of barely logical Supreme Court cases that have been decided over 

the course of almost 200 years. The Court’s decisions have ultimately ended with a legal fiction 

known as “corporate personhood” which allows corporations to be seen as people in the “eyes of 

the law.” This distinction, in turn, provides corporations with constitutional rights such as the 

dubiously protected 1st Amendment “free speech” right to give money directly to candidates for 

the purpose of “political advertising.” The result? The “Titans of Wall Street” have done exactly 

that and have provided billions of dollars to those who run the state (i.e., elected officials) to 

Julies Caesar (100 BC–44 BC) and the Roman Senate 
where the Optimates and Populares competed for power. 
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advance their class interests to the detriment of nearly everyone else. One of the best examples of 

this relationship between the rich and the state is the emerging FY 2018 budget developed by 

Donald Trump and the Republican Party.  

If we thought the distribution of wealth in the United States was eye-opening and one-sided 

before the Republican Party took power, their proposed federal budget intends to make things even 

worse. Without a doubt, the Republican Party has outrageously proposed to cut trillions of tax 

dollars over the next decade with almost 80 percent of those cuts going to the wealthiest 1 percent 

of Americans.8 These tax reductions will quite obviously create an even larger annual budget 

deficit than the $500 billion one that exists now. How will the budget deficit be closed? According 

to the Republican Party’s budget, with cuts to all kinds of social programs for the people of the 

United States, including reduced spending on programs such as: healthcare for the poor, 

unemployment insurance, food stamps, funds for the blind and disabled, education, programs for 

poor children, welfare, healthcare for the elderly, retirement benefits, and affordable housing. As 

just one example of the Republican Party’s radical politico-economic program, one of their 

members in congress is calling for the total elimination of the Department of Education. It is 

already the smallest department at the federal level and consumes less than 1 percent of the entire 

US budget. Yet, Rep. Thomas Massie (R–KY) has submitted a bill to congress to defund the whole 

of the department without a single word to justify why the people of the United States would be 

better off without one.9 His doing so might lead us to ask the question, “Should a man who does 

not understand the value of the Department of Education even be allowed to serve in government?”  

However we answer that question, it is worth noting that for FY 2018 the United States 

military budget which now stands at some $1.2 trillion and is currently greater than the military 

budgets of all other 194 countries combined, is scheduled to be increased by the Republican Party 
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and Donald Trump. The degree to which they are willing to cut social programs for the people 

while further expanding the military budget and give massive tax breaks to the rich makes it look 

like this party and their president are almost trying to bring about some kind of social unrest from 

below. Whatever the specifics of the final FY 2018 budget end up being, the political drama that 

is now unfolding in our country is very similar to the one that existed in ancient Rome between 

the Optimates and Populares—the two political movements of the Roman republic. Yet today, 

there is one notable difference; there is no modern-day equivalent to the Populares for the people 

of the United States. 

In ancient Rome, the wealthy and conservative land-owning elites coalesced into a political 

movement (and essentially a party) known as the Optimates. Through the Roman Senate they tried 

to control as much personal property as possible, diminish the already limited welfare state (to the 

degree that it existed at all in ancient Rome) even more, and keep the people out of Roman politics 

as much as possible. They were very anti-democratic. The Populares, on the other hand, who were 

just as wealthy as their political opponents in the Roman Senate tended to instead represent the 

interests of the middle-class and poor. In short, their concerns were centered on the people of 

ancient Rome. The Populares did this by working to gain a larger slice of the economic pie for the 

Roman populace through their support of the so-called “grain dole,” debt relief, and a 

redistribution of land for the poor.  

Grain was a significant political issue in ancient Rome that was at times heavily subsidized 

by the state and at other times was provided free of charge. Some Populares’ emperors in ancient 

Rome did not provide free or subsidized grain but instead provided free salt, bread, pork, and wine. 

Of course the provision of “the dole” and the now famous gladiatorial games by the Roman state 

later gave us the well-known term, “Bread and Circuses.” The term is generally used in a pejorative 
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sense with the intended meaning being that entertainment or “distraction” is the realm of the people 

while ruling a nation is the province of the elite. While the similarities between the Optimates and 

the Republican Party are obvious, the only similarity between the Democrats and the Populares is 

the grain dole.  

Yet, even with respect to our present-day dole program (i.e., the so-called “welfare state”) 

our most recent modern-day Popularis, President Barack Obama (1961—present), signed off on 

reductions for nearly every single program for the American people including spending cuts for: 

poor children, the blind, widowers, people who are disabled, homebound seniors, unemployment 

benefits, Section 8 housing recipients, healthcare for the elderly, food stamps, people who are 

retired, and education for all. Remarkably, before agreeing to a funding reduction to the Social 

Security Insurance program (SSI) which provides money to disabled and blind Americans 

President Obama stated that he would only agree to the cuts, apparently without a trace of irony, 

“Only if they contain protections for the most vulnerable of Americans.”10 Could someone be more 

vulnerable than being blind or disabled? Yet, President Obama’s statement which comes from 

someone who strikes many as a man of class and grace, is just one example of the regularly uttered 

mistruths told by our political leaders that so often go unchallenged by our media and end up 

forgotten or ignored by our society. 

As for the other chief components of the Populares political program—debt relief and 

redistribution of land for the poor—forget it. A candidate could not get elected to congress on that 

platform as the rich would not fund their campaign. Could a person run for public office with that 

kind of a wealth redistribution program? Yes. But, because “corporate personhood” is alive and 

well in the United States, the amount of money that an individual would have to raise to compete 

with corporate-candidates on their own would be difficult to surmount—more than $1 million for 
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a seat in the House of Representatives and more than $10 million in the United States Senate. 

Moreover, a true American-Populares candidate would likely be labeled what was once the most 

misunderstood and politically deadliest terms in the whole of the American political lexicon—a 

“socialist.” Even if that term means less today than it did before the recent and very successful 

candidacy of Senator Bernie Sanders (1941–present) of Vermont who declined all donations from 

corporate America in his run for the presidency, the money the rich have to fund their candidates 

is greater than it has ever been in history. 

Thus, the people, and most certainly the poor, are left with virtually no voice at all within 

the American political system to represent them. In ancient Rome the famed Roman poet Ovid (43 

BC–18 AD) once observed, Curia pauperibus clausa est: “The senate house is closed to the 

poor.”11 This is just as true in the United States today as it was in ancient Rome. Radical scholars 

and the poor have known it for some time. Yet today, even mainstream political science has caught 

wise to this obvious truth: that the United States is an oligarchy or plutocracy, i.e., a society that 

is ruled by the rich where wealth is valued over “goodness.” Who has closed the doors to the halls 

of power in American government? The Democratic and Republican Party, who together have 

become the American Optimates. They serve the interests of the rich, tending to vary only on 

ethical issues such as abortion, gay marriage, and the death penalty and not on the deep, economic-

systemic issues such as war, free healthcare, free education, poverty, and global warming. In fact, 

these two parties grip on the state and society is so strong that they together own the presidential 

debates. In doing so, they are able (though never admitted) to keep from public view candidates 

who might articulate the class interests of the great majority of the people, which would 

conversely, expose the almost complete absence of consideration by the two major parties of 

anyone’s interests but that of the American rich. 
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More to the point still, the two parties have become so similar that the amount of wealth 

that any one Democratic or Republican Party officeholder enjoys is essentially the same and is 

simply unlike the great majority of the American people. For certain, as of 2012, for the first time 

in US history, the majority of Congressional office-holders are millionaires with more than 320 

(out of a total of 535) members of Congress having an average net worth of at least $1 million. 

Notably, and highlighting the point that these two parties make up basically separate factions of 

the modern-day Optimates, seven of the top ten wealthiest Congressional officeholders are not 

from the Republican Party, as one might expect, but instead from the “opposition party”—the 

Democratic Party. Just as telling (and maybe more so), in looking at a list of all 320 millionaires 

in the 113th Congress, a similar pattern is revealed in which we see nearly an equal amount of 

millionaires in each party. 

How do members of Congress make their money? In a variety of ways but most 

problematically through their investments in the stock market. Investments held in this legalized 

form of gambling are one of the surest indicators of class membership. If their stock portfolios are 

any indicator of their class location then the great majority of Congressional representatives are 

members of the cosmopolitan owning-class. To be sure, the top investments for Congressional 

office-holders include: GE (74 members); Wells Fargo (58 members); Procter & Gamble (57 

members); Apple Inc. (52 members); Bank of America (51 members); JPMorgan Chase (49 

members); IBM Corporation (45members); and AT&T Inc. (44 members).  

Yet, their investments are sure to cause conflicts of interests when the corporations that 

Congress members are invested in intersect with the public policies that they preside over. Without 

a doubt, some of these corporations have received bailouts from the government as well as large 

military contracts for the war in Iraq (2003–present). It is hard to imagine that a member of 
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congress who holds stock in one of the above companies would not have voted to award a contract 

in Iraq or to provide a bailout to one of the banks that he or she has a financial stake in. In fact, 

when all of this is taken as a whole we have a clearer view of who is in a position of power in the 

United States and who is largely powerless. Today, it is the American Optimates who are in a 

position to provide every benefit under the sun for the wealthiest members of American society 

(including themselves) while the people are left with little or no expression whatsoever in the 

political arena. That is the truth about the American political system that so rarely finds its way 

into our corporate-owned media, schools, places of work, and homes.  

Slavery in the United States and its Purpose 

The ongoing pursuit of profit has kept in power some of the worst individuals and regimes 

to ever set foot on the world’s stage. Our own country has been no exception. The cruelest example 

is our nation’s involvement in a particularly brutal form of capitalism—slavery. Slavery has 

existed in all parts of the globe for the sole purpose of making those that were rich, wealthier still. 

“The practice of slavery” dates back to at least the days of ancient Rome. Spartacus, himself, was 

a slave. Though not without equal, the United States participated in a remarkably violent form of 

slavery. No doubt about it, though still little discussed and not regularly taught in our schools, 

millions of people died during the slave raids within the interior of Africa, during the trip across 

the Atlantic Ocean, and still more while enslaved in the United States. Once in the US, slave men, 

women, and children were made to work in the fields six and sometimes seven days a week, from 

sun up until sun down, year around, with generally not more than one or two days off a year. A 

black African who had been “bought” by a white slave-owner could be hit, kicked, slapped, beat, 

sold, whipped, shackled, branded, burned, raped, hanged, mutilated, imprisoned, or killed by his 

or her “master,” and there was rarely any law whatsoever that prevented him or her from doing 
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so—terrible crimes committed by one person against another that are as disturbing as they were 

common.  

Although regularly denied today, our country continues to suffer from the harsh legacy of 

slavery both politically and socio-economically. This should not surprise us as this “peculiar 

institution” was made a part of our nation’s cultural character by 

writing it directly into the Constitution and some of our most 

respected “founding fathers” participated in its practice. Among 

the most prominent were: George Washington (1732–1799), who 

was one of the largest slave holders in the country and continues 

to rank as one of the wealthiest men in our nation’s history; James 

Madison (1751–1836), who was the 4th President of the United 

States and the “father of the Constitution;” and, Thomas Jefferson 

(1743–1826), the highly intelligent 3rd president of the United States and the author of the world-

famous Declaration of Independence. 

In fact, in focusing on the supposed egalitarian-minded Jefferson, for all of his political 

accomplishments (and there were many), he was very much a man of wealth who participated 

whole heartedly in the “institution of slavery.” At a time when just 8 percent of the US population 

were slave owners and of those that did own slaves, the majority owned 20 or fewer people, 

Jefferson owned some 200 slaves and as many as 600 during his lifetime. Moreover, in an example 

of truly licentious behavior (though by no means limited to him) Jefferson began a relationship 

with one of his slaves, Sally Hemings (circa 1773–1835), when he was 43 and serving as 

ambassador to France and she was just 14. Though denied the whole of his life, Jefferson fathered 

all six of Hemings’ children, including four who lived into adulthood.  

Gordon, an escaped slave from a 
Mississippi plantation (March 1863). 
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That said, irrespective of Jefferson’s or the other “leading men’s” specific involvement 

with slavery during the early American republic, the 1860 US Census makes clear that the practice 

of slavery was dominated by a very small group of wealthy individuals such as them. For example:   

❖ Considerably less than 1 percent of the entire United States population (i.e., just 230 people 

out of a population of more than 31 million) owned more than 200 slaves. 

❖ A mere 14 slave holders possessed 500 or more slaves.  

❖ Just one person, the largest slaveholder in the United States, Joshua John Ward (1800–1853) 

of South Carolina, owned more than 1,000 slaves (the actual number was 1,100).12 

In other words, it is not correct to say that “all people owned slaves,” in the early republic but 

instead that slavery was primarily a practice of the rich—and, on a much smaller scale, about 20 

percent of white families in the South.  

Though the details are not well-known in our society, those enslaved in the United States 

tried multiple times to try and bring an end to their miserable condition which saw men, women 

and children turned into property to extract as much surplus value as possible from their labor. In 

fact, some attempted and succeeded in revolts before they even entered the United States. For 

instance, the Africans who had been captured and placed on board the slave ship La Amistad rose 

up against their enslavers during the “Amistad Revolt” of 1839. Led by a brave man named Joseph 

Cinque (circa 1814–1879), the captured Africans broke out of their chains, armed themselves with 

swords, killed some of their imprisoners, and commandeered the ship. Their fate was ultimately 

decided in the now historically famous case known as United States v. Amistad (1841), which saw 

the Africans go free after much resistance from the US government.  
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In another well-known revolt, the slave Nat Turner (1800–1831) and his group, armed with 

axes, knives, and other farm tools, went quickly from farm to farm in Southampton County, 

Virginia early on the morning of August, 21, 1831 killing every white man, woman, and child with 

whom they came into contact with—only to be stopped two days later. Once their revolt was put 

down, the State of Virginia executed more than 50 slaves suspected of being involved in the so-

called “Nat Turner Rebellion.” Another 200 innocent blacks who had nothing to do with Nat 

Turner or his “rebellion” were killed by white militia groups in “retribution” for the uprising. For 

his try at freedom and ending slavery, Turner was sentenced to death and hanged.  

Yet slaves were not the only individuals who were willing to take up arms to end slavery. 

Believing slavery to be immoral, the American abolitionist John Brown (1800–1859) attacked the 

federal armory at Harper’s Ferry in West Virginia with 18 whites and 

blacks in an attempt to start a nationwide slave revolt. Once captured 

and placed on trial, Brown made clear the class dimensions of 

slavery. The “Old Man,” as he was known, declared in his speech 

to the court after his conviction that, “had I so interfered in behalf 

of the rich, the powerful … or any of that class … it would have 

been alright.”13 Like Turner before him, Brown was sentenced to 

death and hanged for his decision to place justice over the crude 

exploitation of man by man. To be sure, in turning the whole notion 

of right and wrong upside down, in each revolt, men of freedom were placed on trial for their lives 

and killed for opposing a system whose sole purpose was to sell people into slavery to those who 

chose to neither work for their money nor to recognize the atrocity that they were engaged in.  

John Brown, insurrectionary 
abolitionist (circa 1846). 
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Yet this decision to interlock slavery into the nation’s political and economic culture would 

ultimately prove to be a “deal with the devil.” No doubt about it, in their attempt to protect the 

interests of a small portion of their class and unite the nation in the interest of the “public good,” 

the wealthy men who framed the Constitution at the end of the 1700s ultimately sowed the seeds 

of a bitter harvest that the entire nation would reap. The terrible fruit of that harvest was a bloody 

civil war that tore the country apart during the middle of the next century. In an attempt to preserve 

the most vulgar form of capitalism and capital accumulation to have ever existed, one-half of the 

nation was pitted against the other resulting in the deaths of some 750,000 American lives—more 

than all other deaths from all other wars fought by the United States, combined. To this day, no 

reparations have ever been paid to the descendants of those who were forced to provide so much 

wealth, under brutal conditions, to (primarily) their Southern owners. Nor has any apology ever 

been issued by any American governing institution, business, or family for allowing slavery to 

exist. 

The American State and Capital Accumulation Abroad 

Though slavery was finally brought to an end, the process of capital accumulation through 

other means has continued. One of the most notable ways this has occurred is through US foreign 

policy which so often serves the interests of the rich. Though largely not discussed in mainstream 

media nor ever becoming a part of our national debate and consciousness, the United States 

government has engaged in truly horrifying behavior to ensure that the rich continue to get their 

“fair share” of the world’s wealth. Indeed, US intervention abroad is often done under the pretense 

of some just cause such as “liberating” a country from a dictator, “spreading democracy,” 

“defending our national security,” or “fighting terrorism.” However, the reality is that the United 

States government tends to deploy the military and Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) outside of 
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our nation’s borders for other reasons. Primarily, this is done when the people of distant countries 

try to control their own political institutions without foreign interference or move to create a more 

equal distribution of their nation’s wealth for the benefit of their people. 

I   Military and CIA Interventions 

There are literally hundreds of examples of US military and CIA interventions abroad. 

Some of the worst include the assassination of progressive political leaders and the overthrowing 

of democratically elected heads of state. In fact, since 1945, the CIA has assassinated, attempted 

to assassinate, or played a role in the assassination of at least 50 foreign leaders or heads of state 

and tried to topple at least 30 separate foreign governments. Strikingly, the United States has been 

involved in more than 100 wars since 1945 with not one of them “declared” by congress as required 

by the Constitution. As the Constitution is not a list of suggestions but rather a legal infrastructure 

that identifies the limits of government power and the rights of citizens, each war since 1945 has 

been unconstitutional—a basic truth that has largely escaped the analysis of foreign affairs by 

many “respected” scholars and almost entirely by our mass media. 

In fact today, the whole idea of “declaring war” has all but disappeared from any kind of 

serious discussion in congress, our news media, or throughout the whole of our society. This is a 

nearly unbelievable state of affairs that would surely shock the collective conscience of the framers 

of the Constitution who considered it to be one of the two most important powers in the whole 

document—the other being the “power of the purse.” When we consider that, at present, the United 

States has troops stationed in some 150 countries, military bases in 130 nations, and has initiated 

more than 30 separate wars or military operations since 2000 we might want to revisit why the 

framers placed the power to go to war in congress in the first place. 
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The authors of our Constitution deliberately placed the power to take the nation from a 

state of peace to a state of war in congress to prevent wars from being waged by a single individual 

to enrich himself and those around him. With the King of England as their most recent example 

(and being well-read in the writings of the outstanding thinkers of ancient Greece and ancient 

Rome) the framers knew that a variety of problems could come from unilateral war making and 

standing armies—including wars of fortune fought by the people for the benefit of the elite. 

Instead, they hoped that war would be discussed amongst the most populated-elected governmental 

body—congress. And, only after serious consideration, the framers hoped, would congress, by 

way of a vote, formally “declare war.” Yet, with the US military spread to every corner of the 

world without a single declaration of war constitutionally justifying their presence, it is clear that 

the United States is not anything like what the framers had imagined. Instead, the US has become 

the world’s empire much like ancient Rome was 2000 years ago. Now, with the most powerful 

military in the history of the world, just as was the case with the Roman Empire, every nation on 

earth (and the riches they possesses) is within the grasp of the American elite. 

Though there are many, some of the more prominent examples of US intervention in the 

20th century have included the support of the dictatorial regimes of Augusto Pinochet in Chile 

(1973–1990), Fulgencio Batista in Cuba (1940–1959), and the Shah in Iran (1953–1979). Each of 

these governments tortured, murdered and, at times, seemingly vanished from the face of the earth 

thousands of people who stood in dissent of their regimes. For instance, in Chile, General Augusto 

Pinochet (1915–2006) led an attack against the Chilean government by ordering the bombing of 

the nation’s White House—La Moneda—with his country’s Air Force to oust Latin America’s 

first democratically elected socialist president, Dr. Salvador Allende (1908–1973). The ever-

thoughtful and very progressive Allende was moving his country away from massive wealth and 
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wage inequality and into an era of worker-controlled and worker-owned businesses and industries 

through a peaceful socialist political revolution. This type of economic activity is almost always 

responded to by states controlled by the rich with counterrevolution and assassination. Chile was 

no exception.  

  For sure, in September of 1973, Allende was overthrown and died during the coup led by 

Pinochet. Very much a man of the right, Pinochet and his generals’ treasonous war against Allende, 

the people of Chile, and the Chilean constitution was supported by the United States and the CIA. 

Following the overthrow of Allende, the Pinochet government instituted “free market reforms” 

under the neoliberal designs of the “Chicago Boys.” The 

overhaul of the Chilean economy by the hard-core 

conservative “trickle-down” American economists was 

conducted on behalf of the Chilean owning class and the global 

rich. This included American capital and those US 

corporations that had been nationalized by the Allende 

government for the benefit of the Chilean people. If this was 

not enough, the Pinochet government (known and supported 

by the United States government) imprisoned, tortured, and killed thousands of Chilean citizens 

during Pinochet’s 17 years in power. Most heartbreaking of all for the people of Chile, the military 

junta led by Pinochet “disappeared” thousands of Allende’s supporters, never to be seen again by 

their friends and family. 

In Cuba, Fulgencio Batista (1901–1973) tortured and killed thousands of Cubans who 

resisted his corrupt and brutal rule that seemed to exist for the sole purpose of keeping US 

corporations such as the Hilton’s and Standard Oil wealthy. Almost immediately after the 1959 

Dr. Salvador Allende: Democratically elected 
Socialist President of Chile (1970-1973). 
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revolution and ironically using the Hilton Hotel in Havana as their first seat of government, Fidel 

Castro (1926–1916) and the Cuban revolutionary government began to nationalize the oil, sugar, 

coffee, and tobacco industries of Cuba that had been dominated by US corporations. The wealth 

generated from Cuba taking control of their resources and having the state preside over the 

productive forces of their economy provided multiple social benefits to the Cuban people. The 

most notable benefits were free education, kindergarten through graduate school, for all Cuban 

citizens and free health care for the whole country—two social benefits that are still unmatched by 

the richest country in the world today—the United States. 

Yet, what was the US response to this move toward economic independence and national 

self-rule? The United States government: invaded Cuba (i.e., the Bay of Pigs of 1961), pushed 

Cuba and the whole world to the brink of a nuclear war when Cuba tried to protect itself from 

another invasion from the United States by placing nuclear weapons in their country (i.e., the 

Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962), attempted to assassinate Fidel Castro some 638 times, engaged in 

almost non-stop industrial and agricultural sabotage against the Cuban state and people, and, 

imposed a brutal economic embargo on the country in 1962 that has been opposed by the whole 

world (except for Israel and the United States) yet remains in place to this day.  

In Iran, the CIA overthrew the democratically elected Prime Minister Mohammed 

Mossaddegh (1882–1967) in 1953 after he began to carry out the Iranian Parliament’s unanimous 

vote to nationalize the country’s oil industry. Only admitted to by the CIA in 2013, the Iranian 

Shah was then put in Mossaddegh’s place. He was supported by the CIA and US government 

throughout the whole of his reign. His dictatorial, unpopular, and at times, vicious rule included 

horrifying human rights abuses against thousands of Iranian citizens. Some of them were so vile 

that they are difficult to believe, such as, the Shah’s regime cutting off the arms of a young boy in 



20 
 

front of his own father.14 What could possibly justify doing something like that? It is hard to 

imagine anything on this earth as a reason. Yet, why was Mossaddegh overthrown and the Shah 

placed into power by the CIA in the first place? To ensure that Western capital, including the 

United States, could reap the rich spoils of that country’s chief natural resource—oil.  

In our own day, the United States and the West has continued to “intervene” in the Middle 

East on almost a chronic basis. Whether it is the ongoing wars that have devastated the region 

causing more than one million deaths in Iraq15 which are still not acknowledged by the US 

government, chaos in Libya, the longest war in American history in Afghanistan, upwards of ten 

million refugees from Syria and millions more that are internally displaced, or, the rise of ISIS 

throughout the Middle East, it has all been done for one overarching purpose. It has been done to 

make richer still ExxonMobil, Royal Dutch Shell and others like them who, without let up, have 

tried to get at the oil and natural gas that are so prevalent throughout that part of the world. 

However, the very thing that the United States government claims that it is doing in the Middle 

East—“fighting terrorism”—it is instead actually creating with its almost non-stop bombings and 

killings of men, women, and children whose only mistake was to be born in a country where the 

rich energy reserves of our globe are located. If, for whatever reason, we doubt that US and 

Western intervention in the region is fueling terrorism, we need look no further than the horrible 

“terrorist attacks” (likely, some call them “retribution”) in England, France, Germany, and the 

United States in recent years (and days) as proof to the contrary. Acts that are in no way justified 

but are not entirely unpredictable either.  

II  Nike: An Example of How Wealth and Poverty is Created 

Though news to some scholars,16 poverty is also a natural consequence of capitalism 

functioning exactly as it is designed to do. The more the owners of the means of production take 
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for themselves, the less there is for everyone else. One of the best instances of this truism about 

the system is illustrated by the example of the “American” transnational corporation, Nike. Phil 

Knight (1938–present), the founder of Nike Corporation, is worth some $25 billion. To generate 

that kind of wealth, Knight would have needed to personally make 25 million pairs of shoes and 

then sell them for $100 each all by himself. Has this been the case? Of course not. Instead, he is 

similar to the slave-holder on the porch in the days before the Civil War (1861–1865).  

Indeed, Knight and the titans of commerce like him in nearly every industry one can think 

of, add virtually no value at all to the commodity that their companies produce. On the contrary, 

just as was the case with the slave, it is the worker who produces the entire value of the commodity 

produced by the companies that Knight and others like him preside over. Just as the master 

extracted the whole of the surplus value from the commodity produced by the slaves, today’s 

owners extract the whole of the surplus value produced by the working class. Clearly, there are 

differences in working and living conditions between these two modes of capital accumulation. 

However, financially, the only difference between slavery and capitalism is that the profits are 

extracted after a wage is paid. Yet, often times and for the great mass of humanity, the wage is 

exceedingly low.  

Without a doubt, Knight pays his labor force in countries such as Indonesia just $4.33 a 

day (or $100 a month) to produce his shoes. This type of pay would be acceptable to some, 

provided the cost of living in Indonesia was proportionate to the day’s wage. However, just a 

cursory glance at the cost of living in Indonesia illustrates how out-of-line Nike’s wage is with 

what a Nike employee needs to survive. For instance, the average cost of a loaf of bread in 

Indonesia is roughly $1; a pair of Levi’s blue jeans is about $50; a three-bedroom apartment runs 

somewhere in the neighborhood of $1,000 a month; and a pair of Nike shoes, made and sold in 
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Jakarta, Indonesia, are priced at approximately $75. In other words, a Nike factory worker living 

in Indonesia would need to spend approximately three-fourths of his or her monthly Nike salary 

just to purchase one pair of Nike running shoes. A three-bedroom apartment is simply out of the 

question. But, it is worse than that. That poverty wage, when paid by multiple corporations and 

industries across multiple countries and continents translates into 

not only global poverty but into all kinds of problems for the 

world’s poor. Making up some 80 percent of the world’s 

population, the global poor, who are in actuality the world’s 

poorest laborers, are confronted by needless yet ongoing hardships such as preventable deaths 

from a lack of basic food and medicine, unsanitary living conditions from shack-house and slum 

living, and a shortage of clean drinking water on a regular basis.   

However, why does Nike make its shoes in poor countries such as Indonesia, China, or 

Vietnam? Because the United States federal government is unwilling to place any import tax on 

Nike’s products. Doing so would prevent Nike (and other such companies and industries) from 

using cheap labor in the Third World. Instead, US-based transnational corporations such as Nike 

would be forced to use reasonably well-paid American workers, which would not only decrease 

unemployment in the United States but would also increase US local, state, and national tax 

contributions. Why is this the federal government’s position? Because hundreds of major 

corporations within powerful industrial centers and financial sectors within the United States 

economy, including Nike, spend billions of dollars each year “influencing” national and 

international policy in the US by providing massive campaign contributions and lobbying dollars 

to those in congress and the executive branch. The result? Markets are opened throughout the Third 

World by the United States government through “free trade” agreements (e.g., N.A.F.T.A.) or by 

Nike Corporation (founded in 1964). 
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force (e.g., the US war on Iraq) for US “foreign direct investment” (F.D.I.) in every corner of the 

earth to get at the wealth of the planet. 

In fact, any hope that Indonesia had of not experiencing this fate disappeared in 1958, when 

the CIA provided Indonesian right-wing rebels arms and aid in their cynical “struggle” against 

independence leader President Sukarno (1901–1970). Sukarno had embraced an anti-imperialist 

and progressive “socialist path” for the benefit of the whole of the Indonesian people. Separate 

from the rebels’ plots, this was repaid by the CIA by making plans to assassinate him. With at least 

the quiet support of the United States government, Sukarno was eventually overthrown by 

Indonesian generals. The man that took his place was the outrageously corrupt General 

Muhammad Suharto (1921–2008) who presided over the country for more than 30 years. During 

his time in power he stole or embezzled $15–$35 billion from the Indonesian people, making him 

the most corrupt political leader in modern history.17 Worse still, he was responsible for killing 

some 400,000 Indonesian people who were perceived to be enemies of the Indonesian state. What 

was their crime? They were believed by this murderer and his government to be supporters of the 

Indonesian Communist Party. A party which is always opposed to the very narrow collection of 

wealth at the top by individuals exactly like General Suharto. Yet, during the whole of his reign, 

Suharto was supported by the United States government and both his atrocities and corruption 

were known to our political leaders throughout the whole of his time in power.  

III  Haiti and the State Department: Protecting Extreme Capital Accumulation18 

As the poorest nation in the Western Hemisphere and one of the poorest in the world, Haiti 

produces clothes for American companies such as Levi’s, Hanes, Dockers, Fruit of the Loom, and 

Nautica. In 2009, each company refused to increase the pay of Haitian garment workers from $0.22 

an hour to $0.61 an hour (or $5 a day), as mandated by the Haitian Parliament in a unanimous vote. 
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With Haitian garment workers in the streets protesting their wages and working conditions, factory 

executives contacted the US State Department which, in turn, contacted Haitian President Rene 

Preval (1943–present) and “encouraged” him to intervene in the dispute, “or risk the political 

environment [in Haiti] spinning out of control.”  

Preval had the recent historical example of priest and former Haitian President Jean 

Bertrand Aristide (1953–present) in the political background to help him make his decision of 

whether or not to intervene in the situation. While president, Aristide—a populist reformer—

focused on reducing poverty in his country, which resulted in his being forced from power in a 

coup “supported by Washington, DC” in 2004 and sent into exile in South Africa. Shortly 

afterward, in 2006, Preval became president of Haiti. While the circumstances surrounding the 

2004 coup are somewhat unclear, the reason why the United States wanted Aristide out of Haiti 

are all too clear. According to US cables intercepted in 2008, US Ambassador Janet Sanderson 

wrote that an early departure of United Nations (UN) troops (who were then occupying Haiti after 

Aristide’s ousting) would leave the Haitian government “vulnerable to ... resurgent populist and 

anti-market economy political forces.” In other words, if the UN left Haiti, Aristide—who had 

been the most popular political leader in the country—might return and may once again try to 

improve the conditions of the Haitian poor. 

In the end, Preval negotiated a minimum wage increase of just $0.37 an hour (or $3 a 

day)—$2 a day less than the increase voted on by the Haitian Parliament. As was known by the 

State Department, the majority of the Haitian population was exceedingly poor. In fact, some 80 

percent of the Haitian population lives on $2 or less a day, with some people becoming so poor 

that they have resorted to eating “mud-cakes”—a mix of oil, water, salt, and clay—to stave off 

hunger. Yet, we have the United States government intervening on behalf of factory owners 
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contracting with US firms to prevent them from improving the conditions of a portion of the 

Haitian working class. How exactly the “political environment” would have spun “out of control” 

from increased wages for Haitian workers was never made clear by the State Department, which 

was guided by Hillary Clinton (1947–present) at the time. 

The “Welfare State for the Rich”19   

Yet, we do not need to go to some distant country to see how the rich get rich and stay that 

way. In the United States, in addition to the public welfare state that exists for the people there 

also exists a little discussed but powerful and parallel welfare state for the rich. Welfare for the 

rich involves the state intervening on behalf of that class to protect its ability to accumulate capital. 

The “Great Recession” (2008–2009), as much as any example, is illustrative of this point. Towards 

the end of 2008 and during the course of 2009, the banks received “bail-outs” with tax-payers 

dollars after decisions the banks had made proved fatal to many large-sized banking and 

investment firms within their industry. No doubt about it, once it became clear that the banks had 

issued millions of predictably unsound sub-prime loans and then recklessly speculated in the 

derivatives (i.e., financial “betting”) market, first President George W. Bush (1946–present) and 

then President Obama approved a bailout of the banks and the insurers of the derivatives (as well 

as the auto industry) to the tune of some $2.5 trillion to protect them. This was a total that was 

greater than all the federal tax dollars collected for FY 2012. Not one nickel was given to an 

American homeowner to protect the millions of people who eventually lost their homes from these 

“unsound” banking practices.  

In spite of the impact of the “Great Recession” on nearly the whole of the country, the 

offerings of both sub-prime loans and the derivatives market are still perfectly legal. In fact, the 

derivatives market today stands at a whopping $600 trillion. A number so large that if that market 
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were to collapse no government on the planet could bail it out. Yet the “Great Recession,” which 

was caused by the deregulation of the housing and securities markets in an attempt to generate 

more wealth for those that control the banks and speculate in the stock market, is by no means the 

only instance when the United States government has intervened on behalf of this class. In fact, 

the US government regularly protects immense, US-based transnational corporations in multiple 

ways from the realities of the marketplace and helps to ensure that their accumulation of capital 

will be unhindered by even the most basic expectations of government. For example, the United 

States government regularly allows US corporations from paying their full share of taxes, or 

actually provides them with large tax rebates at taxpayers’ expense. Indeed, consider the following: 

❖ In 2008, Chevron’s tax rate was 1 percent. In 2009, ExxonMobil made $45 billion, the largest 

profits in US history, yet it did not pay one nickel in taxes. 

❖ Citigroup had more than $10 billion in profits in 2010—yet it paid no federal taxes at all. In 

fact, Wells Fargo, Goldman Sachs, and Capital One did not pay any income tax during at least 

one year, from 2008–2010. At the same time, 

each of the banks received multi-billion-dollar 

bailouts from the federal government. These 

bailouts were used, among other things, to give 

bonuses to their companies’ top executives. At times, this included executives who gave the 

“green-light” to loan-officers to provide home-loans to literally anyone who walked through 

the bank’s door (e.g., N.I.N.J.A. loans or loans where the buyer had “No Income, No Job, and 

No Assets”) which helped to bring about the “Great Recession” in the first place.  

ExxonMobil (founded in 1999). Descendant of John D. 
Rockefeller’s Standard Oil (founded in 1870). 
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❖ In at least one year from 2008–2010, 78 of the most powerful corporations in the United States 

did not pay any income taxes whatsoever, or actually received tax rebates from the federal 

government. 

❖ In 2010, 25 of the 100 “highest paid US CEOs earned more … than their companies paid in 

federal income tax,” including eBay, Boeing, and General Electric (GE). 

❖ From 2008–2010 GE received some $4 billion back from the federal government, while PG&E 

received more than $1 billion in federal tax rebates during the same time period. 

When not receiving tax breaks or tax rebates, other corporations chose to look for “tax 

shelters” or “tax havens” overseas by placing capital holdings in foreign banks so that the 

companies could claim a lower tax rate in the United States. In addition, other “US corporations” 

shelter their earnings from US tax codes by going so far as to incorporate their companies in 

foreign countries to avoid tax rates imposed by the United States government. Still other US 

multinational corporations receive large subsidies from the federal government for no other reason 

than to ensure that those who control the largest share of the world’s wealth are guaranteed to 

control even more. For certain, consider the following:  

❖ The oil industry receives $7 billion in subsidies each year from the federal government. 

❖ The federal government spends roughly $1 trillion annually on a variety of agricultural 

programs. Originally begun during the New Deal to keep farm prices stable and farmers from 

going bankrupt, the farming industry has received some $20 billion a year in taxpayer-provided 

subsidies to grow products—such as wheat, corn, rice, and sugar. Yet today, instead of helping 

small farmers, 75 percent of the subsidies are paid out to “10 percent of [the] farming 

companies, including Riceland Foods Inc., Pilgrim’s Pride Corp., and Archer Daniels 
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Midland.” Once First World markets are saturated by US products, they are “dumped” on Third 

World markets—such as Haiti, Mexico, and Indonesia, to name just a few—where farmers do 

not receive any government assistance at all. The result for Third World farmers is often 

bankruptcy, increased hunger, poverty, and even increased rates of suicide, as has been the 

case in India.  

❖ The health-care industry is guaranteed payment of as many as 20 million new patients by the 

federal government as a result of President Barack Obama’s Affordable Care Act. Moreover, 

Medicare is the largest purchaser of pharmaceutical drugs in the United States. Executives for 

any individual drug company within the pharmaceutical industry can charge Medicare 

recipients whatever price they choose, as the program is prohibited by law from seeking out 

better prices from other competing drug companies. In fact, from 2003–2012, 11 

pharmaceutical corporations—including Pfizer, Johnson & Johnson, and Merck—made profits 

totaling more than $700 billion, with at least some portion of their profits coming directly out 

of public funds through “price gouging” the Medicare program.  And, often times the research 

and development of drugs for these companies are subsidized on an annual basis with billions 

of tax-payers dollars provided by the American people. In so doing, it makes their production 

(at least in part) a public-risk but private-profit state of affairs for the pharmaceutical industry.  

❖ At last, the armaments industry receives between $6 billion and $7 billion a year in taxpayer-

provided subsidies. The weapons manufactures have even successfully lobbied the federal 

government to lend money to foreign countries to purchase US corporate–made and US 

government–subsidized weapons. Again, risk is shared among the American people, yet profits 

are privatized for those who control the industry. 
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In writing of the owning class during the French Revolution (1789–1799), the great Afro-

Trinidadian author C.L.R. James explained that during the successful slave revolt on the long-

impoverished French slave island of San Domingo (modern-day Haiti), “The owners of property 

betrayed the republic at every turn.”20 When we begin to look at the overwhelming evidence 

against the American rich towards our own democracy we might just as well apply James’ words 

today as he did against the French property owners of the 1780s.  Without a doubt, the celebrated 

Roman orator and rather conservative politician Cicero (106 BC–43 BC) once wrote, Salus populi 

suprema lex esto: “Let the good of the people be the chief law.”21 This is clearly a lesson that those 

who now walk the halls of power in Washington never bothered to learn. To be sure, we witness 

on a daily basis as our own modern day Louis XVI (1754–1793) and his coterie of American 

nobility try to dismantle every public program for the American people that they can while 

grabbing up as much of the nation’s wealth as possible for themselves and their class to ensure 

that the great property owners of our day control even more wealth than they already do.   

Edward Gibbon (1737–1794), author of The History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman 

Empire, wrote that among “the five marks of the Roman decaying culture” was an “increased 

demand to live off the state.” In ancient Rome, Gibbon was referring to Rome’s working class and 

poor living off the state. However, in looking at US domestic policy, Gibbon’s maxim is turned 

on its head. With their continued public financing through tax breaks, rebates, state subsidies, and 

bailouts, the “Titans of Wall Street” are not only living off the state, but are draining the republic 

of its wealth. Yet this increased grasp of the nation’s wealth by the rich and their ever-increasing 

demand to get more from the state while the rest of the American people receive less is creating 

the same situation in the United States as global capitalism is around the world. Indeed, though 
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not intended by the “wealthiest among us,” their greed may very well be digging their own class 

grave.  

So, as we move through this “Age of Irony” (or is it the “Age of Hypocrisy?”) where so 

often the actual meaning of something turns out to be the exact opposite of the intended meaning 

of that thing, we might begin to see that there is a common thread that runs through the whole of 

the American politico-economic system. Whether it is the Department of Education’s shamelessly 

ignorant Betsy DeVos attempting to privatize public education that her family just happens to be 

so heavily invested in or the Environmental Protection Agency’s Scott Pruitt denying the 

scientifically proven reality of global-warming which then gives him the justifying (but still false) 

rationale to allow the oil, coal, and gas industries to further extract fossil-fuels from the earth which 

cause global-warming in the first place or the Democratic Senator Dianne Feinstein (1933–present) 

“authorizing” (note: not declaring) a war against a country (Iraq) that has never harmed one 

American citizen and then later signing off on a contract as a member of a small but powerful 

Senate military committee for “work” in Iraq which provides $3 billion dollars directly to her 

husband’s firm or some Democratic House member that simply will not support universal 

healthcare for the good of all Americans even though such a program is supported by a majority 

of the US population because he or she has taken hundreds of thousands of dollars from the 

healthcare industry—there is a basic truth here for us all to see. 

That truth is that, with very few exceptions, those who are in power in the United States 

today simply do not represent the interests of the overwhelming majority of the American people. 

Instead, they represent the very costly, and often times, destructive class interests of the American 

rich. And why? Because they are the rich or they have been bought off—in full—by the rich.  If 

this was not the case then we would see a whole range of issues and programs discussed within 
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American government and brought into existence for the American people. No doubt about it, if 

the United States government was actually controlled by the people then it would “promote the 

general welfare” of the people by finally using our tax dollars to provide free health care, free 

education, free daycare, inexpensive mass public transportation, public ownership of the media, 

and inexpensive alternative energy to the people and make genuine attempts to end poverty and 

the deadly wars that the United States government is currently prosecuting. Yet, none of this is 

happening nor is it likely to happen anytime soon as the plutocracy that is now being overseen and 

run by the men of wealth, power, and war have worked to guarantee that so much of the American 

state and society will belong to them and their class alone.  

Conclusion: Prying the State and Society Away from the American Rich  
However, today the world is more awake than at any time in history. And, in taking our 

final steps in awakening from history we might remember the words of George Orwell (1903–

1950). In observing rule and power in his day, Orwell remarked that, “We have now sunk to a 

depth at which the restatement of the obvious is the first duty of intelligent men.”22 Like it or not, 

the role of “intellectual” in our society is very often played by the mainstream media. Our real 

public intellectuals, such as Noam Chomsky (1928–present) who is the Socrates (470 BC–399 BC) 

of our time or the insightful Michael Parenti (1933–present) who may well be remembered as the 

best political author of our age, have both been very much kept away from a mass audience. This 

is largely because the six corporations that control 90% of everything that we read, watch, and 

listen to do not like to hear what they have to say—particularly when they point to capitalism, 

capital accumulation, and corporate power as the chief causes of inequality and injustice in the 

world. So, we are more often than not left with the media to inform us about the issues of the day 

and critique them for the great majority of the American public. 
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How should the American media play its role of public intellectual? First and foremost, the 

news media should always begin any report with a statement of the truth. For example, when 

talking about anything said or done by Donald Trump, the most obvious statement that should be 

made prior to the reporting of any one news story about him should be, “According to our mentally-

ill President Donald Trump…” or, “In another example of the mentally unstable President, Donald 

Trump…” Psycho-emotional health problems are serious concerns that many people throughout 

our society struggle with, learn to live with, and even overcome. Unfortunately for all of us, Donald 

Trump has done nothing to address his own mental health issues. Yet, the fact of the matter is, he 

is quite obviously a pathological liar, a narcissist, an admitted sexual-assaulter, and possesses all 

of the features of someone who is suffering from anti-social personality disorder. He is possibly 

even delusional and paranoid if he actually believes some of the things that he says. Each of these 

problems is a recognized psychological disorder by the American Psychological Association 

(APA) that can be treated to varying degrees with psychological counseling and pharmacological 

drugs. The President of the United States is very much in need of this kind of attention not only 

for his benefit but for the benefit of the whole world.  

While not psychological ailments, the president is also deeply ignorant about a whole series 

of issues that confront our world and is in denial or does not care about other concerns such as 

global warming and the seriousness of a potential nuclear war. For instance, Trump promises to 

both increase the size of the United States nuclear weapons budget—which is already large enough 

to kill every single person on the planet two times over—and bring “hell to earth” in North Korea 

without apparently caring or understanding what a nuclear war would mean to that country, the 

United States, and the whole of the world. With North Korea, Trump, as he is so apt to do, has 

seemingly taken the old maxim: “A little bit of knowledge is a dangerous thing,” and turned it 
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upside down—making a vice into a virtue. Thus, whether it is the latest executive order signed to 

build a wall along the US-Mexican border to keep people out of our country whose removal would 

lead to economic collapse in multiple industries, the banning of people from countries (including, 

Venezuela and North Korea) that have never done anything to us, or, his mean-spirited undoing of 

parts of the Affordable Care Act for the poor, Donald Trump’s mental health should always be 

brought into question during the course of any news story reported on by the American media. In 

a democracy, for our public intellectuals to not routinely recognize that the leader of the entire 

socio-economic and political order has a mind that is in disarray is to be complicit in the political 

fights and confusion that he brings into existence on a daily basis that are so destructive to the 

United States, and often, to people throughout the entire world. History will not be kind to us if 

we do not minimally start here.  

Still, Donald Trump is just one man. If we are to truly snatch the whole of the politico-

economic system out of the hands of the rich then we need to be aggressive. “We the People” need 

to attack the rich on every front. To quote C.L.R. James one final time, “The rich are only defeated 

when running for their lives.”23 They will not just “give up” control of the state or the commanding 

heights of the economy. It will have to be taken from them the same as it was during the French 

Revolution, the Cuban Revolution (1953–1959), the Irish War of Independence (1919–1921), the 

Chilean political revolution (1970–1973), and every other mass movement or revolt dating back 

to Spartacus and beyond where the people took (or tried to take) control of both the state and the 

nation’s wealth for the benefit of themselves and not for those in power. The people of these 

nations did so because the select few who controlled the productive forces of their societies and 

managed the state refused to work or allow broad political participation by the people. Instead, 

these men of wealth and power of the past demanded to live off the riches created by the people 
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and regularly denied or even violently repressed the democratic impulses of their nation’s 

populace. 

Yet, this is not a call to violence. On the contrary, for all of our sake, let us hope that we 

can move our society forward not just in terms of who is served by government but also in terms 

of the method by which we change our nation and world. Previous societies have overwhelmingly 

changed their socio-political and economic orders through violence or violent revolution. Let us 

instead take a page from the Chilean history book written by Salvador Allende and the working 

class of Chile where the people peacefully took control of their industries and businesses and began 

to govern their work places themselves. In addition, let us also hope that we eventually do as the 

Chilean people did and place into power either ourselves or other individuals with the same class 

interests as our own to run the state until there is no longer a need for the state, if that day should 

ever come. Unfortunately, just as the 

ruling elites and rich did in Chile, these 

modern day Optimates have left us with 

no other choice.  

In the end, global capitalism is 

today threatening us in nearly every area 

of our lives. From the warming of the 

planet and the more intense storms, fires, and droughts that come with it to the deadly wars for oil 

that are both killers of men, and whose plunders warm the earth, it is capitalism and the process of 

capital accumulation that we must take aim at. It is this system that has literally driven so many to 

an early grave. And, it is Trump, this “man against the people,” who is merely the most grotesque 

and extreme example of global capitalism and American power. Yet, even with him, what has 

Much like the Emperor and Roman Senate in ancient Rome, the 
White House and the Republican Party are the center of power for 

billions of people throughout the world. 
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become crystal clear to anyone with eyes to see is that his greatest threat to the world is not that of 

a man of wealth but instead a man who operates the levers of the most powerful nation to have 

ever existed with the mind of a child.  

If we do nothing to oppose this modern-day Crassus and the American Optimates who are 

selling us all out then when the American republic’s downfall finally does come, there will once 

again be a bitter harvest in the United States—just as there was in the mid-1800s—for us all to 

reap. Still, greed and capitalism are not the only causes of our world’s horrors. They also come 

from a drive for power over one’s fellow man—and for men such as Adolf Hitler (1889–1945) 

and Joseph Stalin (1878–1953)—for power over the entire globe itself. In fact, the most dangerous 

of all of these men of war and power are the ones who believe they are doing “good” but are 

actually involved in the “evil that men do.” It has happened many times in history and it can easily 

happen again. Yet, where it is true that this system—this global giant that devours everything in 

its path and rewards no other impulse except for the most base within us—is the cause of human 

suffering, we should identify it by name, turn over its wealth and productive forces to the people, 

and then leave it behind in history for the betterment of the whole human race.   
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