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“To everything there is a season...”
— Ecclesiastes 3

It is with somewhat bittersweet nostalgia that we must inform our readers that

this will be the final issue of the Lara-Murphy Report. Given the changes in our
personal circumstances, as well as the challenges 2020 has presented, we have
decided that our efforts in advancing IBC and Austrian economics would be better
served if we discontinued our print publication and focused on other media. We
apologize for the possible shock that this sudden announcement may cause. (We
will of course be contacting existing subscribers to provide pro rata refunds.)
We are grateful for your support over the years. The archives of the Lara-Murphy
Report will be available to the public at our website, www.Lara-Murphy.com. This
is also where you will be able to access our podcast, The Lara-Murphy Show, which
will soon return to a regular release schedule for new episodes.
IBC continues to grow. In our capacity as members of the board of the Nelson
Nash Institute, we (along with David Stearns) have been interviewing excellent
applicants on a weekly basis for our Authorized IBC Practitioner Training
Program. We also are continuing to provide new videos for our online series,
The Foundations of IBC, which can be viewed at: www.InfiniteBanking.org/
Foundations.
Again, thank you all for accompanying us on this journey as we continue to Build
the 10%!
Sincerely,
Carlos and Bob

Lara-Murphy Report
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PULSE ON THE MARKET
T r e as ury Deb t

In this final issue, we simply present three charts that summarize how bad fiscal and monetary
policies have been this year, as well as the awful state of the US labor market. First, look at the spike
in US Treasury debt held by the public:

SOURCE: https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/FYGFDPUN

The above chart presents data quarterly. From 3rd quarter 2019 to 3rd quarter 2020 (the most recent
point), Treasury debt held outside the government itself rose from $16.8 trillion to $21.0 trillion, a
one-year increase in the federal debt of a staggering $4.2 trillion.

Pulse on the Market
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PULSE ON THE MARKET
Fed Bal ance Sheet

Almost as fast as the Treasury has been pumping out new debt, the Fed has been monetizing it.
(When the Fed buys new assets, the accounting actually creates the money used in the purchase.
This procedure is spelled out in our book How Privatized Banking Really Works.) To be clear, the Fed
hasn’t merely been buying Treasury debt, it’s also been sopping up more mortgage-backed assets as
well. The below chart shows total assets held by the Federal Reserve System:

SOURCE: https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/WALCL

As the chart shows, there has been a massive spike in the last year, far surpassing what happened
even in the wake of the financial crisis. Specifically, as of mid-December 2020, the Fed held some
$7.3 trillion in assets. Just a year earlier, it had only held $4.1 trillion—a one-year growth of $3.2
trillion.

Pulse on the Market
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PULSE ON THE MARKET
M a l e L a b o r Pa r t i c i pat i o n

In light of the massive Keynesian “stimulus,” how’s the economy doing? The usual metric is the
unemployment rate. Although it hit an incredible 14.7 percent back in April, the latest number
(referring to November) clocked in at 6.7 percent. This is still higher than the peak unemployment
rate in the dot-com recession in the early George W. Bush years, but it’s not alarming.
However, the official, headline unemployment rate masks the millions of Americans who lost their
jobs—either in the coronavirus panic/lockdown or in the wake of the financial crisis—and have
stopped looking for new work. (The Bureau of Labor Statistics doesn’t count you as unemployed
unless you are actively seeking employment.) There are lots of different measures we could look at,
but I think a very telling chart shows the percentage of men, aged 25-54, who hold a job:

SOURCE: https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/LREM25MAUSM156S

(Note that the y-axis starts at 75.0, not 0.) As the chart shows, the percentage of prime-age men
who are working has been trending down with each recession (shown by the gray bars) going back
to the early 1980s. This is just part of the broader story of how something is fundamentally broken in
the US labor market, as more people become dependent on various forms of government assistance.
Pulse on the Market
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The Intellectual Foundation of the West’s Slide into Tyranny, Part 3 of 3

10

LMR

WINTER 2020

In this 3-part series, I am showing the
reader that the various attacks on our liberties are part of a coordinated strategy that was
conceived decades ago by avowed socialists.
I realize that is a provocative claim, but it
is easily demonstrated, as I show in this series. In the first installment, I focused on the
founding of public schools in the US, and
the agenda and legacy of the Fabian Society.
In the second installment, I documented the
long march through the institutions adopted
(though the term was coined later) by the
Italian Marxist, Antonio Gramsci and by
the Frankfurt School. This was a strategy
of socialist infiltration of society through a
gradual takeover of the schools, churches,
news media, music and art, and the cinema; it is colloquially referred to as “cultural
Marxism.”
In this third and final installment, I’ll focus on postmodernism and Critical Theory,
which are essential building blocks to understanding today’s identity politics with its
attacks on “whiteness” and “the patriarchy.”

A Quick Overview
The reader has surely heard these terms
thrown around, but let’s give a quick explanation of what they mean. Some of this will
be a review from the last article, as Critical
Theory originally was associated with the
Frankfurt School, a.k.a. the “cultural Marxists.”
Critical Theory: Growing out of the narrow

In this third and final installment,
I’ll focus on postmodernism and
Critical Theory, which are essential
building blocks to understanding
today’s identity politics with its
attacks on “whiteness” and “the
patriarchy.”

limits of its original usage by the Frankfurt
scholars, there is a more modern and broad
definition of Critical Theory that links to today’s fields such as Critical Race Theory and
Gender Studies. Here is how the Stanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophy entry explains
the connection:
Because such theories aim to explain and
transform all the circumstances that enslave
human beings, many “critical theories” in
the broader sense have been developed. They
have emerged in connection with the many
social movements that identify varied dimensions of the domination of human beings
in modern societies. In both the broad and
the narrow senses, however, a critical theory provides the descriptive and normative
bases for social inquiry aimed at decreasing

The Intellectual Foundation of the West’s Slide into Tyranny, Part 3 of 3

11

LMR

WINTER 2020

domination and increasing freedom in all
their forms.1
The reader will see this common element in
all of today’s agitation against the patriarchy,
white supremacy, European colonialism, etc.
Writers and activists in these fields use the
tools of Critical Theory to highlight what
they perceive as oppression of the powerless
by the powerful, and use social, economic,
racial, sexual, and other characteristics of
personal identity to divide the population
into these categories of Oppressed and Oppressor.
Postmodernism: These are the ideas that
developed as a reaction against “modernism,”
which is basically the worldview we associate
with the Enlightenment and the Scientific
Revolution. To be honest, it is difficult to
briefly define postmodernism; I scanned the

Stanford entry on postmodernism and realized it is truly incomprehensible to someone
unfamiliar with the doctrine. So let’s just use
the Encyclopedia Britannica discussion:
Postmodernism is largely a reaction against
the intellectual assumptions and values of
the modern period in the history of Western
philosophy (roughly, the 17th through the
19th century)…The most important of these
viewpoints are the following[:]
1. There is an objective natural reality, a reality whose existence and properties are logically independent of human beings—of their
minds, their societies, their social practices, or
their investigative techniques. Postmodernists dismiss this idea as a kind of naive realism. Such reality as there is, according to
postmodernists, is a conceptual construct, an
artifact of scientific practice and language…
2. The descriptive and explanatory statements
of scientists and historians can, in principle,
be objectively true or false. The postmodern
denial of this viewpoint—which follows
from the rejection of an objective natural reality—is sometimes expressed by saying that
there is no such thing as Truth.

To be honest, it is difficult to
briefly define postmodernism; I
scanned the Stanford entry on
postmodernism and realized it is
truly incomprehensible to someone
unfamiliar with the doctrine.

3. Through the use of reason and logic, and
with the more specialized tools provided by
science and technology, human beings are
likely to change themselves and their societies for the better….Postmodernists deny this
Enlightenment faith in science and technology as instruments of human progress.
4. Reason and logic are universally valid—

The Intellectual Foundation of the West’s Slide into Tyranny, Part 3 of 3

12

LMR

WINTER 2020

i.e., their laws are the same for, or apply
equally to, any thinker and any domain of
knowledge. For postmodernists, reason and
logic too are merely conceptual constructs
and are therefore valid only within the established intellectual traditions in which
they are used.
5. There is such a thing as human nature; it
consists of faculties, aptitudes, or dispositions
that are in some sense present in human beings at birth rather than learned or instilled
through social forces. Postmodernists insist
that all, or nearly all, aspects of human psychology are completely socially determined.
6. Language refers to and represents a reality outside itself. According to postmodernists,
language is not such a “mirror of nature...”2
Incidentally, I omitted points 7 and 8 from
the Britannica discussion, because I think
the first six give the reader the gist of postmodernism.

Having said that, I still thought it important to show LMR readers the connection
between these fields and the modern culture
wars.
There is admittedly a danger in setting up a
strawman punching bag, when in reality any
actual thinker is going to be more nuanced
than his or her angry critics might allege. The
canonical postmodernists such as Jacques
Derrida certainly said more than, “You can’t
know anything,” or “A book means anything
you want it to!” Along these lines, Thaddeus
Russell is a historian (with a popular podcast) who passionately claims that libertarians should embrace postmodernism as a bulwark against technocrats trying to run our
lives. After all, Russell argues, if postmodernism fosters a healthy skepticism of alleged Truth coming from scientists in white
lab coats, then it limits the State’s ability to

Now that we have an idea of what these
doctrines are, we can better understand how
they have been used to further the West’s
slide into tyranny.

Disclaimer, Courtesy of Thaddeus Russell
At this point, let me confess that my
knowledge of these topics is derived primarily from secondary sources. In other words,
I have not read much from the actual postmodernist thinkers, or writers in the area of
Critical Race Theory, Gender Studies, etc.

There is admittedly a danger in
setting up a strawman punching
bag, when in reality any actual
thinker is going to be more nuanced
than his or her angry critics might
allege.

The Intellectual Foundation of the West’s Slide into Tyranny, Part 3 of 3
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regulate and control society.
I personally debated Russell on this topic,
and even people he agreed are experts on
postmodernism—namely Stephen Hicks,
Michael Rectenwald, James Lindsay, and
Helen Pluckrose—did so as well. (Consult
the endnotes for links to the various videos of these debates.3) Whether it was me
as an amateur, or the others as experts, we
all pushed back hard against Russell’s claims
that right-wingers were unfairly caricaturing
the postmodernists.

Are the Critics Unfair to Postmodernism?
Let me give an example of how these debates went. Russell criticized Jordan Peterson for popularizing the bogeyman of
“postmodern cultural Marxists” which were
supposedly taking over college campuses,
the workplace, and even social media. Why,
this is just ignorant fear-mongering, claimed
Russell, showing that Jordan Peterson
doesn’t know what he’s talking about! After all, postmodernism at its core rejects any
“grand narrative” of historical development,
while Marxism offers a very specific theory
(in the form of dialectical materialism) of
how society evolves through the stages of
slavery, feudalism, capitalism, and ultimately
communism. So for Thaddeus Russell, the
very phrase “postmodern Marxist” is a contradiction in terms; there could be no such
person.
And yet, the other experts I’ve named

above were much more sympathetic to linkage of these ideas. For one thing, there’s a big
“coincidence” that the big guns in postmodernism are former Marxists (or at least very
leftist). And a simple perusal of the policy
demands from today’s postmodernists (with
a few notable exceptions) shows that they
detest capitalism.
If the reader wants a truly scholarly discussion of the evolution in the academic literature, through which the old school postmodern ideas were linked to the more recent
articles on overthrowing the (ostensible) oppression of the bourgeois white patriarchy, I
strongly recommend Russell’s own podcast
episode where he invited James Lindsay and
Helen Pluckrose as his guests. (Again, see
the endnotes for the link.4)

There’s a big “coincidence” that the
big guns in postmodernism are
former Marxists (or at least very
leftist). And a simple perusal of
the policy demands from today’s
postmodernists (with a few notable
exceptions) shows that they detest
capitalism.

The Intellectual Foundation of the West’s Slide into Tyranny, Part 3 of 3

14

LMR

WINTER 2020
sible reconciliations: Marx himself changed
his views over time, or we could interpret the
immiseration as a relative phenomenon, not
an absolute one.)

The claim from Jordan Peterson
and others isn’t that today’s
socialist/communist activists
were genuinely persuaded
by the intellectual merits of
postmodernism. Rather, they saw
it as a way to advance their preexisting agenda.

But for our purposes here, let me make
two points on the alleged impossibility of
a postmodern Marxist. First of all, Marxism contains lots of contradictions already,
as Ludwig von Mises frequently noted. For
example, classical Marxism contains the two
doctrines of (a) the progressive immiseration of the proletariat, by which the workers
get poorer over time, and (b) the doctrine of
the iron law of wages, by which the workers at any moment are paid the barest subsistence level while the rest of their labors’
fruits are siphoned off by the capitalists. As
Mises asks, how can these doctrines both be
true? If the worker is always being paid the
subsistence level to avoid starvation, then he
can’t get paid less and less over time, right?
(For what it’s worth, the Wikipedia entry
on “immiseration thesis” suggests two pos-

Hence, because standard Marxism contains many internal contradictions—at least,
that’s what its critics like Mises allege—then
it’s not outlandish to suggest that Marxists,
or at least people with Marxist sympathies,
would also adopt the doctrines of postmodernism if it suits their ideological goals. The
fact that this move would produce a contradiction wouldn’t faze someone whose worldview is already full of them.
The second point I want to make is that
the claim from Jordan Peterson and others
isn’t that today’s socialist/communist activists were genuinely persuaded by the intellectual merits of postmodernism. Rather,
they saw it as a way to advance their preexisting agenda. And it is undeniable that
those seeking to overthrow capitalism have
grabbed postmodern ideas for this purpose.
Let me end this section with an example of
what I mean about fidelity to principles versus advancing a pre-existing agenda. When
I was researching postmodernism, I learned
that many of the biggest names associated
with it—including Jacques Derrida, Michel Foucault, and Jean-François Lyotard—
signed a petition in 1977 to overturn French
“age of consent” laws. In other words, they
wanted to decriminalize sexual relations (so
long as they were consensual) between adults
and minors, including those as young as 13.5

The Intellectual Foundation of the West’s Slide into Tyranny, Part 3 of 3
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My point is bringing up this example isn’t
to criticize them as moral monsters for endorsing what many LMR readers view as
scandalous activity. Rather, my point is that
the same arguments these thinkers used to
endorse decriminalization of adult/minor
sex could also have been used to get rid of
regulations on business. For example, if Foucault wants to argue that a 13-year-old girl
has the power and competence to meaningfully consent to sleeping with a 40-yearold man, then surely a grown woman has
the power and competence to decide if she
wants to buy a pharmaceutical that hasn’t
been certified as safe by the government, or
if she wants to work for less than the minimum wage. And yet, my research indicated
that the major thinkers associated with postmodernism are all quite leftist in their views
about government regulation of business.
So to sum up, yes we should be careful to
be fair to postmodernists and other thinkers
with whom we may disagree, but it’s hardly
a defense to point out that their own official doctrines don’t (on paper) support some
of the crazier things coming out of college
campuses these days. It’s standard practice
for intellectuals to treat philosophies as a
buffet, picking and choosing those implications that suit their pre-existing views.

Postmodernism Is Literally Anti-Christ
I realize this is provocative, but the easiest way to show how antithetical postmodernism is to Western civilization is to point

out that it is literally anti-Christ. Now to
be clear, I’m not saying any particular postmodern thinker is the anti-Christ, meaning
a person. Rather, I am saying the doctrines
themselves go against the very nature of
Christ, and thus Western civilization, to the
extent that it was built on a Judeo-Christian
foundation.
Consider: One of Jesus’ names or titles is
Logos (in the Greek). As the King James Bible says in the gospel of John, chapter 1:
1 In the beginning was the Word, and the
Word was with God, and the Word was God.
2 The same was in the beginning with God.

Jesus Himself is called by a name
that flows through language itself—
He’s the Word, remember—and
scientific, rational inquiry. Far from
there being a tension between
science and religion, it was actually
a belief in a rational, orderly
universe—created by an intelligent
Designer—that motivated the great
religious scientists such as Isaac
Newton.

The Intellectual Foundation of the West’s Slide into Tyranny, Part 3 of 3
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3 All things were made by him; and without
him was not any thing made that was made.
4 In him was life; and the life was the light
of men.
To repeat, Jesus is the Word, or Logos. As
theologian R.C. Sproul explains, that word
“Logos” is the foundation of our word “logic,” but also the intellectual disciplines that
end in –ology, such as theology, biology, geology, etc.
Notice what is happening here. Jesus Himself is called by a name that flows through
language itself—He’s the Word, remember—and scientific, rational inquiry. Far
from there being a tension between science
and religion, it was actually a belief in a rational, orderly universe—created by an intelligent Designer—that motivated the great
religious scientists such as Isaac Newton.
So does the reader see how postmodernism
attacks every single element of this edifice?
The postmodernists cast skepticism upon
the ability of language to capture meaning,
and of rational inquiry to discover truth. Indeed, some of the most extreme postmodernists deny that there is even such a thing as
objective reality.
This is the sense in which I claim that
postmodernism is quite literally anti-Christ.
Even for those readers who aren’t religious,
I hope you can see how dangerous this set
of doctrines is. Postmodernism seeks nothing less than the complete eradication of the
intellectual foundations of Western civilization.

Deconstruction
In case the reader thinks I am engaged in
hyperbole, consider that one of the classic
terms associated with postmodern is deconstruction. Here’s how Britannica defines it,
and applies it to more modern academia:
Deconstruction, form of philosophical and
literary analysis, derived mainly from work
begun in the 1960s by the French philosopher Jacques Derrida, that questions the
fundamental conceptual distinctions, or “oppositions,” in Western philosophy through a
close examination of the language and logic
of philosophical and literary texts.
…
Deconstruction’s influence widened to include a variety of other disciplines.…Some
strands of feminist thinking engaged in a
deconstruction of the opposition between
“man” and “woman” and critiqued essentialist notions of gender and sexual identity. The work of Judith Butler, for example,
challenged the claim that feminist politics
requires a distinct identity for women. Arguing that identity is the product or result
of action rather than the source of it, they
embraced a performative concept of identity
modeled on the way in which linguistic acts
(such as promising) work to bring into being
the entities (the promise) to which they refer.
This perspective was influential in gay and
lesbian studies, or “queer theory”…
…In anthropology, deconstruction contributed to an increased awareness of the role

The Intellectual Foundation of the West’s Slide into Tyranny, Part 3 of 3
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that anthropological field-workers play in
shaping, rather than merely describing, the
situations they report on and to a greater
concern about the discipline’s historical connections to colonialism.6
In Kirby Dick’s (excellent) 2002 documentary “Derrida,” there is an early scene where
an interviewer introduces Derrida to her audience by saying (in French), “Born in El Biar,
Algeria, Jacques Derrida’s name is now known
on five continents. He’s a thinker of lightning
thoughts whose work is like that of miners who
work by exploding the beams supporting their
shafts.” Upon hearing such a description of
his scholarship, Derrida gives the interviewer a mischievous smile.
For more evidence that Derrida’s work undercuts the intellectual foundations of modern society, check out this passage from his
Dissémination, a book published in 1969: “It
is thus not simply false to say that Mallarmé is
a Platonist or a Hegelian. But it is above all not
true. And vice versa.”
If the reader is confused by the above quotation, that’s a good thing. Read it again to
absorb the full enormity of Derrida’s style.
After she herself flags this particular quotation from Derrida, Barbara Johnson comments: “Instead of a simple either/or structure, deconstruction attempts to elaborate
a discourse that says neither ‘either/or,’ nor
‘both/and’ nor even ‘neither/nor,’ while at the
same time not totally abandoning these logics either.”7
It’s because of such rhetorical moves that

What possible defense can
economists give of private property
and free enterprise, when college
kids are being taught that sex has
nothing to do with biology and that
2+2 doesn’t necessarily equal 4?

Jordan Peterson dismissively refers to Derrida as a “trickster.”

Judge Them By Their Fruits
I hope the reader by now sees the connection with these abstruse doctrines and the
craziness of today’s debates. Serious academics—including Thaddeus Russell!—argue
with a straight face that gender is a social
construct, and that an individual can decide
to be a man or woman just as surely as an
individual can decide to be a Republican or
a vegetarian.
To make things even crazier, earlier this year
James Lindsay—who has a math PhD—got
into a huge debate on Twitter with people
when he claimed that 2+2=4. I promise, I am
not making this up. And the people argu-

The Intellectual Foundation of the West’s Slide into Tyranny, Part 3 of 3
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ing with Lindsay themselves had advanced
degrees.
For example, one academic pointed out
that some readers might doubt whether
2+2 = 4.0. This is because, for those trained
in engineering or the physical sciences, you
have to be careful to keep “significant figures” the same in your inputs and outputs. If
your thermometer really only gives you readings accurate to one decimal place, then you
shouldn’t report temperature readings with
three decimal places.
Yet of course, when James Lindsay was
arguing that 2+2=4, he wasn’t challenging
the standard warnings about precision of
estimates. He was making a basic point to
challenge the postmodern attempts at deconstructing all knowledge.
Yes folks, we’ve gotten to the point where
math PhDs have to argue that 2+2=4, and
other academics disagree. I hope the reader
by now can understand how useful this rhetorical device is, in the hands of the socialists and communists. What possible defense
can economists give of private property and

free enterprise, when college kids are being
taught that sex has nothing to do with biology and that 2+2 doesn’t necessarily equal 4?

Conclusion
This article concludes my 3-part series on
the intellectual foundations of the West’s
slide into tyranny. In conclusion, I want to
be clear that I am not accusing any particular thinker of necessarily being complicit in a
grand conspiracy. Rather, I have shown how
some socialists and communists have indeed
conducted a grand campaign of subversion,
working through various institutions. As
part of this agenda, they have cherry-picked
from various doctrines and philosophies that
suited their purposes, whether or not the developers of these ideas would have approved.
And so we see, it is no coincidence that
our economic, civil, and religious liberties
are under a coordinated assault. That was the
plan all along, and now I’ve shown you, the
reader, some of the background scholarship
that made it all possible.
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Rectenwald, on the Tom Woods Show: https://tomwoods.com/ep-1784-postmodernism-debate-russell-v-rectenwald/. (4) Thad’s discussion (but with
disagreement) with James Lindsay and Helen Pluckrose: http://www.thaddeusrussell.com/podcast/110.

4.

See http://www.thaddeusrussell.com/podcast/110.

5.

See the Wikipedia entry, “French petition against age of consent laws,” at: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/French_petition_against_age_of_consent_laws.

6.

See the Britannica entry at: https://www.britannica.com/topic/deconstruction.

7.

Quoted in John M. Ellis, Against Deconstruction (Princeton University Press, 1989), p. 6.
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Get-out-of-debt guru Dave Ramsey
recently released on YouTube an excerpt of
his show where he called IBC a “scam.” Specifically, someone called in to tell Dave that
his financial advisor had touted the benefits
of a Whole Life policy with a mutual company, including the dividends. Ramsey was
aghast, and explained that since the owners of a mutual company are the customers,
any “dividend” they send to you is necessarily coming out of your own pocket. In fact,
Dave explained, the IRS itself acknowledges
this, by calling such a dividend a “return of
a deliberate overcharge of premium”; this is
why the IRS doesn’t tax it as income. Dave
ended the call by telling his listener that he
needed to get a real financial advisor, not
someone trying to sell overpriced Whole
Life insurance.

On my podcast, I explained what was
wrong with Ramsey’s analysis.1 Although
there is a germ of truth in what he said,
there’s nothing dubious about mutual life
insurers “overcharging” out of conservatism
and then distributing the surplus back to the
owners, i.e. the policyholders, in the form of
a dividend. Besides the convenient tax treatment, this is exactly how we want a conservative institution to behave, when it has
the immense responsibility of ensuring that
beneficiaries get paid death benefits and that
in-force policies continue to hit their scheduled cash-surrender values. As usual, the glib
critic—in this case, Dave Ramsey—merely
gives us an opportunity to appreciate the
wisdom of Nelson Nash. Nelson was right to
insist that IBC must be implemented with a
dividend-paying Whole Life policy, preferably issued by a mutual company.

As usual, the glib critic—in this
case, Dave Ramsey—merely gives
us an opportunity to appreciate the
wisdom of Nelson Nash.
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A mutual company might sound odd to
the uninitiated, but it actually harkens
back to the days when clans and
communities handled calamities through
custom or religious duty.

Mutual Companies are Owned By the
Policyholders
In their pure forms, there are two distinct
ways of organizing a life insurance company.
One is to raise capital from stockholders who
are then the owners; this is a corporation like
any other, which happens to be in the business of selling life insurance policies to the
public. The other form is a mutual life insurer, in which the policyholders themselves are
the owners of the company. (Also, to make
life difficult, we must also mention that more
recently a hybrid has emerged, namely the
mutual holding company, which combines
elements of the two approaches, ideally in
order to enjoy the best of both worlds.)
A mutual company might sound odd to
the uninitiated, but it actually harkens back
to the days when clans and communities
handled calamities through custom or religious duty. If disaster struck and the breadwinner of a family died suddenly, naturally
the extended family and/or tribe (depending on the social organization) would be expected to care for the widow and children.
By the 1800s, these notions of spreading risk

through reciprocal agreement were codified in the creation of “mutual aid societies.”
A mutual life insurance company is simply
a more sophisticated, contractually-based
outgrowth of these techniques for handling
small but catastrophic risks.

Whole Life, Cash Surrender Value, and
Dividends
As the name suggests, a “Whole Life” policy is in force for the entire life of the insured;
there is no term of expiration. Consequently,
when originally entered into, the contract
for a Whole Life policy has guaranteed
“cash surrender values” at various dates into
the future. In other words, the life insurance
company is guaranteeing the policyholder
that if he should want to walk away from the
policy at any point in the future, that he will
be paid a cash spot payment as a severance
package. The guaranteed minimum of these
cash payments rises over time, reflecting the
fact that the insurer will have been able to
invest premium payments longer as the policy matures.
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Now precisely because the policyholders
themselves are the owners of a mutual insurance company, there is no external group
of stockholders who must be shown a competitive rate of return on their investment.
(As LMR readers surely know, for various
reasons having to do with both government
intervention and human avarice, this aspect
of capitalism doesn’t always lead to the best
long-run management of stock corporations.) This allows the actual managers of a
mutual company to be extremely conservative in their decisions. They have the actuaries overestimate how many people are likely
to die in the coming years, and they have
their financial officers underestimate the upcoming performance on the company’s asset
portfolio. With these extremely conservative estimates, they then charge contractually specified premiums on the life insurance
policies that they issue.

After each accounting period, the dust settles and the company is typically left with a
“divisible surplus,” which is then distributed
to policyholders in an equitable fashion. (Remember, there are no outside stockholders
with an equity claim on the company’s net
income.) Now here’s an interesting quirk:
Although mutual companies didn’t arrange
their operations for this reason, their procedure happens to have an amazing tax benefit.
Specifically, because the organizing rationale
for the operation is to provide death benefit
payments (and cash surrender values that hit
their contractually guaranteed targets over
time), the “dividend” payments aren’t treated as taxable income in the same way that a
dividend from ownership in a regular corporation would. As Dave Ramsey said, the IRS
treats the dividend payment from a mutual
life insurance company as a partial return of
the original premium, which in retrospect
turned out to be higher than necessary for

Although mutual companies didn’t
arrange their operations for this
reason, their procedure happens
to have an amazing tax benefit.
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IBC shows us how
to become lenders
to many outside
entities but be a
borrower from
none.

the mutual company to achieve its objectives
for the owners.
(NOTE: In this article I am not giving formal tax advice. Please consult with a qualified professional before making any moves
in your own personal or business finances. I
strongly encourage you to consult the graduates of our Authorized IBC Practitioner
Program, available here: www.InfiniteBanking.org/Finder.)

Problems for Dave Ramsey
The way Dave Ramsey explained it, you
aren’t really benefiting from getting a dividend payment from a mutual life insurer,
because after all you’re just getting (some)
of your own money back. But wait a sec-

ond. If you look at the first illustration in our
book The Case for IBC—and by the way, I go
through this example in our Foundations of
IBC video series which is free online,2 if you
can’t stand the suspense and want to see the
numbers right away—you’ll see some problems for Ramsey’s story.
First of all, as the policy matures the dividend keeps rising every year. Eventually,
the annual dividend becomes higher than the
annual premium. Then, at a certain age the
policy becomes “paid up” and the contractual
premium goes to $0; yet the dividend continues to grow. Finally, and most troubling of
all for Ramsey’s story, there comes a point in
the policy where the policyholder has received
more total dollars in cumulative dividend payments than he ever paid in cumulative premium payments. This, incidentally, is when the
IRS would begin treating further dividend
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payments as taxable income, because clearly
it can’t be construed as a “return of premium”
when the entire lifetime premium payments
have already been returned.

Explanation
So what’s going on here? Ramsey’s mistake is that he ignored the time element. The
mutual life insurer takes premium payments
from the policyholders and invests them in
financial assets, which themselves generate
income over time. This is the source of “excess
dollars” out of which the home office can afford to send policyholders more money than
they originally put in.
Indeed, to see just how silly Ramsey’s mistake was, I could turn his critique on its head
and say the same thing about his cherished
mutual funds: “Hey everybody, Dave Ramsey
is telling you to put your money in mutual funds.
But think about it: The customer of the mutual
fund is someone like you. The only place they get
money is from customers like you. So if they give
you ‘returns’ or ‘dividends’ on your investment,
it can only be coming out of the pot of money
that you and other customers originally put in.
Talk about a scam!”

In my podcast episode, I designed a simple
example (which abstracted away from the
real-world complications of mortality risks)
to show specifically how life insurance companies “overcharge” out of conservatism and
then remit the surplus back in the form of
dividends. For the curious, you can see exactly what’s going on under the hood, and
you will understand why there’s nothing
fishy going on. (See the endnotes for a link
to the episode.3)

Conclusion
Nelson Nash was an incredibly wise man.
He saw an old and venerable institution—
Whole Life insurance provided by a mutual company—and realized it would be the
foundation upon which first hundreds, then
thousands, and eventually millions would
secede from the conventional banking system. Nelson was fond of quoting the Bible,
so I think he would endorse my paraphrase
of Deuteronomy 15:6 that IBC shows us
how to become lenders to many outside entities but be a borrower from none. As Nelson said, becoming your own banker is a very
stress-free way of living.

References
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For the link to Dave Ramsey’s critique of IBC, as well as other related material, see the links provided at the bottom of my podcast episode: www.
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“LOCK STEP
A world of tighter top-down
government control and more
authoritarian leadership, with limited
innovation and growing citizen
pushback.”1
The Rockefeller Foundation on the future
SCENARIOS: May 2010

It’s November 2020 as I write the last
of my LMR three-part series that began earlier this year in the midst of the coronaviruses’ global lockdowns (April-May 2020).
Although the government’s orders to close
down the country began as a frightening ordeal, climaxed by an enormous financial crisis, and finally culminating in many deaths,
violent acts, and the destruction of private
property in many cities, there is good news
in sight. There are recent developments and
stirrings of organizations that are putting
important steps in motion to contest future
lockdowns and bring to justice all those responsible for having inflicted so many crimes
against the world and their societies. You
will wonder how they can do it. It’s an ingenious strategy that I will explain in more
detail later in this article.
But today, we are no better off than we
have been and we continue to wait for a safe
vaccine that many experts believe may never come. In fact, more and more people are
waking up to the government and media’s
reaction to the coronavirus being a fraudulent swindle. Continuing our exploration of
how we got to this incredible frightening
level we need to delve deeper into the histo-

ry of the infamous Rockefeller Foundation,
and more importantly, its more recent connection to Bill Gates and his philanthropic
organization.

The Richest Man in America
This remarkable story all starts with John
D. Rockefeller, king of the Standard Oil
Company. Denounced as a ruthless predator
on the level of the devil incarnate, he created
an industrial empire on the scale the world
had never known. According to Wikipedia,
Rockefeller’s peak inflation-adjusted net
worth is estimated to be approximately US
$418 billion in 2019 dollars, making this oil
magnate the richest person in American history. It goes further to state that Bill Gates’
estate, Warren Buffet’s wealth and even that

Rockefeller’s peak
inflation-adjusted net
worth is estimated to be
approximately US $418 billion
in 2019 dollars, making
this oil magnate the richest
person in American history.
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of Amazon’s Jeff Bezos, pales in comparison
to Rockefeller’s fortune. This man is worth
studying.

He solved the problem by
learning how to tactically
integrate power with
goodness by specifically
giving away his money to
important institutions and
charitable causes, but only
to those organizations that
would support his world
vision.

Nevertheless, John D. Rockefeller was the
most hated man in America in the early
1900s and was viewed with tremendous suspicion and distrust. Critics accused Rockefeller of engaging in unethical practices, such
as predatory pricing and colluding with railroads to eliminate his competitors in order
to gain a monopoly in the industry. In 1911,
the U.S. Supreme Court found Standard Oil
in violation of anti-trust laws and ordered it
to be broken up.2 As it turned out the Standard Oil Company became worth even more
money as separated entities. In effect, the
sum of the parts was worth more than the
whole. Someone from above must have been
on this man’s side, or he was even more brilliant than anyone realized.
Further research into Rockefeller’s personal
life reveals a different sort of man who may
have been incorrectly vilified due to implications surrounding, not necessarily him specifically, but rather his huge amount of wealth, a
wealth so large that it virtually continued to
compound. The idea of successfully controlling such an empire seemed insurmountable
even to John D. Rockefeller himself, but to
everyone else in the country, his wealth was
mostly seen as a scourge. For example, many
economic historians—particularly those
who are libertarian—argue that Rockefeller
achieved his fortune largely through efficient
innovation and lowering prices for consumers; see Burton Folsom’s The Myth of the Robber Barons for more details.

The Global “Lock Step Scenario” Part 3: Bill Gates and the Rockefeller Foundation

28

LMR

WINTER 2020

Although religion was a
guiding force in John D.
Rockefeller’s life, he was
prone to somewhat strange
beliefs.

Junior Is Given Stewardship of the
Rockefeller Fortune
The answer to this vexing problem came
to Rockefeller later in his life with the help
of his only son, John D. Rockefeller, “junior.”
He solved the problem by learning how to
tactically integrate power with goodness by
specifically giving away his money to important institutions and charitable causes, but
only to those organizations that would support his world vision. It was actually John, Jr.
who became the steward of the huge Rockefeller fortune which continued to grow long
after the senior’s death in 1937. His fortune
continued to increase in size the way it did
because it embraced Rockefeller’s original
creative philosophy of strategic philanthropy
and how it works.

Both father and son had a deep respect for
each other. They were both deeply committed to their Baptist church, always teaching
Sunday school, and supporting the church’s
work financially. They did not smoke or
drink and prayed daily and often. John D.
Rockefeller sometimes participated as the
church’s janitor and was often seen sweeping
the floors. In his old age and once retired,
John D. Rockefeller, with the magic and
help of public relations, was able to transform himself from a hated financial villain
to a kind old man, who loved people, played
golf every day, and generally enjoyed life.
The interesting thing is that when looking at
many of the archived videos of him from the
1930s, it was easy to see that the man was
as authentic as portrayed, and not the villain
everybody thought. Are our eyes deceiving
us, because Adolf Hitler did the same sort
of thing?
Wikipedia, the Encyclopedia Britannica,
and the History Channel all have interesting excerpts on the life of this man and his
five children, and all his grandchildren, one
of whom, Nelson Rockefeller, became the
governor of New York (1959-1973) and was
Vice-President of the United States (19741977). John D. Rockefeller’s only son, John
D. Rockefeller, Jr., had a daughter and five
sons: John D. III, Nelson A., Laurence S.,
Winthrop, and David. All of them were the
senior Rockefeller’s only male grandchildren.
They are the ones who carried the Rockefeller tradition into our present century.
Although religion was a guiding force in
John D. Rockefeller’s life, he was prone to
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somewhat strange beliefs. For example, his
support of capitalism was based on a perspective of social Darwinism. In one of his
most famous quotes on the subject he says,
“The growth of a large business is merely a
survival of the fittest.” His only son, Rockefeller, Junior, is believed to have posted samples of the infamous Dr. Sigmund Freud in
the walls of the new Baptist church in New
York city, which, if you are familiar with
Freud and his work, is also rather strange,
from a Christian religious perspective, as the
Rockefellers claimed to be.

strange and it became even more unusual in
the lives of the grandchildren as their beliefs
morphed with their transition into the 21st
century.

David Rockefeller Becomes the Surviving
Family Patriarch
But these simple peccadillos certainly pale
in comparison to David Rockefeller’s in-

But actually, I have researched this form of
religious peculiarity previously while I was
writing the three-part series for the LMR,
“Who Runs the World.” The focus of this
series published in August of 2013 was
about the life and enormous wealth of Cecil
Rhodes. The effort to build the “Kingdom of
God” on earth is obviously a desire manifested in both men and ironically at the same
moment in history (early 1900s), although
they were in two different countries and, as
far as I can determine, did not know each
other. Still, they are similar in their religious
beliefs.
In the case of Rockefeller, who was born in
Richford New York, his behavior regarding
his beliefs stems from attendance at an evangelistic revival during his childhood. Known
as the “Second Great Awakening,” this revival which drew masses to various Protestant
churches— especially Baptist ones—urged
believers to follow such ideas as hard work,
prayer, and good deeds to build, once again,
“the Kingdom of God on Earth.” It’s all very

A true globalist who
preached the coming of “A
New World Order,” David
Rockefeller, above all of
the other members of the
family, can be most closely
linked to our current “Global
Lock-Step-Scenarios” that
have developed since the
coronavirus pandemic.

The Global “Lock Step Scenario” Part 3: Bill Gates and the Rockefeller Foundation

30

LMR

WINTER 2020
“Bilderberg Group,” has made several (in)famous statements that almost all conspiracy
theorists are familiar with. For example, he
wrote in his book, Memoirs, the following
lines:

One of the scenarios is
labeled “Lock Step” and
has a markedly obvious
connection to the virus
pandemics we are
experiencing today.

famous achievements throughout his life.
David became the Rockefeller’s family patriarch and was the oldest living member
of the third generation of Rockefellers. He
died in 2017 at the age of 101. A true globalist who preached the coming of “A New
World Order,” David Rockefeller, above all
of the other members of the family, can be
most closely linked to our current “Global
Lock-Step-Scenarios” that have developed
since the coronavirus pandemic—all examples of ideas David fostered and financially
supported years ago while still alive.
What’s certain is that David Rockefeller
was not ashamed of his beliefs, which we
have to assume, he felt had been passed down
to him by his famous grandfather, John D.
Rockefeller. David Rockefeller, the developer of the “Trilateral Commission” and the

“We are grateful for the Washington Post, the
New York Times, Time Magazine and other great publications, whose directors have
attended our meetings and respected their
promises of discretion for almost forty years.
It would have been impossible to develop a
plan for the world if we had been subject to
the bright lights of publicity during those
years. But, the work is now more sophisticated and prepared to march forth a world
government. The super national society of an
intellectual elite and world bankers is surely
preferable to a national auto determination
practiced in past centuries.”3
And again, in this quote from a speech to
the United Nations Business Council on
September 23, 1994:
“This present window of opportunity, during which a truly peaceful and interdependent world order might be built, will not
be open for too long. We are on the verge of
a global transformation, all we need is the
right major crisis and the nation will accept
the ‘New World Order.’”4
And finally, this one, which he also mentions in his book, Memoirs:
“Some even believe that the Rockefeller
family is involved in a secret cabal working
against the best interest of the United States,
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and characterizing my family, and me, as
an internationalist and of conspiring with
others around the world to build a more integrated global political and economic structure. One world, If you will. If that’s the
charge, I stand guilty, and I am proud of it.”5

The “Lock Step Scenario.” What Exactly
Is It?
Developed and released by the Rockefeller
Foundation in May 2010, this publication—
titled “Scenarios for the Future of Technology and International Development”—gives
several “scenarios” for the future of, supposedly, Technology and International Development. However, one of the scenarios
is labeled “Lock Step” and has a markedly
obvious connection to the virus pandemics
we are experiencing today—just take a look
and see if you agree. This 53-page document
with revealing photographs that explain the
adherence to, and emulation of, another’s actions, is worth studying in detail. For this
reason, I have cited the report in the resources section at the end of this article.
More specifically, the report consists of
four scenarios of political and economic
alinements from the strongest to the weakest
and adaptive capacity from the lowest to the
highest, as the drawing shows. Lock Step, as
we stated at the very beginning of this article, represents “a world of tighter top-down
government control and more authoritarian
leadership with limited innovation and citizen pushback.”6

The next scenario narrative is called, “Clever
Together. This is a world highly coordinated
and successful strategies emerge for addressing both urgent and entrenched worldwide
issues.”7
Scenario three is called, “Hack Attack.
As economically unstable and shock-prone
world in which governments weaken, criminals thrive, and dangerous innovations
emerge.”8
Finally, the next and last scenario narrative is called, “Smart Scramble. This is an
economically depressed world in which individuals and communities develop localized, makeshift solutions to a growing set of
problems.”9
The period of time for these narratives to
unfold covers a period beginning in 2010
and moves to 2015, then coincidently, it
moves to 2020. Then it moves to 2025 and
finally to 2030. But what does it all mean?
That can be best deciphered by examining
what is known as “Event 201,”10 which is
the pandemic simulation staged by Johns
Hopkins University in conjunction with the
World Economic Forum, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, Johnson & Johnson, and others in October 2019. These presentations, as do the Lock Step Scenarios,
are connected as they all relate to pandemics.
Wikipedia says that the World Economic
Forum, established in 1971, is an organization that is often criticized as a wealthy global elite group without any solid connection
to the broader societies they often claim they
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are trying to help, without financial transparency. Add to this what we have previously
maintained in our articles, that the problems
surrounding the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation in conjunction with the WHO’s
vaccine experiments on children in India,
Africa, and other third world countries, have
accused this duo of gross violations in medical safety. But driving the agenda to continue these experiments is the pharmaceutical industry and other health entities with
a legacy of corruption. In fact, corruption is
systemic throughout global health and national health agencies.
This topic of corruption was featured in
the prestigious medical journal, The Lancet.11 The author, Dr. Patricia Garcia, writes,
“Corruption is embedded in health systems.
Throughout my life—as a researcher, public
health worker, and a Minister of Health—I
have been able to see entrenched dishonesty
and fraud. But despite being one of the most
important barriers to implementing universal health coverage around the world, corruption is rarely openly discussed.”
This is why I have emphasized that the
“Event 201” is the most recent and revealing
example of global dubious vaccine information. It contains several slides and photographs that show that these individuals and
institutions have been planning out these
efforts for quite some time, while we have
been busy thinking about other matters—
until the coronavirus pandemic crisis hit
us unexpectedly. When you put all this together, it’s hard not to convince oneself that
the Lock Step Scenarios, or those events or-

“Event 201,” which is the
pandemic simulation staged
by Johns Hopkins University
in conjunction with the World
Economic Forum, the Bill and
Melinda Gates Foundation,
Johnson & Johnson, and
others in October 2019.

chestrated by John Hopkins University, were
only simulations.
Once 5G makes surveillance of all cities
a reality and we are forced to take vaccines
against our wills what more can we say?
Let’s also not forget to bear in mind that,
the WHO, along with the Bill and Melinda
Gates Foundation, and Anthony Fauci, who
oversees the National Institute for Allergy
and Infectious Disease, are leading the efforts to develop a COVID-19 vaccine. And
according to them, that vaccine, good or bad,
is on the way and everybody must take it.
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wQSYdAX_9JY 12

But, who really is Bill Gates? And, why
should we worry?
This YouTube video, titled “How Bill Gates
Monopolized Global Health,” has more than
1 million views and best answers these questions. Take a moment to view it.
Dr. Rein Fuellmich and The Coronavirus
Fraud Scandal
I promised you some good news before
closing out this article and here it is. Meet
Dr. Reiner Fuellmich. He is a consumer
protection trial lawyer in California and
Germany for 26 years and is one of four
founding members of the German Corona
Extra-Parliamentary Inquiry Committee

launched July 10, 2020.
The other three founding members, all
lawyers, are Viviane Fischer, Antonia Fischer and Justus P, Hoffmann, Ph.D. Fuellmich
is heading up the committees. What these
experts are doing is tremendous and badly
needed. They are presently filing an international class-action lawsuit against those responsible for implementing the economically devastating lockdowns around the world,
as well as using fraudulent testing to exaggerate the apparent danger of the pandemic.
Here is what Dr. Fuellmich says about
himself: “I have been practicing law primarily as a trial lawyer against fraudulent corporations such as Deutsche bank, formerly one
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of the world’s largest and most toxic criminal
organizations in the world; VW, one of the
world’s largest and most respected car manufacturers, recently revealed for its notorious
giant diesel fraud; and Cunard and Niagara
the world’s largest shipping company. We’re
suing them in a multi-million-dollar bribery case. All the above-mentioned cases of
corruption and fraud committed by the German corporations pale in comparison in view
of the extent of the damages that the corona
crisis has caused and continues to cause. This
corona crisis, according to all we know today, must be renamed a corona scandal; and
those responsible for it must be criminally
prosecuted and sued for civil damages.”

On Dr. Rein Fuellmich YouTube video he
walks the listener, step by step, through the
class-action strategy that will be used and
an international lawyer’s network that will
participate in this effort. Take time to listen to it and I grant you that it will lift your
spirits. To motivate you into doing this, read
Dr. Fuellmich’s final closing remarks. “To the
politicians who believe those corrupt people
these facts are hereby offered as a life-line that
can help you realign your course of action and
start the long overdue public scientific discussion and not go down with those charlatans
and criminals.” 13

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=p6QscyQl_sM
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Conclusion
As I close this final chapter of my LMR
three-part series that began several months
ago nothing has become clearer to me than
the realization that our United States is in
the midst of war. What’s become obvious to
all of us since the beginning of this year right
up to and following the presidential election
is that there are clearly two Americas and
each side has its own view of reality. We
have sensed the hatred among people in the
streets and have seen the bloodshed there as
well. Although completely new to most of
us, the world has always been like this.

We do indeed live in a fallen world and
only God can redeem us while we are here.
“For we war not against flesh and blood, but
against powers, against the rulers of the darkness of this world, against spiritual wickedness in high places.”
As the Son of God makes clear in the very
last book of the Bible, “Behold, I am coming
soon, bringing my recompense with me, to repay
each one for what he has done. I am the Alpha
and the Omega, the first and the last, the beginning and the end.”
Lord, come quickly!
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Federico N. Fernández is Executive Director at Somos Innovación
(a Latin American pro innovation alliance), Senior Fellow with the
Austrian Economics Center (Vienna, Austria), and Founder and
President of Fundación Internacional Bases (Rosario, Argentina).
He is also the Chairman of the Organizing Committee of the International Conference “The Austrian School of Economics in the
21st Century,” held in Vienna. He has been actively engaged in
work within the Liberty movement for more than a decade.
Federico’s writings and advocacy campaigns have been featured
at The Economist (UK), El País (Spain), El Comercio (Perú),
Newsweek (USA), Asahi Shimbun (Japan), and La Nación (Argentina), among others.
He has delivered speeches and lectures in three continents, is
author of scholarly articles, and is the co-editor of the books La
escuela austríaca de economía en el siglo XXI and An Austrian in
Argentina: Essays in honor of Alberto Benegas Lynch (Jr).
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Lara-Murphy Report: How did you discover Austrian economics?
Federico Fernández: I am originally from Argentina. My country has many
issues, unfortunately. However, it has a few strengths as well. One of them is that
there is a strong Austrian tradition.
Just to give you an idea, Ludwig von Mises himself visited Argentina. Indeed, he
came in 1959 to the country invited by Alberto Benegas Lynch, Sr. He gave a
series of six lectures which were later published under the title “Economic policy:
Thoughts for today and tomorrow.”
Although the Austrians have not been very effective in influencing government

“I am originally from Argentina.
My country has many issues,
unfortunately. However, it has
a few strengths as well. One of
them is that there is a strong
Austrian tradition.”

policies, they have been quite active both as scholars and as public intellectuals.
If you happen to be interested in classical liberal ideas, it is very likely that you
will soon encounter the Austrian School of economics given that many of the
top economists in the country are Austrians.
In my case, I first read about the Austrian school thanks to Alberto Benegas
Lynch, Jr. By chance I watched him on TV presenting his latest book. I watched
the whole interview and thought he was completely wrong. Nonetheless, he kept
me thinking. The next day I decided that I would buy his book. I read it cover to
cover and could not stop after that.
LMR: One of us (Murphy) presented last year at the Austrian economics conWe Can Win
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ference held in Vienna. As one of the organizers, can you give our readers a little
background? And how did it work out to hold it in Vienna this time?
FF: The Austrian conference was born in Rosario (Argentina) in 2006. It has
always been organized by Fundación Internacional Bases and different partners.
Our conference has become a milestone in Latin America. It is an event where
people come to discuss the latest developments in Austrian and libertarian theory, and also an opportunity to meet some of the brightest Austrian economists
from all over the world.
In that regard, we are extremely proud that we have been able to bring amazing

“The conference itself was
an extraordinary event. We
had speakers and attendees
from all over the world—which
incidentally shows how Austrian
economics spans the globe.”

scholars such as Bob Murphy, Richard Ebeling, Ben Powell, Guido Hülsmann,
Mark Skousen, and Larry White (just to name a few) to our country. And these
internationals are always joined by most of the best local ones, such as Adrián Ravier, Nicolás Cachanosky (currently teaching in the US), Horacio Arana, Martín
Krause, Gabriel Zanotti, and Juan Sebastián Landoni, among others. Moreover,
Austrian scholars from the rest of Latin America regularly take part at the conference. People like Daniel Lahoud (Venezuela), Marco Plaza Vidaurre (Perú),
Arturo Damm (Mexico), Ubiratan Iorio (Brasil), Eduardo Mayora (Guatemala),
and Silvia Alemán (Bolivia).
Having the conference in Vienna (Austria) was a major achievement for us and a
strong sign of how much the conference has grown since its humble beginnings.
We Can Win
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I must say that the Vienna edition would not have been possible without the invaluable support of the Austrian Economics Center and the Hayek Institut. Dr.
Barbara Kolm, Ms. Britt Schier, and Ms. Victoria Schmid were key for the organization of the conference and bear most of the responsibility of its great success.
The conference itself was an extraordinary event. We had speakers and attendees from all over the world—which incidentally shows how Austrian economics
spans the globe. In fact, we planned for two breakout sessions but we had to go
three due to the amount and quality of the submissions we received.
All the lectures and panels of the conference are available online and can be

“The problem of Europe has
to do with idiocy. Umberto Eco
defined idiocy as reaching the
right conclusion following the
wrong chain of arguments.”

watched online.1 Moreover, we plan to organize the 10th Austrian conference in
Vienna in September 2021. For more information, people can visit www.austrianconference.org
LMR: We know you have warned European audiences about the dangers of
populist political campaigns, based on the South American experiences. Can you
define what you mean by the term, and what concerns you about recent political
developments?
FF: The Italian political philosophers Norberto Bobbio and Nicola Mateucci
have defined populism as a “syndrome.” What they mean is that populism operWe Can Win
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ates as a disease. It infects institutions and undermines them from within. Populism is not necessarily totalitarian but it may very well end up being totalitarian.
This is what we are witnessing in Venezuela nowadays. Namely, the dual destruction of all checks and balances and of the economy that leads to brutal repression
when it reaches its logical consequences.
In many countries of the Western World what we are seeing is a crisis of political
representation. That is not necessarily a bad thing. The problem of Europe has to
do with idiocy. Umberto Eco defined idiocy as reaching the right conclusion following the wrong chain of arguments. It is absolutely true that the centralization
efforts of the European Union (EU) must be fought back. It is also true that the

“We conducted the largest
opinion poll ever in Latin
America to analyze what are
the views of citizens regarding
innovation, its relationship with
regulation, etc. The results are
extremely encouraging”

euro as a common currency is questionable. The problem lies in the fact that the
most vociferous critics of Brussels supranational centralization want to become
centralizers themselves on the national level. Most of the critics of the euro want
an even more “active” monetary policy (i.e. more printing).
With the exception of Spain, maybe, there is a total lack of center-right parties
that espouse classical liberal economic policies. Virtually the whole European
political spectrum has social democracy, public spending, and centralization as
statements of faith. This, of course, includes the so-called “conservative” parties,
which have not been able to conserve anything at all.
We Can Win
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Nevertheless, the old political and economic order seems to be crumbling and
this might bring a huge opportunity for reforms in the direction of personal
freedom, individual rights, and markets.
LMR: We know you have just launched a new network in Latin America. Can
you explain?
FF: A year ago, in cooperation with more than 25 think tanks, we launched the
Latin American Network “Somos Innovación” (We Are Innovation). Somos Innovación was started because all the members were under the impression that

“However, there is a lot to
be optimistic for. Thanks to
capitalism, humanity is about
to eradicate poverty.”

there is a huge gap between the trends we see in society and the actions politicians take. Knowing that this was just a mere opinion we conducted the largest
opinion poll ever in Latin America to analyze what are the views of citizens regarding innovation, its relationship with regulation, etc. The results are extremely encouraging. Not only do people want more innovation, they also consider
it crucial for the economic growth of their countries and the creation of jobs.
Moreover, there is a clear demand for regulatory prudence. Latin Americans do
not want the government regulating new products and new business models out
of existence. They neither want the state picking winners and losers.
What we pursue with Somos Innovación is to bring visibility to these majorities
across the region. This, in turn, we expect will ignite the alertness of politicians
We Can Win

42

LMR

WINTER 2020
who will see that they do not have to be the supporters of prohibitions, over
regulations, etc. Furthermore, we want to use the network and its members
in each country as a force for real pro-innovation reforms. I invite your
readers to take a look at our survey in English at the link in the endnotes.2
LMR: Finally, as a benefit to most of our readers who are primarily getting
news heavily centered on the U.S. and Canada, can you give us your views
about the prospects for economic liberty on a global scale? Are you optimistic or pessimistic in the medium-term?
FF: There is a lot of doom and gloom these days. We are in the midst of a
pandemic and something definitely more dangerous—government policies
trying to “protect” us. I am not that naive and I know the present is very
difficult and we will have to face problems due to Covid-19, the lockdowns,
the money printing, and so on.
However, there is a lot to be optimistic for. Thanks to capitalism, humanity
is about to eradicate poverty. In many sectors, innovation and technology
are growing at exponential levels. The works of authors like Ludwig von
Mises or Friedrich von Hayek reach more and more people everyday.
Thanks to technology, education—particularly in the universities—is going
to be totally transformed for the better. I am convinced that we are about to
witness the collapse of the monopoly that the Left has had over culture via
the official education system. Social media, podcasts, and Youtube channels
have helped us level the playfield and reach more people than ever. There
are a lot of trends going in our favor, too. There is a lot of work to do. But
we can win.

Note: The economists and financial professionals interviewed in the LMR are given the freedom to express their views, without necessarily implying endorsement from the editors.
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FUND YOUR OWN

BAILOUT
If you don’t like giving large sums of money to banks and mortgage companies to
finance your cars, homes, boats, capital expenditures for business needs or any thing
else you need to finance, then you are going to really like this alternative. The rebirth
of PRIVATIZED BANKING is underway. You can take advantage of the years of
experience that these three authors in these two books are offering you.
Go to LARA-MURPHY.COM to find these and other fine books.

