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ABSTRACT 

 
My dissertation addresses the need for an alternative system to capitalism, our 

mainstream system of economics, to support the necessities of a world facing 

countless ecological systems collapses, global climate change, and social inequity 

exacerbated by wealth disparity.  Alternative economics is defined here as current 

economic or socioeconomic practices and theories that may redress the flaws in 

the current dominant global economic system, which is mainstream capitalism.  

The approach to this research is theoretical; that is, I analyze the current 

literature in the relevant areas of economics and related literature in the social 

sciences, philosophy, political economics, and environmental studies.  I then 

attempt to generate new knowledge through the analysis, critique, extension, and 

integration of existing theories and by drawing on existing empirical research. 

This research is also transdisciplinary, an approach that transcends conventional 

disciplinary regimes and boundaries.  The aim of this study is to ascertain the best 

alternatives to our current system of capitalism by examining the arguments for 

and against alternative economic or socioeconomic systems.   



 v 

The scope may embrace the complex and transdisciplinary, but it attempts 

to focus as narrowly as possible on the most promising ideas today concerning the 

imminent need for changing economics in the face of our global socio-

environmental crises as being considered of high importance. The definitive goal 

of this research is to examine the most recent literature on these alternatives, and, 

based on this research, to identify which alternatives most suitably address the 

needs of our ecological systems, the needs of society, and the issue of global 

climate change.   

 

Keywords: alternative economics, heterodox economics, sustainability, 

compassionate economics, wealth disparity, ecosocialism economics, steady-state 

economics, climate change, transdisciplinary.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 This dissertation describes theoretical research that identifies alternative 

economic systems and suggests how these system address the negative impact 

humankind is having on the Earth’s ecological systems with respect to the 

phenomenon of global climate change (GCC).  As part of the overview, 

alternative economic systems are compared to each other, highlighting the 

advantages and disadvantages of each, while paying attention to their 

environmental, societal, and cultural impacts.  These economic systems are 

offered as alternatives to the more dominant, and more mainstream, economic 

system commonly referred to in the research under the term capitalism. 

Throughout this document, the term capitalism is used to refer to the 

mainstream system of economics, which is defined as the post-WWII synthesis of 

neoclassical microeconomics and Keynesian macroeconomics.  For almost 200 

years, there have been several proposed alternative or heterodox systems, first to 

classical economics, the system of capitalism traced back to Adam Smith’s 

(1776/1994) An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations,1 and 

later to our contemporary form of capitalism.  Some of these alternatives have 

taken root and have influenced our mainstream economic systems, while others 

have had less impact. Still others have been attempted and failed.   

The alternative systems examined in this dissertation are fairly recent 

inventions, having been proposed after the mid-20th century, and all show 

promise with regard to lessening our impact on our natural environments, our 

                                                
1 Throughout this dissertation, the title of Smith’s (1776/1994) influential work is 
abbreviated using the more common title, The Wealth of Nations. 
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societies, and our cultures.  Some of these alternative systems trace their roots 

back to the writings and influence of Karl Marx (1867/1967) and depart 

significantly from contemporary economic approaches.  Other systems are more 

aligned with mainstream capitalism and recommend smaller adjustments to meet 

certain needs or to correct certain deficiencies in the current system. 

 My contention is that we must find and use more ecologically and socially 

sound economic alternatives, as the dominant capitalist system is actively causing 

profound damage to our natural environment, and in turn, to all of us (Wells, 

2013).  Several researchers have suggested that capitalism is the enemy of nature 

(Lilley, McNally, Yuen, Davis, & Henwood, 2012; Klein, 2014; Kovel, 2007).  

While researchers have also identified several other factors that threaten natural 

systems—for example, technology, farming practices, overpopulation, and 

monotheistic religions, such as Christianity (Axelrod & Suedfeld, 1995)—these 

threats are not treated in this dissertation. 

 There is no disagreement that any or all of these influences represent a 

threat to nature; however, this research focuses on capitalism as one of the 

greatest dangers to societies and environments.  These other factors are treated 

only as they relate to the economic system of capitalism.  Importantly, capitalism, 

in its present form, is reproached as being a system that will lead us to worldwide 

resource exhaustion, massive continued environmental degradation, and which 

may detrimentally alter life on Earth for countless generations to come 

(Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005a, 2005c).   
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People have been suffering from the effects of capitalism for centuries. 

Many today are devastated by a host of capitalism-induced consequences, 

including rising sea levels, drought, famine, pestilence, and disease.  Future 

generations may suffer similar consequences, perhaps at greater levels than all 

generations that preceded them.  As we enter the 21st century, we are faced with a 

worldwide degradation and destruction of natural resources, including of the large 

fish species in our oceans, the lumber from our forests, the precious and rare earth 

metals, our fossil fuels, our clean drinking water, our available topsoil for 

agriculture, and all the non-renewable resources that have been depleted since the 

beginning of the Industrial Revolution (Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 

2005a, 2005b).  Simultaneously, we are experiencing devastation to ecosystems 

around the globe at an alarming rate—indeed, we are in the midst of the greatest 

extinction event on Earth in over 65 million years (Millennium Ecosystem 

Assessment, 2005c).   

The loss of the world’s ecosystems and the countless species we share this 

planet with seem indicative of a world out of control, a planet led by irrational 

forces lacking the kind of empathy needed to correct these injustices.  Jeremy 

Rifkin (2009) has challenged us to answer what he considers the most important 

question of our time: Can we realize sufficient global empathy in order to save the 

Earth and avoid the collapse of civilization?  The same concern applies to our 

system of economics, and thus these risks are the justification for this dissertation. 

Arguably, all ecosystems contribute to our living environment, and 

provide fresh air, clean water and food, and renewable resources.  Consequently, 
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the loss of ecosystems potentially spells the end of life as we know it on the Earth 

(Houghton, 1996).  Climate change has been directly attributed to human 

activities, and primarily to fossil fuel use, land use transformation, and 

deforestation; indeed, climate change is considered by many to be the greatest 

threat to humanity today and is arguably one of the greatest threats to ecological 

systems around the world (Solomon, 2007).  

In fact, climate change presents one of the clearest rationales for finding 

an alternative to capitalism, for moving against a free market system, and for 

developing alternative economic solutions.  Notably, Adam Smith (1776/1994) 

argued that a free market system eventually leads to monopoly and places an 

unfair advantage in the hands of larger businesses.  Similarly, the Dalai Lama 

recently noted that “[capitalism’s] moral core is neither profits nor efficiency.  It 

is creating opportunity for individuals who need it the most” (as cited in Brooks, 

2014, para. 8).  Indeed, climate change has been called the best example of the 

failure of the free market system of capitalism the world has yet seen (Klein, 

2014).  With the advent of climate change, it is clear that our economic system 

needs regulation and other government restrictions in order to protect the public 

from externalities, such as air pollution.   

The purpose of this dissertation is thus to look for solutions to the current 

economic system’s contribution to climate change.  According to the vast 

majority of climatologists, we have reached a critical point where we cannot 

continue producing such high levels of greenhouse gases (GHGs) or maintaining 

our worldwide deforestation practices if we are to arrest the causes of global 
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climate change (Hansen et al., 2008; McKibben, 2011; Wells, 2013).  These 

issues point to the need for societal interventions that can curb these and other 

natural resource depletion activities that threaten our ecosystems (Brown, 2003, 

2008).  The argument in this dissertation is that we must address the problems in 

our system of economics if we are to seriously change course with regard to 

climate change.  

Our system of economics, though, is integrally connected to other 

sociopolitical systems.  Thus making a change to our economies will be very 

difficult as long as our decisions are influenced by the industries that thrive in the 

current economic environment.  Fortunately, many of the socioeconomic changes 

recommended in the research can be carried out through community action and 

without the aid of a government heavily entrenched by special interests groups, 

such as the fossil fuel industry.  In contrast, other socioeconomic changes require 

strong and unrelenting government intervention to counter the power and 

influence of special interest groups.  In any case, we must stem the problem of 

profits made at the expense of our environment, regardless of the difficulties in 

doing so. 

Background and Definitions 

 Fourteen alternative economic systems are examined in this dissertation.  

Each system is analyzed in terms of how it treats climate change, energy use and 

production, biodiversity, and sustainability.  The 14 economic systems studied 

include the following: circular, complexity, resilience, green, environmental, 

ecological, feminist, compassionate, caring, degrowth, steady-state, no-growth, 
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ecosocialism, and anarcho-ecosocialism.  The dissertation shows that all of these 

economic systems show promise in certain areas, offering solutions uniquely 

suited to specific issues, while others are broader in scope, addressing the issue of 

climate change and environmental degradation more generally. 

 After reviewing each alternative system, one alternative is highlighted—

compassionate economics—as providing the best underlying basis for economic 

change. A secondary thesis of this dissertation, then, argues that compassionate 

economics, combined with the insights of green, steady-state, and ecosocialism 

economics approaches, most comprehensively addresses the issue of 

economically driven ecosystem threats.  In fact, I will show that these four 

systems provide essential needs for the future, and are sufficiently broad in scope 

to address the majority of the issues pertaining to the dissertation topic.  

Compassionate economics principles are needed to fill in the critical voids in 

contemporary capitalism, while also addressing the sociopolitical changes 

necessary if economic systems changes are to be successfully implemented.   

Thus, this dissertation does not recommend any one or two alternative 

systems of economics going forward.  Rather, a foundation of compassionate 

economics is proposed, with solid support from green, steady-state, and 

ecosocialism economics.  Insights from the remaining 10 economic systems—all 

of which offer their own unique contributions—are added as needed.  

Compassionate economics is viewed as foundational for several reasons.  

First, compassionate economics stands out because of its emphasis on morality, 

compassion, empathy, altruism, spirituality, awareness, and its Buddhist approach 
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of taking the middle path (Inoue, 1997; Mensikov, 1993; Payutto & Evans, 1994; 

Schumacher, 2011).  I argue that the system of capitalism we see today was never 

intended to lack compassion toward those with less, or to be a system that 

provides a profit motive for those who are willing to inflict environmental harm.  

I argue further that capitalism was not conceived by people who lack a sense of 

morality, good judgment, or compassion toward people and other living things.   

However, it is apparent from observing the state of the world today that 

these core values are missing.  As a result, the tenets of compassionate economics 

are necessary to first fill the gaps in today’s economic system before adding 

further essential ingredients from the other systems examined.  The ideal system 

of economics in the future will not be simple.  Instead, it will be a system with 

compassion at its foundation, combined with certain golden nuggets (or critical 

recommendations offered from the many systems studied) that are added to 

address specific issues related to climate change and environmental depletion. 

Following compassionate economics, green economics stands out as a 

system that holistically addresses the concerns of this dissertation because of its 

emphasis on protecting natural ecological systems.  Green economics also 

provides a strong moral commitment to people, and it calls for a return to a 

spiritual connection with nature, with ideological ties to the deep ecology 

philosophy (Naess, 1973).  Those that adhere to a deep ecology philosophy 

believe that all living things have a universal and non-quantifiable right to live 

and that all living things are dependent on others in an interconnected and 

complex web of life (Naess, 1973).   
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Green economics does not stand alone as a system with these beliefs and 

attributes, though. Compassionate, steady-state, anarcho-ecosocialism, and 

feminist economists share this belief in the sanctity of all life (Aslaksen, Bragstad, 

& Ås, 2014; Bookchin, 1978; Daly, Cobb, & Cobb, 1994; Schumacher & 

Schumacher, 1996).  Overall, as valuable as it is, the system of green economics 

benefits greatly from the recommendations and support of other systems of 

economics. 

For example, both steady-state and ecosocialism economics also 

demonstrate the needed attributes for addressing environmental and societal 

needs.  In fact, the argument of this dissertation is that all 14 systems examined 

have much in common with each other, share many areas of concern, and offer 

comparable and overlapping solutions.  This combination of the sociopolitical 

changes proposed by compassionate economics combined with green, steady-

state, and ecosocialism socioeconomic changes are considered critical and 

interconnected.  In the end, however, the political bodies around the world are the 

ones that will make decisions regarding substantial alterations to our system of 

economics and recommendations are made along these lines as well.   

The following is a brief summary of what compassionate economists 

envision for the future. 

Compassionate economists incorporate the complex relationship between 

society, personal needs, and the environment as part of any analysis or thought 

process pertaining to economic needs (Payutto & Evans, 1994).  Similar to green 

economists, they argue for justice and for a compassionate, altruistic, and holistic 
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approach to problem solving that emphasizes the ethical and moral treatment of 

people and all living creatures (Mensikov, 1993).  The need for altruism and 

compassion is well supported by other alternative economists and is arguably 

supported by the founders of capitalism as well. 

In alignment with Buddhist principles, compassionate economists follow 

the middle path, believing that both extreme wealth and extreme poverty hinder 

one’s ability to find contentment.  Their belief is that all people are trapped in 

suffering; therefore, we should help one another and remove one another’s 

suffering to minimize discontentment.  In short, compassionate economists seek 

peace through tolerance, and they believe in the ethical treatment of others (Inoue, 

1997).  Economic analysis, they contend, should include the integration of 

compassion and spiritual needs. 

The middle path principle is intended to bring us toward enlightenment, 

awareness of our interconnectedness with others and with nature, and 

consciousness of our spirituality.  This approach applies to our choice of political 

systems as well.  Compassionate economists point to the Nordic nations’ social 

democracies as being the rational middle path between those governments with 

capitalistic systems and those with socialistic systems (Norman, 2008). 

Specifically, compassionate economists suggest that 

• The complex relationships between society, personal needs, and the 

environment require that all be included as part of any analysis or thought 

process pertaining to economic needs (Payutto & Evans, 1994). 



 10 

• We need compassionate, spiritual, empathetic, altruistic, and holistic 

approaches to problem solving that emphasize the ethical and moral 

treatment of people and all living creatures (Payutto & Evans, 1994). 

• We need an economic system that exhibits a spiritual connection with 

the natural world around us, expressed with reverence and respect for the 

sanctity of life (Payutto & Evans, 1994). 

The following is a brief summary of what green, steady-state, and 

ecosocialism economists’ envision for the future. 

Green economists promote a sociopolitical democratic economy that 

bestows freedom, liberty, solidarity, equality, and tolerance for one another.  

Green economists, like feminist and ecological economists, see the economy as a 

component of the larger ecological system.  They propose a new political 

economy intended to provide a holistic approach to problem solving, 

demonstrating an appreciation for complexity that takes account of physical and 

spiritual needs (Kennet & Heinemann, 2006).   

Green economists wish to develop green energy, mass transportation, and 

energy conservation systems through highly efficient building designs combined 

with the decentralization of energy sources (Hawken, Lovins, & Lovins, 2013). 

They emphasize the need for consumer awareness through instruments such as 

green labeling, energy labeling, eco-labels, and sustainability labeling (Citizen, 

2014).  Green economists support reduced consumption, reusing products, 

recycling products, longevity of use, and the maintainability of products.   
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Steady-state economists see the need to limit the size of our economies, to 

shift to non-material growth, and to emphasize the value and sanctity of all life 

over other concerns while also limiting our populations to sustainable levels 

(Daly, Cobb, & Cobb, 1994).   Furthermore, steady-state economists see the need 

to incentivize positive growth in the renewable energy industries and to 

disincentivize negative activities, such as those of the fossil fuel industry.  They 

also address banking system volatility by requiring that banks maintain 100% 

reserves while enhancing regulations of national and international markets (Daly, 

2009).   

The economy of the future needs to be organized with an emphasis on 

smart development of those industries that are beneficial for societies and the 

environment.  Steady-state economists assert that our future economy must be 

protected from the irresponsible actions of bankers and from the international 

manipulation of economies, and thus the need for protective measures such as the 

100% reserve in banks (phased in over time), downgrading the International 

Monetary fund (IMF) and the World Trade Organization (WTO), and separating 

banking activities from investment activities (Daly, 2009). 

Ecosocialism economists see the need to impose global quotas, caps, and 

other restrictions to limit resource destruction and depletion.  They intend to 

counter neoliberal globalization efforts by dismantling global industrialization, 

destructive technological practices, and other globalization tactics (Kovel & 

Löwy, 2002).  Importantly, ecosocialism economists advocate for the dismantling 

of the military-industrial complex worldwide, and by doing so, for the ending of 
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wars for the sake of peace.  They also propose an end to land ownership, thereby 

reestablishing ecological systems properties to the commons or by setting them 

aside as protected natural resources (R. Smith, 2010b).   

The ecosocialism economist’s emphasis on dismantling the neoliberal 

globalization system and the worldwide military-industrial complex is essential. 

Primarily, these economists contend that globalization is one of the biggest 

contributors to environmental destruction, and that continued militarization only 

leads to more conflict, utilizing already stretched resources, and adding to misery 

around the world (Harvey, 2014). 

While many of these alternative economic systems provide overlapping 

suggestion, each one also provides unique contributions, critical 

recommendations—or golden nuggets, as I referred to them above—that are 

integral to any system of economics in the future.  Therefore, I argue that an ideal 

economic system of the future will use a holistic combination of compassionate, 

steady-state, ecosocialism, and green economics infused with attributes taken 

from the other 10 systems examined.  The following is a brief summary of what 

the remaining 10 economic systems envision for the future. 

Circular economists, like green economists, advocate for minimizing 

waste by re-engineering products for interchangeability, durability, longevity, 

standardization, reparability, reusability, and recyclability (MacArthur, 2014).  

Their emphasis on the reuse of goods and on reducing product complexity is 

perhaps the strongest among the 14 systems examined here.  Circular economists 
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also place a high value on minimizing natural resource use, reducing waste, and 

using existing supply chains (MacArthur, 2014).   

Notably, circular economists seek biomimicry solutions for many of their 

needs, especially needs pertaining to waste elimination and the creation of durable 

products.  Biomimicry is a new science that attempts to imitate natural systems 

designs for use in human designs to better solve human problems (Benyus, 1997).  

The circular economist’s aim to internalize externalities with taxes is in line with 

green and compassionate economic positions as well (Andersen, 2007). 

Complexity economists assert that economics is a post-normal science that 

is ill-suited for many classical economic theory assumptions.  Post normal science 

attempts to address problems that involve uncertain facts and high levels of 

complexity (Arthur, 1999; Hidalgo & Hausmann, 2014).  Complexity economists 

are closely aligned with the fields of evolutionary biology, behavior economics, 

Marxist economics, institutional and Austrian economics, and the original 

concepts of Adam Smith (1776/1994).  Similar to degrowth economists, 

complexity economists are for social and global justice and sustainability.  Their 

proposal for the inclusion of complexity theory concepts into future economic 

analysis activities is well-founded and is in general agreement with most of the 

systems examined here (Davis & Sumara, 2008).  Complexity economists call for 

a higher level of consumer awareness, increased consumer education, and the use 

of complexity theory as a predictor of economic growth or change based on a 

comprehensive analysis of interconnected variables. 



 14 

Resilience economists realize that every natural ecological system has a 

limited resilience beyond which it can be irreversibly damaged (Perrings, 1998).  

Therefore, resilience economists propose that future economic analysis pertaining 

to resource use and other forms of natural system disruption need to include this 

resilience threshold through the aid of environmental scientists and others 

(Munda, 1997).  Like several other alternative economists, they contend that the 

free market system is flawed.   

Resilience economists also argue that the need for efficiency, such as 

through commercial farming practices, weakens environmental systems, making 

them less resilient and more prone to ecological collapse (Holling, 1973; 

Norgaard, 1985; Perrings, 1998).  Their positions are also supported by several of 

the other economic systems examined here, in particular, with those that include 

the need for resilience analysis before decisions are made to deplete or alter 

natural systems for economic gain. 

Environmental economists see the need for strong environmental 

regulatory policies as well as the enforcement of these policies.  In their view, 

polluters and others who negatively impact the environment must be penalized 

with fines appropriate for the offenses committed (Pearce, 2002).  The 

environmental economist’s analysis methods are often used to compare 

environmental policies to determine the best options and to support fine amounts 

against polluters.  The environmental impact appraisals used by these economists 

on proposed land use are highly sophisticated and comprehensive (Pearce, 2002). 
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Ecological economists were among the first to propose that our economic 

systems need to be a subfield of natural ecological systems rather than the other 

way around.  According to Costanza, Daly, and Bartholomew (1991), ecological 

and green economists both value ecological systems in terms of holistic and 

intrinsic life values, in addition to more quantifiable tangible values, while 

including human health alongside the value of these natural systems.  Thus for the 

ecological economist, there is a need to move to an economy based on tangible, 

natural assets.  Importantly, this move must be done while providing food, health, 

housing, and educational needs for everyone in the world through social welfare 

mechanisms (Martínez-Alier & Alier, 2003).  

Feminist economists persuasively address the need to counter gender, 

social, racial, age, and other discriminatory injustices as part of the new economy.  

Feminist economists emphasize the problems with social construction, the callous 

nature of capitalism, and wasteful enterprises such as the military-industrial 

complex (Aslaksen et al., 2014).  They propose an end to hierarchical dualism, the 

idea that men and women are separate and distinct and that humans and nature are 

separate.  Feminist economists aim to put an end to the cultural separation 

embedded in our current system of economics, which results in practices such as 

the trafficking of women, child labor, and inadequate pay to those most 

vulnerable in developing nations (Aslaksen et al., 2014).  In the feminist 

economics analysis, fairly compensating traditionally female-dominated 

professions—such as nursing, teaching, and caregiving—will help to level the 

playing field with the male-dominated professions (Elson, 1999). 
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Caring economists emphasize the need to care for others at home, 

including the children and the elderly.  They point to the social welfare programs 

in the Nordic nations as examples of success and assert that all caregivers must be 

fairly compensated with social programs such as those seen in these countries 

(Eisler, 2008).  Following the Nordic social system models, caring economists 

propose that societies must have government-sponsored and funded health care 

programs, free of private insurance interests, that include home medical visits, 

home nursing care for newborn babies, financial support for families with pre-

kindergarten children, and paid parental leave following childbirth (Elson, 1999).   

Arguably, all societies around the world can learn much from the 

successes of the Nordic nations in the caring for those who need assistance.  By 

putting health care in the hands of the governments, the profit motive often tied to 

inadequate health care is removed. 

Degrowth economists, like compassionate and other economists, assert 

that we must greatly reduce our tendencies toward high consumption and move 

toward local and self-sufficient economies (Kallis, 2011).  They emphasize the 

need for social equity and that wealth redistribution needs to take place across the 

globe, alleviating poverty in developing nations and reducing economies in the 

developed ones.  Degrowth economists further propose that wealth disparities and 

other human injustices can be solved with global wealth redistribution methods 

(Piketty, 2014).   

Additionally, degrowth economists suggest that working hours need to be 

reduced worldwide to no more than 21 hours per week, with guarantees for 
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workers’ health, safety, and economic security (Raventós, 2007).  Debatably, this 

view suggests that the economy of the future need not rely on consumption or 

growth, nor tolerate wealth disparity, and that there is much more to life than 

toiling away countless hours at work. 

No-growth economists see the need for our economies to move away from 

consumption and toward a higher quality of life, setting as a new priority a form 

of well-being not focused on wealth accumulation (Trainer, 2011).  This too is in 

agreement with compassionate economist proposals.  This higher quality of life 

needs to include part-time employment with full benefits, flexible work hours, job 

sharing, workweeks with fewer hours per week, and work from home.   

Importantly, no-growth economists call for a shift away from income 

taxes and towards wealth taxes, pollution taxes, and resource extraction taxes.  

They call for investments in infrastructure and community assets such as libraries, 

educational facilities and services, mass transportation systems, green spaces, 

museums, public jobs training, and public works programs (Jackson, 2012).   

Here again, no-growth economists find strong agreement with several 

other alternative systems, including with steady-state, degrowth, and green 

economists.  We need a new measurement of well-being that is not conditional 

upon wealth, and there is little question regarding the necessity of investing in a 

host of infrastructure needs to support this new economy.  The economy of the 

future must be one that meets these conditions with a renewed emphasis placed on 

societal infrastructure that allows for new measurements of well-being. 
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Anarcho-ecosocialism economists, much like compassionate economists, 

tend toward an ecocentric rather than an anthropocentric view of the world where 

the protection of natural systems is given the highest priority (M. J. Smith, 1999).  

Anarcho-ecosocialism economists are strong advocates for eating healthy, 

organic, affordable, and uncontaminated food.  They support equal rights for all 

humans and provide the same rights considerations for all animals, allowing for 

the freedom and liberation of both (Dominick, 1995).  Additionally, anarcho-

ecosocialism economists see the need for cooperative societies that emphasize 

work and housing cooperatives, communalism, and community ownership and 

control (Biehl & Bookchin, 1999).   

The need exists for a more ecocentric focus in the future, or as Pope 

Francis (2015) has called it, an Earth-centered focus.  Furthermore, the anarcho-

ecosocialists’ compassion for animals is the strongest of all the alternative 

economists positions (Dominick, 1995).  This group shows the most potential for 

presenting activist positions on issues such as habitat destruction and the 

inhumane treatment of animals in operations such as concentrated animal feeding 

operations (CAFOs). 

My assertion in this dissertation is that each of these critical 

recommendations or golden nuggets has value for a new economic system.  There 

is a good deal of overlap among these alternative economic systems.  It is also 

clear that all 14 alternative economic systems show promise and are highly 

beneficial for society as well as the environment.  Moreover, all of these positions 

and solutions are complementary and can be incorporated into one system of 
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economics.  However, I propose that compassionate economics, more than any of 

the other systems examined, offers the most accepting platform for the 

incorporation of all of the insights from the other systems.  Furthermore, 

compassionate economics is compatible with several existing socioeconomic 

systems, thus allowing for a more flexible transition. 

My dissertation thesis, therefore, is as follows:  The ideal socioeconomic 

system of the future is one that encompasses compassionate economic principles 

and is fully imbued with certain golden nuggets taken from the 13 other 

alternative economic systems examined in this dissertation.  

Definitions 

There are a number of recurring terms used in this dissertation that are 

defined here for the sake of clarity.  These terms include anthropocentrism, cap-

and-trade, capitalism, carrying capacity, complexity theory, degrowth economics, 

ecocentrism, ecosocialism, feedback, free market, gross domestic product, 

hedonic pricing, laissez-faire, macroeconomics, microeconomics, monetarism, 

neoclassical economics, neoliberalism, resilience, supply-side economics, 

sustainability and systems thinking.  Each is defined as follows. 

 Anthropocentrism – “The philosophical viewpoint arguing that human 

beings are the central or most significant entities in the world.  This is a basic 

belief embedded in many Western religions and philosophies.  Anthropocentrism 

regards humans as separate from and superior to nature and holds that human life 

has intrinsic value while other entities (including animals, plants, mineral 
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resources, and so on) are resources that may justifiably be exploited for the 

benefit of humankind” (2015, para. 1). 

 Cap-and-trade – “Denoting a scheme which allows companies with high 

greenhouse gas emissions to buy an emission allowance from companies which 

have fewer emissions, in a bid to reduce the overall impact to the environment” 

(2016, para. 1). 

 Capitalism – “An economic system characterized by private or corporate 

ownership of capital goods, by investments that are determined by private 

decision, and by prices, production, and the distribution of goods that are 

determined mainly by competition in a free market” (2014, para. 2).  Capitalism is 

also defined as “a term denoting a distinct form of social organization, based on 

generalized commodity production, in which there is private ownership” (2009, 

para. 1).  “Capitalism may, alternatively be known as a free market economy, or 

free enterprise economy, economic system, dominant in the Western world since 

the breakup of feudalism, in which most of the means of production are privately 

owned and production is guided and income distributed largely through the 

operation of markets” (2014, para. 1). 

 Carrying capacity – “The average population density or population size of 

a species below which its numbers tend to increase and above which its numbers 

tend to decrease because of shortages of resources. The carrying capacity is 

different for each species in a habitat because of that species’ particular food, 

shelter, and social requirements” (2015, para. 1). 
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 Complexity theory – “Refers to the study, sciences, and theories of 

complex systems dynamics throughout all intersecting realms of reality, to portray 

complexity in its truer depth and scope” (Wells, 2013, p. 31). 

 Degrowth economics – “Not just a quantitative question of doing less of 

the same, it is more fundamentally about a paradigmatic re-ordering of values, in 

particular the reaffirmation of social and ecological values and a re-politicization 

of the economy.  It aims to take us out of the economy, of the domain of the 

calculable and economic rationality, and ask fundamental questions about the 

nature of wealth, its distribution, its use, and misuse.  Thus degrowth is not just a 

matter of producing and consuming less, but a tool proposed for initiating a more 

radical break with dominant economic thinking” (Fournier, 2008, p. 532).  “The 

motto of degrowth aims primarily at pointing out the insane objective of growth 

for growth sake.  Degrowth is not negative growth, a concept that would be 

contradictory and absurd, meaning stepping forward while going backward” 

(Martínez-Alier, Pascual, Vivien, & Zaccai, 2010, p. 1742).  Degrowth “is not so 

much a concept as a call to arms, the initiation of a cultural counter current . . . a 

keyword to provide space for discourse” (G. Ashton, 2010, para. 10). 

 Ecocentrism – “A philosophy or perspective that places intrinsic value on 

all living organisms and their natural environment, regardless of their perceived 

usefulness or importance to human beings” (2015, para. 1). 

 Ecosocialism – “A current of ecological thought and action that 

appropriates the fundamental gains of Marxism while shaking off its productivist 

dross,” or the belief that productivity is the purpose of human association (Löwy, 
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2005, p. 18). “For ecosocialists, the market’s profit logic, and the logic of 

bureaucratic authoritarianism within the late departed ‘actually existing 

socialism,’ are incompatible with the need to safeguard the natural environment” 

(Löwy, 2005, p. 18).  Alternatively conceptualized as “the theories and 

movements that seek to subordinate exchange-value to use-value, by organizing 

production as a function of social needs and the requirements of environmental 

protection. Their aim, an ecological socialism, would be an ecologically rational 

society founded on democratic control, social equality, and the predominance of 

use-value” (O’Connor as cited in, Löwy, 2015, p. 7). 

 Feedback – “Is the process by which the output of a system is passed back 

(or fed back) to the input.  It is the looping causality by which systems adapt and 

adjust themselves” (Wells, 2013, p. 64). 

 Fiduciary duty – “A fiduciary duty is a legal duty to act solely in another 

party’s interests. Parties owing this duty are called fiduciaries. The individuals to 

whom they owe a duty are called principals. Fiduciaries may not profit from their 

relationship with their principals unless they have the principals' express informed 

consent. They also have a duty to avoid any conflicts of interest between 

themselves and their principals or between their principals and the fiduciaries’ 

other clients. A fiduciary duty is the strictest duty of care recognized by the US 

legal system” (2015, para. 1). 

Free market – “An economic market or system in which prices are based 

on competition among private businesses and not controlled by a government” 

(2015, para. 1). 
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 Gross domestic product – “The total value of goods produced and services 

provided in a country during one year” (2015, para. 1). 

 Hedonic pricing – “A model identifying price factors according to the 

premise that price is determined both by internal characteristics of the good being 

sold and external factors affecting it” (2015, para. 1). 

 Laissez-faire – “A doctrine opposing governmental interference in 

economic affairs beyond the minimum necessary for the maintenance of peace 

and property rights” (2014, para. 1).  In an economic sense, laissez-faire is 

defined as “a phrase expressive of the principle that government should not 

interfere with the action of individuals, esp. in industrial affairs and in trade” 

(2014, para. 1).   

 Macroeconomics – “Study of the behavior of a national or regional 

economy as a whole. It is concerned with understanding economy-wide events 

such as the total amount of goods and services produced, the level of 

unemployment, and the general behavior of prices. 

Unlike microeconomics—which studies how individual economic actors, 

such as consumers and firms, make decisions—macroeconomics concerns itself 

with the aggregate outcomes of those decisions.  For that reason, in addition to 

using the tools of microeconomics, such as supply-and-demand analysis, 

macroeconomists also utilize aggregate measures such as gross domestic product 

(GDP), unemployment rates, and the consumer price index (CPI) to study the 

large-scale repercussions of micro-level decisions” (2015, para. 1–2).  
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 Microeconomics – “Branch of economics that studies the behavior of 

individual consumers and firms. Unlike macroeconomics, which attempts to 

understand how the collective behavior of individual agents shapes aggregate 

economic outcomes, microeconomics focuses on the detailed study of the agents 

themselves, by using rigorous mathematical techniques to better describe and 

understand the decision-making mechanisms involved”  (2015, para. 1). 

 Monetarism – “School of economic thought that maintains that the money 

supply (the total amount of money in an economy, in the form of coin, currency, 

and bank deposits) is the chief determinant on the demand side of short-run 

economic activity. American economist Milton Friedman is generally regarded as 

monetarism’s leading exponent. Friedman and other monetarists advocate a 

macroeconomic theory and policy that diverge significantly from those of the 

formerly dominant Keynesian school. The monetarist approach became influential 

during the 1970s and early ’80s” (2015, para. 1). 

 Neoclassical economics – “An approach to economics that relates supply 

and demand to an individual's rationality and his or her ability to maximize utility 

or profit. Neoclassical economics also increased the use of mathematical 

equations in the study of various aspects of the economy. This approach was 

developed in the late-nineteenth century, based on books by William Stanley 

Jevons, Carl Menger and Leon Walras” (2015, para. 1). 

 Neoliberalism – “Ideology and policy model that emphasizes the value of 

free market competition. Although there is considerable debate as to the defining 

features of neoliberal thought and practice, it is most commonly associated with 
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laissez-faire economics. In particular, neoliberalism is often characterized in 

terms of its belief in sustained economic growth as the means to achieve human 

progress, its confidence in free markets as the most-efficient allocation of 

resources, its emphasis on minimal state intervention in economic and social 

affairs, and its commitment to the freedom of trade and capital” (2015, para. 1). 

 Resilience – “The resilience of an ecological system is a measure of its 

ability to maintain its self-organization without undergoing the ‘catastrophic’ and 

possibly irreversible change involved in crossing the threshold between stability 

domains” (Perrings, 1998, p. 505).  

 Supply-side economics – “Theory that focuses on influencing the supply of 

labor and goods, using tax cuts and benefit cuts as incentives to work and produce 

goods. It was expounded by the U.S. economist Arthur Laffer (b. 1940) and 

implemented by Pres. Ronald Reagan in the 1980s. Supporters point to the 

economic growth of the 1980s as proof of its efficacy; detractors point to the 

massive federal deficits and speculation that accompanied that growth” (2015, 

para. 1). 

Sustainability – “Is improving the quality of human life while living 

within the carrying capacity of supporting eco-systems” (Wells, 2013, p. 229). 

 Systems thinking – “Can provide a way of conceptualizing the social 

processes in which, in a particular organizational context, a particular group of 

people can conceptualize their world and hence the purposeful action they wish to 

undertake.  That provides the basis for ascertaining what information support is 

needed by those who undertake that action.  Only then does it become appropriate 
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to ask how modern information technology can help to provide that support, and 

to provide it” (Checkland, 1999, p. 54). 

 

Transdisciplinarity and This Research 

My approach to this research is theoretical.  I gather the hypothesized 

perspectives and findings of others by presenting research evidence, weighing that 

evidence, and making interpretations that lead to solutions and answers.  I have 

collected information from a variety of sources, interpreted this information, and 

then presented it here in this dissertation (Bentz & Shapiro, 1998).   

Although the knowledge gained in this theoretical approach relies on the 

perspectives of others, I use the existing literature to provide a new and insightful 

understanding of the differences between alternative economic systems as well as 

the advantages of these systems when compared to one another.  After identifying 

limitations or contradictions between theories or between theories and empirical 

research, I eliminate the contradictions to arrive at a more consistent, 

comprehensive, and advantageous theory.  The result of this research provides 

recommendations for those economic systems with the highest potential for 

achieving quadruple bottom line success, instituting an economic system that 

meets societal, cultural, environmental, and financial needs in lieu of solely 

bottom-line success (meeting financial needs only) (K. Laszlo, 2003). 

This research is rooted in transdisciplinarity, which is uniquely suited to 

fully grasping the connectedness and complexity of different disciplines 

(Montuori, 2010).  This transdisciplinary investigation examines the paradigmatic 
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assumptions ingrained in multiple disciplinary discourses, investigates how those 

paradigmatic assumptions bias and limit understanding and knowledge within 

those discourses, and explores the implications of the alternative paradigms 

(Montuori, 2008).  Many of the ecological problems humankind faces today are 

due to Cartesian thinking and to a history of not taking into account different 

perspectives and multiple views of the world (G. Bateson, 1980).   

Cartesian thinking goes back to the philosophy of René Descartes and 

promotes the idea that the mind is separate from the body and that humans are 

separate from Nature.  Several prominent researchers have questioned the validity 

of disciplinary boundaries and emphasize the need to accept complexity when 

addressing difficult problems (G. Bateson & M. C. Bateson, 2000; Montuori, 

2005; Nicolescu, 2010).  It is argued here that the interactions between our 

environment, our diverse societies around the world, and the economic systems 

we use are highly complex, pointing to the need to accept the complexity of the 

problems as well as promoting the need for a transdisciplinary approach (Wells, 

2013). 

As part of this transdisciplinary research, I accept the interaction between 

myself and the subject of research, and that I rely, at least partially, on my own 

intuition to help me discern the importance and meaning of the existing material 

(Montuori, 2010).  Several researchers have called for an urgent need to break 

disciplinary barriers, even calling into question the validity of disciplinary 

boundaries all together, which are constrained by an inability to think beyond 

discipline-specific silos of knowledge (Leavy, 2011).  This transdisciplinary 
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approach is critical to avoiding limitations inherent with the interactions or 

barriers amongst disciplines and to locating the connections inside a total system 

without stable boundaries between the disciplines (Max-Neef, 2005).  

Transdisciplinarity is supported by Augsburg’s (2006) integrative triangle 

method, which helps researchers integrate the personal, educational, and 

professional realms, which must be holistically intertwined if transdisciplinarity is 

to be achieved (Max-Neef, 2005).  The answers obtained from this research will 

be unique and indebted to several disciplines.  However, my focus is on the 

subject of the research, thereby avoiding disciplinary restrictions and limitations.  

For the purpose of this study, it is important to note that the subjects of 

sustainability and ecological systems services are considered transdisciplinary 

subjects, which again suggests the need for a transdisciplinary approach 

(Costanza & Kubiszewski, 2012).  It is clear that societal problems are 

increasingly complex, unpredictable, and interdependent.  In fact, environmental 

issues, combined with economic systems interactions, exemplify complexity 

(Wells, 2013).  This again points to the need for transdisciplinarity research.   

 

 

Significance of the Study 

There is a great deal of research pointing to capitalism as a major and 

significant contributor to negative anthropogenic impacts on the planet, with 

global climate change being of the most concern at the present time (Klein, 2011, 

2014; McKibben, 2011; Wells, 2013).  This research is indicated here and 
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throughout this dissertation by many of the alternative economists who propose 

alternative economic systems as a way of countering continued anthropogenic 

impacts on the planet.  As an example, Klein (2014) claims that climate change is 

not only the greatest threat of our time, but that it is indicative of the flaws in our 

system of capitalism.  Another concern with climate change is the potential for 

catastrophic consequences, triggered by related events such as the thawing of the 

Arctic tundra or changes in ocean currents (Wells, 2013).  One fear with 

capitalism in its present form has to do with the temptation to place profit above 

all else, which inevitably leads to environmental pollution and undesirable 

working conditions for employees.  The detractors of capitalism also argue that as 

a system it has no safeguards against such actions and that even when there are 

regulations to protect the environment and the workers, the temptation to skirt the 

rules for the sake of profit remains (Harvey, 2014; Lilley, McNally, Yuen, Davis 

& Henwood, 2012; R. Smith, 2013).  As an example, Harvey (2014) warns that 

globalization efforts, driven by the quest for profits are not adequately contained, 

leading to continued resource extraction and other actions at the expense of the 

environment. 

Another concern is that the poor, particularly in developing countries, are 

often put in a position of having to degrade their local ecosystems in order to 

survive (Martínez-Alier & Alier, 2003).  Nature, many argue, has no defense 

against the influences of capitalism, and thus there is an adversarial role with one 

side having all of the advantages (Eisenstein, 2007).  Further, the quest for profit 
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is often focused only on the short-term, with little to no consideration for the 

long-term impacts of these immediate decisions. 

This study is important because it aims to find alternative economic 

systems that counter the negative impacts the current economy has on the 

environment and society.  Notably, this research provides contrasting critiques of 

capitalism and seeks to find perspectives that may have been overlooked by past 

examinations.  Thus, this study represents a wide-angle view of many disciplines 

in this area and seeks connections, contradictions, and new alternatives through a 

transdisciplinary research approach. 

Academic Significance 

 The stability of our economy is uncertain.  It negatively impacts our 

environment, and we as a species seem incapable of altering or correcting our 

current course.  My application of transdisciplinarity to this issue promises to 

provide a better understanding of the connectedness and complexity of the 

different findings (Nicolescu, 2008).  This approach is intended to provide a new 

and fresh perspective because of the uniqueness of this kind of examination. 

Munteanu (2008) described the interaction of our societies, our material 

output, and our economies as a set of interdependent and complex interactions 

that are in a “continuous transformative evolution through permanently renewed 

self-definition and accumulation of history” (p. 24).  Munteanu further stated that 

these self-organizing processes are difficult to comprehend with even the most 

comprehensive of paradigms.  This kind of unique and critical examination of a 

problem of this complexity benefits the academic community by infusing new 
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information and a fresh perspective on a critically important real-world problem, 

the economically driven fact of climate change and environmental degradation. 

Social Significance 

  This research is focused on the social needs of individuals and society, 

with primary attention paid to what is needed to sustain humans and natural 

environments, which in this context are seen as interdependent.  My position is 

that societal requirements need to come in concert with environmental needs 

(Mellor, 2012).  The environment can flourish without us, but we are absolutely 

dependent on the environment for survival.  We protect ourselves by taking care 

of the environment and we are taking care of future generations by protecting 

ecological systems, which in turn provide for a continual renewal of natural 

resources (Balmford et al., 2002).  Thus it is critical that we see our system of 

economics as nothing more than a tool, a system that is meant to support societal 

needs, and not the other way around (Mellor, 2012).  At the same time, we must 

ensure that our system of economics does not encourage humankind to endanger 

the planet’s ecological systems. 

 The significance of this research has to do with our stewardship of natural 

systems, with an eye toward the well-being of future generations.  Our social and 

economic systems are inextricably linked, thus relatively minor changes to either 

can have far-reaching consequences for the other.  This research points the way to 

changes in our system of economics that others can act on—if given the 

opportunity, the motivation, and the right circumstances. 
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Although several proponents of new the systems of economics propose 

that real change is only possible after the inevitable collapse of the current system, 

this is not necessarily the case (Brooks, 2014; Daly, 1997, 2009; Hart, 2005).  As 

an example, Daly (2009) proposes that a new economy can be created and may 

persist if we move to a steady state economy.  Perhaps we humans are capable of 

planning ahead and of making needed adjustments to the economic system before 

we experience the hard fall we are often warned about.  Even so, the prospect of 

voluntary change to a system so deeply a part of our societal fabric seems dim.  

We are faced with support for capitalism and a free market system that is at times 

irrational, placing the value of the economic system far above that of a tool for the 

benefit of society (Jost, Blount, Pfeffer, & Hunyady, 2003). 

Personal Significance 

 I am deeply concerned about humankind’s continual detrimental impact 

on our living environment.  I am alarmed by human beings’ inhumanity toward 

one another.  I accept that global climate change and the degradation of our 

ecological systems is primarily due to anthropogenic activities and that we must 

address these activities for the sake of our natural environments and for our future 

generations.  I am equally concerned that a capitalistic system, if left unchecked, 

will continue to favor the needs of the few in power today, and will eventually 

leave a world unsuitable for humanity and the majority of other life-forms on the 

planet.  The significance of this research for me has to do with the potential 

benefit to others, and primarily for those in difficult economic circumstances who 

have little hope of freeing themselves from a system that favors those who benefit 
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from it.  I propose that beneficial changes to our system of economics have the 

added promise of healing our relationships with one another, with nature, and 

with future generations. 

Limitations 

 This study examines just 14 alternative economic systems in relation to 

how those systems show potential for improving the way our economic system 

addresses concerns related to climate change, energy use and production, 

biodiversity, and sustainability.  Therefore, the scope is limited to examining just 

these economic systems and not others that may also aid in these areas of concern. 

 In addition, socialism, as envisioned by Marx (1867/1967), is not 

specifically examined in this dissertation as an alternative economic system.  

Instead, ecosocialism and anarcho-ecosocialism are examined as manifestations 

of Marx’s vision because both systems are more purposely positioned to address 

environmental concerns linked to mainstream capitalism.  Therefore, this study 

neither excludes nor fully includes Marxism or socialism as alternatives to 

mainstream capitalism. 

Conclusion 

The argument presented in this dissertation is that we must address the 

problems in our contemporary system of economics, or we risk the perilous 

consequences of continued environmental destruction and the far-reaching effects 

of global climate change.  The solutions proposed include recommendations from 

14 alternative economic systems, with emphasis placed on compassionate 

economics principles followed by green, steady-state, and ecosocialism 
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economics.  I argue that there is benefit to be gained from all 14 economic 

systems examined herein; however, because each of these systems has critical 

value, their integration into the capitalist system will provide essential benefits to 

both social and ecological systems.  Compassionate economics most directly 

addresses the missing ingredients from our system of capitalism.  These missing 

ingredients are compassion, altruism, empathy, and holism with regard to people 

and living environments. 

There is a great deal of research supporting the hypothesis that capitalism, 

our dominant economic system, has created and will continue to create 

environmental destruction around the globe, including the consequences of global 

climate change.  It is also argued, however, that the founders of this system of 

economics neither had reason nor cause to suspect that capitalistic forces would 

lead to widespread negative impacts on the environment or that so many across 

the world would be imperiled by poor living conditions or subjugated by those 

with wealth.  The proposed solution is to integrate the missing components of 

today’s system of capitalism; namely, compassion, empathy, altruistic, and 

holistic approaches to addressing societal and environmental problems.  

Combined with this, changing our governments to mirror the governments of the 

Nordic countries, providing a social democracy with all of the benefits needed for 

society and many of the essential safeguards for the environment. 

The case is made in this dissertation that whatever the solution is, it will 

need to be complex in order to address the complexity of the problems we face 

today and that a transdisciplinary approach is required due to the many disciplines 
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involved in both the problems and the needed solutions.  This complex and 

transdisciplinary approach is indicated as well by the integration of all 14 

alternative economic systems into the solution process.  An underlying principle 

of this dissertation is that by using Buddhist principles supporting compassionate 

economics with the middle path approach, that we will find success and 

contentment along with a better, more meaningful existence. 
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CHAPTER 2: THE PROBLEMATIC—CLIMATE, ENERGY, BIODIVERSITY, 
AND NEOLIBERAL ECONOMICS 

 
This chapter examines the reasons for alternative economic systems to 

capitalism and how these may systems benefit society, the environment, our 

climate, our energy systems, and the ecological biodiversity on the planet.  The 

inquiry question for this dissertation is as follows: Which of the current diverse 

ideas on alternative economics are the best for adequately and comprehensively 

addressing the great transition to climate, energy, and biodiversity sustainability? 

Before examining the alternative systems in the following chapters, a 

history of capitalism’s development is offered, followed by a discussion of its 

shortcomings in regard to social and environmental issues.  Capitalism, it is 

argued, was not originally envisioned to be a system of economics producing the 

negative societal and environmental costs we experience today.  It is also 

contended that the developers of capitalism did not anticipate these negative 

consequences and in fact were dedicated to helping the average person through 

the development of an economic system that could provide equal opportunities 

across the board.   

Despite original intentions, capitalism has evolved into a system that 

represents a threat on multiple fronts, requiring changes and adjustments to 

correct for its negative societal and environmental impacts.  The recommended 

prescriptions for the failings of capitalism include adjustments to its functioning 

through the addition of key components provided by alternative economic 

systems.  These changes are proposed to bring our economic system back in line 
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with the original intentions of its founders and to meet the needs of the world 

today—needs which were not foreseen by the founders of this system. 

The Early Beginnings 

Before presenting the advantages of compassionate economics and the 

other alternative economic systems, it is helpful to summarize first some of the 

people and events that led to the contemporary system of capitalism.  Capitalism, 

as a system of economics, has been with us for over 200 years.  Specifically, 

capitalism came into being following the mercantile practice of exchanging goods 

for precious metal bullion.  This system lasted up through the end of the 18th 

century, when money became the preferred medium of exchange (Davies, 2002).  

Today, we still depend on the exchange of money for goods and services; 

however, in addition to currency, money has morphed into credit cards, debit 

cards, electronic transfers, and other instruments of exchange that symbolize 

money, but have little resemblance to currency exchanges of the past. 

Several economists are credited with contributing to the inception of 

capitalism; however, Adam Smith’s book The Wealth of Nations was originally 

published in 1776, and it is commonly referred to as the beginning of this system 

of economics.  Adam Smith was a Scottish moral philosopher, a pioneer of 

political economy, and is widely regarded as the founder of modern economics 

and the prevailing economic system of our time, capitalism (Encyclopedia 

Britannica, 2014, para. 2).  Smith studied and taught several disciplines in his life, 

including moral philosophy, political philosophy, ethics, political economics, 

economics, social philosophy, rhetoric, and religion (Rae, 2006).  Smith’s best 



 38 

known published works were The Theory of Moral Sentiments, published in 1759, 

and the 1776 work The Wealth of Nations. 

Importantly, Smith (1776/1994) was concerned with the immorality of 

those individuals who would exploit others for their own gain or with those 

people who would otherwise take advantage of their workers.  Smith recognized 

that our economic system must have a moral component and that the wealthy 

must not be given the right to subjugate the poor through inadequate working 

conditions, insufficient income, or a lack of societal benefits.  Much like the 

compassionate economists of today, Smith saw morality, economics, and societal 

needs as intricately connected.  Furthermore, Smith saw moral character as an 

indication of a person’s humanity, and he saw a person’s economic position as 

just one of several aspects of a person’s well-being. 

In The Wealth of Nations, Smith (1776/1994) advanced the ideas of a free 

market economy, the division of labor, and the idea that reasonable self-interest 

and competition can achieve economic prosperity.  Smith is well known for his 

metaphor of the invisible hand, which has been given multiple meanings over the 

years.  Perhaps the most common interpretation of this metaphor, found in The 

Theory of Moral Sentiments, is that an individual’s pursuit of profit may benefit 

society unintentionally, even more than the individual’s needs (Smith, 

1982/1759).  Smith (1776/1994) only used this term once in the Wealth of Nations 

and the most accepted of this usage is that local merchants may attempt to restrict 

the importation of foreign goods in order to protect their own profit interests.   
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Thus, it is proposed here that the term invisible hand, as used in the 

Wealth of Nations, was a warning to us all that people may say one thing and 

mean something entirely different—often due to their own motives—rather than a 

suggestion that the actions of the wealthy will trickle-down upon the rest of 

society (Smith, 1776/1994).  As an example, those touting the advantages of 

supply-side, or trickle-down economics, are proclaiming this system to be good 

for everyone; however, their motives are really for their own self-interests.   

Smith (1776/1994) was suspicious of the motives of many businessmen, 

knowing full well that they would fight regulations for the sake of free markets, 

and also knowing that larger businesses would hold sway over most markets, 

leaving smaller businesses at a disadvantage.  Smith cautioned people to pay 

suspicious and scrupulous attention to those who wished to widen the markets, 

and in so doing, narrow the competition.  As Smith stated, these efforts  

Come from an order of men, whose interest is never exactly the same with 
that of the public, who have generally an interest to deceive and even 
oppress the public, and who accordingly have, upon many occasions, both 
deceived and oppressed it. (p. 288) 
 
Karl Marx, born in 1818, over 40 years after the publication of the Wealth 

of Nations (Smith, 1776/1994), is perhaps history’s greatest opponent to the 

principles of capitalism.  Marx, like Adam Smith, was a philosopher.  His training 

was primarily in Western philosophy, and especially in German philosophy.  

However, again like Smith, Marx became an economist as well as a sociologist 

through his own academic interests.  In 1848, Marx and his colleague Friedrich 

Engels wrote The Communist Manifesto (Marx & Engels, 1848/2002).  Marx 

(1867/1967) would later publish Capital: A Critique of Political Economy.   
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Marx (1867/1967) was highly concerned with the hold that capitalism had 

on societies, and with the way that those with more capital had become a ruling 

class, subjugating the working classes to poor working conditions, thereby not 

representing the common interests of society.  In fact, Marx foresaw the 

devastating environmental impacts of capitalism.  Marx, like Smith (1776/1994), 

was very concerned with the moral implications of wealth disparity.  Indeed, 

neither of these seminal economic figures would have advocated for many of the 

neoliberal economic proposals that today serve to magnify wealth disparity. 

Marx (1867/1967) instead argued for socialism as a socioeconomic and 

sociopolitical alternative that would eventually create a classless society.  All the 

same, both Marx and Smith (1776/1994) shared many of the same concerns for 

the average person as well as for the needs of the commons.  It is apparent that 

both men shared a common concern for the moral treatment of others, especially 

under conditions when too much wealth is held in the hands of too few.  

This same concern for a moral treatment of others lives on today in each 

of the alternative economic systems examined in this dissertation, and perhaps 

most particularly in compassionate economics, which is offered here as a 

prescription for what is lacking in contemporary capitalism.  The concern for the 

moral treatment of others and the negative consequences of wealth disparity, 

however, is an equally important worry of several of the other alternative systems 

examined here, many of which add an emphasis on care for the environment and 

for the health of ecological systems. 
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From the 19th century to the present, capitalism continued to change and 

flourish.  Following the American Revolutionary War, Western societies began to 

grow at a rapid pace, particularly with the advent of the Industrial Revolution.  

Capitalism, it is argued, was a major contributor to the massive changes to society 

during and following the expansive growth that occurred from roughly 1760 to 

1830 (T. S. Ashton, 1948).  Throughout this period, industries saw the transition 

from hand manufacturing methods to new production aided by machines, steam 

and water power, and chemical processes (T. S. Ashton, 1948).  Capitalism has 

also been credited with helping to fuel the Second Industrial Revolution, also 

called the Technological Revolution, which occurred roughly between 1850 and 

1925 (Mokyr, 1998).   

The Second Industrial Revolution saw the first large-scale steel and iron 

production; the massive building of railroads, steam-powered ships, and factories; 

the introduction of petroleum-powered engines and automobiles; the expanded 

use of telephones and telegraphs; and the wide-spread use of electricity (Mokyr, 

1998).  Without question capitalism was a great advantage to many Western 

societies, and in particular during these periods of expansion. 

In addition to Smith and Marx, John Stewart Mill and Alfred Marshall 

were both highly influential in the development of the fledging science of 

economics in the 19th century.  Mill, born in 1806, also studied philosophy, was a 

student at University College in London, and later taught at the University of St. 

Andrews.  He is well known for his 1859 work On Liberty, published among 

many other influential works (Mill, 1859/2015).  Marshall, born in 1842, studied 
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economics and taught neoclassical economics at Cambridge University 

(Encyclopedia Britannica, 2014, para. 1).  He is well known for his work 

Principles of Economics, published in 1890, which refined the concepts of supply 

and demand and the law of diminishing returns (Marshall, 1890/2006).  

Mill and Marshall were decidedly concerned about the moral treatment of 

others and the sociological implications of a society with too much wealth and 

power in the hands of the few (Marshall, 1890/2006; Mill, 1859/2015).  Marshall 

was a lecturer in the moral sciences, had a strong interest in sociology, and argued 

that there must be an importance placed on human welfare.  Mill was a figurehead 

for the liberty and freedom movement of his time.  Mill’s work On Liberty is an 

impassioned defense of free speech.   

Moreover, Marshall (1890/2006) and Mill (1859/2015) shared Smith’s 

(1776/1994) and Marx’s (1867/1967) concerns about the problems with wealth 

disparity resulting from the inadequate containment of capitalistic forces.  In fact, 

it is arguable that all these founders of the system of capitalism would have been 

in favor of a more compassionate system of economics had they known what lay 

ahead in the future.   

Following Mill and Marshall, perhaps the most influential economist of 

the 20th century was John Maynard Keynes.  Keynes was born in 1883 in 

Cambridge, England and studied mathematics and economics at the University of 

Cambridge, King’s College, and Eton College (Encyclopedia Britannica, 2014, 

para. 1–2).  Keynes had many publications, but he is perhaps best known for The 
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General Theory of Employment, Interest, and Money published in 1937, shortly 

before the advent of WWII (Keynes, 1937/2008).   

With this work, Keynes (1937/2008) changed economic thinking by 

countering the ideas of neoclassical economics, and the idea that free markets 

would, on their own, provide full and stable employment as long as those seeking 

work would accommodate lower wages.  In contrast, Keynes advocated for 

government actions to influence monetary and fiscal measures in order to 

moderate the adverse effects of economic downturns.   

Keynes (1937/2008) was also deeply critical of the British government’s 

austerity policies during the Great Depression of the 1930s.  Keynes’s counter-

position to austerity actions was that government deficits were, in fact, the remedy 

to recessions and depressions.  Keynes was a firm supporter of women’s rights as 

well as gay rights, and he advocated for lower working hours in favor of more 

leisure time.  Keynes also had much in common with present-day compassionate 

economists and other alternative economists as well. 

Keynes (1919/2004) thought it was the government’s role during 

economic downturns to stimulate expenditures in consumption and investment 

with an activist economic policy, investing in programs such as public works 

programs.  Keynesian economics was widely accepted from around 1940 to the 

mid-1970s, falling largely out of favor from 1979 to 2007, principally because of 

the unexpected financial impacts of the oil embargo in the early 1970s, stagflation 

(high inflation and high unemployment), and criticisms from other economists, 

including Milton Friedman (Fletcher, 1987).   
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However, since the Great Recession of 2008, Keynesian economic 

policies have fallen back into favor with many economists, including with Paul 

Krugman, Joseph Stiglitz, and Robert Reich, who are all strong advocates for 

government-funded public works in addition to strong government management 

policies guiding the economy (Krugman, 2010; Reich, 2010). 

Today’s mainstream capitalist system may be generally and broadly 

divided between conservative and liberal factions.  Conservative economists 

generally support the Milton Friedman school of thought, advocating for a free 

market, a neoliberal economic system with little to no regulation from the 

government, and an emphasis on monetarism to control market forces (Jones, 

2014).  These conservative, neoliberal economists do not generally accept that 

government intervention is needed to protect the environment, and instead 

propose that market forces alone will correct or discourage economic activities 

that lead to environmental destruction and global climate change (Jones, 2014; R. 

Smith, 2013).   

In contrast, liberal economists generally support the Keynesian school of 

thought and advocate for a more mainstream strategy through a return to the 

synthesis of neoclassical microeconomics combined with Keynesian 

macroeconomic approaches (Krugman, 2010; Reich, 2010).  These economists 

see the role of government as necessary, not only for controlling and stimulating 

the economy, but also for protecting natural resources with laws and agencies 

designated for this purpose (Krugman, 2010; Reich, 2010).   
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Most of the alternative economic systems examined in this dissertation are 

against conservative neoliberal economics, favoring instead the need for an active 

and strong government involvement influencing the economy for the benefit of 

society.  As Harvey (2014), McKibben (2011), and many others have 

demonstrated, neoliberal economics actions have been detrimental to the 

environment due to a host of development and globalization efforts, allowing 

profits to grow at the expense of the environment.  Furthermore, the contention 

here is that neoliberal economic proposals are unfavorable going forward, 

especially with regard to global climate change. 

Catastrophism 

One of the underlying concerns many alternative economists express 

about capitalism today is its tendency to collapse or otherwise fail, a tendency that 

brings severe hardship to both society and the environment (Harvey, 2014; Lilley 

et al., 2012; Löwy, 2005; Schwartzman, 2009).  As an example, Harvey (2014) 

warns that the endless accumulation of capital at a compounded rate will lead to 

economic collapse once the investors run out of profitable investment 

opportunities.  Arguably, economic collapse takes the hardest toll on our 

ecological systems and on those who are most vulnerable.  This a recurrent theme 

that pertains particularly to a laissez-faire system of capitalism, which by its very 

nature brings with it the inevitability of catastrophe (E. Laszlo, 2006). 

Capitalism, it is maintained, operates on a principle of crisis. An 

unfettered, poorly regulated market system is doomed to collapse, bringing about 

catastrophic circumstances for both economies and natural environments (Lilley 
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et al., 2012).  Many researchers advise that our economy, which relies on an 

upward growth cycle, must inevitably experience a downward spiral when 

resources become scarce, resulting in a less complex economy that uses 

renewable resources (Orr, 2003).  In addition, researchers have observed that 

historically governments are often pushed to the brink of collapse as they go to 

extraordinary lengths to bail out banks, investment firms, and other critical 

institutions following economic downturns (Harvey, 2014).   

Furthermore, the success or failure of capitalism is independent from 

many human and societal needs.  It is argued that while capitalism has continued 

to survive, individuals and societies have suffered symptomatic issues such as 

child labor, forced labor, forced prostitution, wealth disparity, extreme poverty, 

and environmental destruction (Mellor, 2012).  Some take this argument further, 

saying that there is a lack of concern for our collective needs, and as a result, our 

infrastructure systems have progressively deteriorated (McChesney & Foster, 

2010).  Meanwhile, the quality of life for individuals and families has fallen, the 

happiness index has steadily declined, and the average family in the United States 

has been forced into having two working adults to survive (McChesney & Foster, 

2010).  These concerns and others are the reasons for this dissertation. 

Statement of the Problem 

The purpose of this research is to examine the past and present impacts of 

capitalism on humankind and the environment, and to provide a critique of 

capitalism in its present form when compared to alternative or heterodox 

economic systems.  The inquiry question is: Which of the current diverse ideas on 
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alternative economics are the best for adequately and comprehensively addressing 

the great transition to climate, energy, and biodiversity sustainability? 

The drivers for this research are concerns for ecological impacts around 

the world, global climate change, and the human condition as they relate to our 

predominant system of economics.  More specifically, this dissertation addresses 

the moral implications of an economic system that favors the few, allows for 

environmental destruction, lacks sufficient controls to protect against worldwide 

poverty, and has minimal safeguards against global issues such as climate change. 

Under capitalism, we see cause-and-effect connections between capitalism 

and a host of problems that need to be addressed.  These problems include 

extreme and persistent worldwide poverty, wealth inequity (with the upper 1% of 

the population amassing disproportionate affluence), and numerous examples of 

externality costs on the commons (Wade, 2014).  Indeed, the greatest of these 

externality costs is global climate change, caused primarily by the excessive use 

of fossil fuels (Houghton, 1996).   

In fact, our system of capitalism allows for and encourages high profits for 

fossil fuel companies, while the pollution from the production, distribution, and 

use of these fuels is leading to climate change, perhaps the greatest threat to 

humankind in the last 100,000 years.  The encouragement of pursuit of profits 

over environmental concerns can be seen in the continued subsidies for oil 

companies in the United States and other countries, the low taxes paid by 

consumers for the use of gasoline in many countries, and the lack of taxation on 

externalities associated with fossil fuel combustion (Brown, 2008). 
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 The concern of this dissertation has to do with what may be called The 

Great Unraveling, which is the phrase Macy and Johnstone (2012) used to 

describe the world’s state of serious, global, and ecological decline.  It is a 

depiction of a paradigm shift in the process of revealing itself, a theoretical 

paradigm, which may be reaching a tipping point, that may accelerate humanity 

into an approaching reality of struggling to survive, moment to moment, on a 

daily basis. “The Great Unraveling is an account, backed by evidence, of the 

collapse of ecological and social systems, the disturbance of climate, the depletion 

of resources, and the mass extinction of species” (Macy & Johnstone, 2012, p. 5).  

Slater (2008) referred to a similar chrysalis effect as our society experiences a 

kind of metamorphosis into a chaotic state, with widespread confusion over 

values and our seeming inability to stop this transformation. 

 Many also contend that capitalism, under the guise of neoliberal economic 

thinking, is not liberal at all, and that this term has been conveniently chosen to 

denote a progressive system that is actually quite conservative (Kennet & 

Heinemann, 2006).  Further, the detractors argue, neoliberal economics is not new 

in any way; rather, it is classical economics based on the principles of supply and 

demand but lacking in the moral philosophy intended by Adam Smith (Kennet & 

Heinemann, 2006).  In fact, if neoliberalism was truly a liberal economic system, 

then it would provide for the role of government to regulate and for the needs of 

the average citizen.  Ironically, however, in defense of this obvious deception, the 

proponents of neoliberal economics often attack any attempts to regulate or 



 49 

otherwise influence market forces by labeling them as anti-liberal and anti-

progress (Kennet & Heinemann, 2006). 

 Capitalism has become a political powerhouse—particularly in the last 70 

years, during the so-called great acceleration—such that governments around the 

world now resemble oligarchies, with more and more corporate-controlled 

government officials growing beholden to their financial contributors (Hartmann, 

2002).  The post-1950 acceleration has also shown tremendous economic activity 

increase in the wealthy nations, with most of the population growth in the 

developing nations (Steffen, Broadgate, Deutsch, Gaffney, & Ludwig, 2015).   

The results of this dominating wealth and political influence have been the 

decimation of social welfare programs around the world, combined with the 

enforcement of a kind of austerity capitalism (McLaren & Cole, 2014).  The 

concerns with these austerity trends are that they may lead to reduced living 

standards, high unemployment, loss of social safety nets, higher poverty rates, 

reduced health services, eroded education prospects, and increased wealth 

disparity.  At the same time, capitalism has become less real and less tangible 

because it is controlled by “financier capitalists, stock and bond traders, 

investment bankers, hedge fund managers” (McLaren & Cole, 2014, para. 12), 

and others who are expanding the system of resource extraction across the world, 

further using it to exploit natural resources. 

I align with the current detractors of capitalism who point to symptomatic 

issues such as uncontrolled growth, unrestrained development of natural 

environments, ecological destruction, natural resource depletion, habitat 
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destruction, local environmental pollution, global climate change, global air and 

water pollution, local wealth disparity (allowing those with wealth to subjugate 

those without), and geographical wealth disparity (R. Smith, 2013).  

These researchers also point to a system that feeds on crisis and 

warmongering (Harvey, 2014), and a system that is on the brink of failure at any 

time, artificially held in place by economic growth, which further leads to natural 

resource and natural environmental depletion.  Poverty, it is argued, adds to 

resource depletion as those who are in need of the basic necessities are compelled 

to extract resources for their short-term survival.  War and widespread conflict 

inflict environmental contamination (e.g., through the destruction of the oil well 

fields in Iraq during the Gulf War).  War and military buildup also lead to further 

resource extraction in order to fund militarization that may not have occurred 

except for the need for additional capital.  The military buildup in the Middle East 

today is a good example of oil resources and oil power extraction to provide 

capital for the militaries in these countries (Beaumont, 2015). 

Other critics of capitalism point to how it has changed human behavior in 

a negative way over time (McKenzie-Mohr & DuNann, 1999).  Psychological 

research suggests that large segments of society have negative feelings toward the 

poor and impoverished, and these same groups tend to blame the poor for their 

financial condition (Cozzarelli, Wilkinson, & Tagler, 2001).  There is also a fear 

that the poor as a group may want too much or may want what wealthy people 

and nations have (Sachs, 2006).  A further criticism of capitalism is that it 

promotes inequity and class divisions across society (Piketty & Saez, 2003). 
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Polanyi (2001) suggested that we have lost many of our group coping 

mechanisms due to the sudden advent of the Industrial Age, which ushered in the 

proliferation of capitalistic societies.  Polanyi contended that our behavior toward 

one another continues to be negatively influenced by this system.  Furthermore, 

Polyani and others have argued that complacent attitudes toward the poor have 

been attributed to individual psychological changes that occur when all things are 

given an intangible value relative to one another, making them seem unreal.  

Thus, the advent of capitalism has led to a breakdown in social relations and some 

of the common decency practices of past civilizations, such as taking care of the 

poor and the elderly, for example.  We have witnessed this steady erosion of 

social responsibility since the advent of capitalism.   

Others agree with Polanyi (2001) that a capitalistic system which 

identifies land, money, and labor as commodities will in short order lead to 

disastrous consequences, and to an alienation that will inevitably drive the 

collapse of civilization (Harvey, 2014).  This argument—that capitalism will drive 

the collapse of civilization—may provide the greatest impetus for a new system of 

economics that can helps us return to a civilization that places values on people, 

that tends to the needs of society and the environment, and that is distinct and 

insulated from the trend toward commodification. 

In addition, there is general agreement among those proposing alternative 

economic systems that there cannot be large wealth disparities in societies 

because of inherent weaknesses in the human personality (Sachs, 2006).  

Arguably, human tendencies toward greed, envy, and fear, along with the 
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resulting subjugation of others to protect the wealth of the few, are sufficient 

motivations alone to avoid wealth disparity.   

An ugly truth about wealth disparity is that it allows poor members of 

society to live in unsafe conditions—without sufficient food to quench their 

hunger, subject to disease and other health impairments—while others live lives 

in absolute comfort.  The human tendencies toward compassion and empathy can 

and should counter these negative tendencies and remind us that no single person 

should live in poverty while others live relatively extravagant lifestyles. 

A contrasting position, based on psychological research, is devoted to the 

altruistic, nurturing, and caring side of the human personality.  The field of 

conservation psychology, for example, studies why humans can be ecocentric as 

opposed to anthropocentric, prone toward stewardship, and driven to care for 

natural systems (Doherty, 2010).  Polanyi (2001) does not dispute the human 

tendencies toward caring, giving, and altruism; he simply warns of the negative 

personality changes that can occur under the influences of capitalism.  Others 

argue further that we are by nature altruistic toward one another and even toward 

other species (Bowles, 2006), and yet many behavioral psychologists are 

concerned with what happens to us when money, greed, and objectification 

tendencies prevail over our natural instincts (Polanyi, 2001).   

The behavioral changes contributing to the effects of capitalism are of 

great concern, and to counter this behavior, our economic system needs to have 

safeguards against the subjugation of the poor as well as the destruction of our 
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natural resources.  Keynes (2009) considered the love of money to be a 

“disgusting morbidity,” labeling it a kind of mental disease (p. 199).   

In contrast, several of the alternative economic systems examined in this 

dissertation, including compassionate economics, emphasize our altruistic nature, 

and they attempt to exploit these tendencies for the benefit of others.  

Furthermore, it is argued here that positive human traits such as altruism will 

become a larger part of society as a whole—if we transform our systems of 

economics by adding in the beneficial ingredients of alternative economic 

systems.  Importantly, a properly designed system of economics can create an 

economic environment that not only allows for our altruistic and compassionate 

natures to come forward, but also allows for higher well-being, more time with 

family, more peace of mind, less focus on money, and an increased focus on the 

important things in life. 

Capitalism Versus Our Environment 

One of the largest concerns with capitalism has to do with its negative 

impact on our ecological systems.  Over the past 200 years, much of the damage 

done to our environment can be attributed to the economic forces of capitalism.  

In response, I argue that our natural ecological systems must be given priority 

over all other considerations, including our economic systems (McKibben, 2011).  

The thinking is simple.  Without our living environment, there is no life, and 

having clean water, clean air, and land is a basic necessity for all of us.   

There is almost universal agreement among these alternative economists 

that natural ecological systems must be preserved if they are to continue to 
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produce natural resources.  Faber (2008) made the case that mainstream and 

neoclassical economics largely ignore the finitude of nature, adding that many 

economists do not account for the irreversibility of human actions against nature.  

Others agree that capitalism prioritizes profit and therefore does not invest in 

preservation activities where there is no clear profit potential.  “The profit is in 

expansion, accumulation, and marketing something old or new at lower costs” 

(O’Connor, 1998, p. 317).  In contrast, many of the benefits of these alternative 

economic systems are essential because they place nature at the forefront of their 

concerns, ahead of profit motives, and ahead of even many societal needs. 

Recently, the concerns with capitalism have been highlighted by global 

climate change impacts, and our apparent inability to curb carbon production due 

to capitalistic forces encouraging yet more carbon consumption.  Thus, the desire 

to make money, to make a profit, and for large multinational business enterprises 

to keep their investors happy, has proven greater than our ability to reduce the 

continually increasing amount of CO2 we expel into the atmosphere each day.   

There are no shortages of widely accepted reports on the causes of climate 

change, and there is an incontrovertible connection between climate change and 

human contributions that include GHG emissions and deforestation activities.  

These reports include the 1987 Brundtland Report, Our Common Future 

(Brundtland, 1987), the findings of the 1995 Climate Change Report, presented to 

the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) (Houghton, 1996), and 

information from the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment Report (Millennium 

Ecosystem Assessment, 2005a, 2005b, 2005c).   
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A good deal of additional research in this area not only supports the 

findings of the above reports, but also addresses our inability as a species to 

overcome our seemingly self-destructive tendencies (Diamond, 2005; Eisenstein, 

2007).  These researchers not only support the reality of anthropogenic climate 

change (ACC) but also provide unique perspectives concerning why we humans 

do what we do and why we need to change our patterns of living, both internally 

and externally.  From one point of view, we are prone to choosing leadership 

structures that by their nature are unable to foresee long-term events, to respond to 

intransigent threats, and to overcome short-term thinking (Diamond, 2005).   

From another perspective, we have lost our connection and reverence for 

nature, and as long as that loss remains we will continue on a downward path 

toward self-destruction (Eisenstein, 2007).  Klein (2014) also argues that greed is 

the major driver of climate change and most of the environmental degradation we 

see today.  Still other research warns us that we may not be able to reverse our 

current trend leading to dramatic climate change and further natural systems 

degradation.   

The premise of this dissertation, however, is that by altering our system of 

economics, we may be able to overcome factors such as poor leadership, loss of 

spiritual connection, and the power of greed, and thereby adequately address the 

threat of ecological systems degradation.  With improvements to our system of 

economics, we may even be able to address the underlying issues concerning how 

we treat each other and the environment, and we may return to a position of 

reverence for nature, which is the position of compassionate economists. 
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Capitalism, corporations, and global trade are seen by many as a threat to 

the environment, and in turn to our own species (R. Smith, 2013).  We do know 

that we must contain many of our environmentally destructive activities, and this 

includes controlling the actions of multinational corporations.  As an example, 

Rachel Carson (2002) contended in her Silent Spring that we must continually 

question not only the safety of products produced by large chemical corporations, 

but their motives for producing them as well.  Likewise, R. Smith (2007) argued 

that our corporate leaders show no signs of reason when it comes to our 

environment, and that they will bring us to tragedy unless we take control away 

from them. 

Greed and materialism combined, with the corresponding priority for 

economic growth, are among the major obstacles to stopping ecosystem 

devastation and climate change impacts (Klein, 2011).  These researchers contend 

that greed, materialism, and apathy will still hold sway over positive attempts to 

reverse our course, no matter how bad climate change and anthropogenic impacts 

are.  Proponents for change have attempted multiple strategies for invoking 

positive action—including threats of catastrophe, economic collapse, or worse—

and still the world powers appear timid, intractable, or impotent in achieving the 

changes needed (E. Laszlo, 2006).   

I argue that the right combination of economic system changes will only 

strengthen our economy and improve our power structures, favoring long-term 

decision-making, and instilling the need to protect our environment as a crucial 

component of leadership positions. 
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Altering Our Thinking Toward Alternative Economics 

The alternatives examined in this dissertation are concerned with social 

justice and the human condition, and are committed to the ideal that people must 

not be subjected to poor working and living conditions, toiling away each day for 

little more than a subsistence living.  In contrast, the alternatives hold, people 

must be provided with a range of necessities beyond the bare requirements of 

food and clothing, including good work, shelter, education, healthcare, and room 

for advancement.  Specifically, there is a general consensus among alternative 

economists that adequate living conditions means one working person in an 

average household, and shorter work weeks (Shippen, 2012).  Therefore, a 

healthy economy means a single-earner household, providing flexibility of 

earning power, and more importantly, allowing for childcare and nurturing in the 

early years.  A healthy economy also depends on a healthy living environment, 

and therefore, the protection of natural resources. 

Moral and spiritual components are also essential to any system of 

economics in the future.  It is clear, based on the writings of the founders of 

mainstream capitalism, that morality figured largely into the thinking processes of 

capitalism’s most seminal and influential figures.  Adam Smith (1776/1994), John 

Stuart Mill (1859/2015), Alfred Marshall (1890/2006), and John Maynard Keynes 

(1937/2008) were very aware that our system of economics has moral 

implications and that we must not have a system that allows those with the most 

to take advantage of those with the least.  Karl Marx (1867/1967) was also deeply 

troubled by the moral implications of wealth disparity, and although he is not 
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considered a founder of capitalism, he is certainly a founding figure for many of 

the social welfare systems today, in both capitalist and socialist societies.   

I therefore argue that our present system of economics was never intended 

to subjugate some to the will of others, and that it was not meant to be an 

instrument of destruction of our environmental systems.  Rather, it was intended 

to level the playing field between the wealthy and the average person.  Now, 

however, we need to bring it back to its intended purpose; we need additions, 

alterations, and modifications to this system in order to restore a system that 

levels the playing field and that does not wreak ecological destruction.   

Thus, we need the infusion of certain alternative economic systems 

components into our dominant system of economics so that we may indeed realize 

the visions of the founders of both capitalism and socialism, and return to a 

system that is just for society as well as for the environment. 

The following attributes represent the goals of this dissertation.  Outside of 

the family, there is growing awareness that our economy going forward needs to: 

• Place ownership in the hands of real people, not globalized 
corporations; 

• Localize control of food, energy, land, housing, retail; 
• Advance cooperative enterprises where workers share in profits and 

decision-making; 
• Shift from fossil fuels to renewables and from destructive to 

regenerative agriculture; 
• Expand credit unions, community banks, and public banks so that 

finance benefits communities rather than Wall Street; 
• Reform trade rules to reduce the power of global corporations, and 

enable local economies to flourish; 
• Adopt a worldview that we humans are part of the ecosystem and our 

economy must work with nature rather than against it. (Korten, 2014, 
para. 5) 
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The above proposals are also found in the recommendations from the 

alternative economists in this dissertation and are included with proposed future 

economic additions and changes in Chapter 8. 

Conclusion 

 In this chapter, I made the case that our normal human tendencies are not 

destructive, that we are naturally altruistic, and that the founders of capitalism had 

no intention of creating an economic system that leads to the mistreatment of 

some by others, or to the destruction of ecological systems.  By the same token, 

we do have the ability to treat others poorly and to bring our civilizations to 

economic and environmental collapse, without certain safeguards to control these 

tendencies.  Clearly, we do not want to do either; however, we have demonstrated 

throughout history that we can bring ourselves past the brink of collapse, and that 

our ability to prevent a calamity such as this is wanting (Diamond, 2005). 

 My contention is that our economy needs certain built-in safeguards, not 

presently part of the system, in order to counter our negative tendencies.  Our lack 

of long-range thinking, our selection of poor leadership, our tendencies toward 

greed, our insensitivity to the plight of others, and our lack of compassion for 

ecological systems can be countered with these added safeguards.   

Further, through alternative economic systems recommendations, we can 

realize our true altruistic and compassionate tendencies both toward one another 

and toward the environment around us.  Thus, revisions to our system of 

economics will institute positive behaviors and has the longer-term benefit of 

changing our attitudes toward one another and the environment.   
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An example of realizing the benefits of an improved economy is the far-

reaching benefits of a single-earner household.  The children that receive this 

higher level of nurturing, compared to those who have two parents working in 

their early development years, will grow into adults who have all of the 

psychological benefits gained from this higher level of care.  Given a higher level 

of parenting, these psychological benefits can and should include altruistic and 

compassionate tendencies toward the environment and toward one another.  These 

kinds of benefits are then handed down from generation to generation, instilling 

altruism and compassion, protecting an enduring and flourishing living 

environment. 

 The acceptance and adoption of alternative economics recommendations 

are going to require new ways of thinking, a higher realization of the limits of our 

planet, more empathy and compassion toward one another, and a better 

connection with the natural environment.  Provided with these new paradigms, we 

must then act, accepting a lifestyle that may be called a self-imposed austerity 

way of living, with emphasis on our needs rather than our wants.  Ultimately, 

however, the benefits of living within our means, becoming less materialistic, 

deemphasizing the importance of money, connecting with our local communities, 

and spending more time with family and friends all promise to provide a superior 

quality of life. 
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CHAPTER 3: CIRCULAR, COMPLEXITY, RESILIENCE, GREEN, 
ENVIRONMENTAL, AND ECOLOGICAL ECONOMICS ANALYSIS 

 
Circular, complexity, resilience, green, environmental, and ecological 

economics all have unique ways of addressing the impending crises of climate 

change, energy needs, loss of biodiversity, and environmental impact in general.  

As mentioned earlier, there is a good deal of overlap among these systems and the 

other alternative economic systems examined later in this dissertation.  However, 

each approach stresses a few unique values, while compassionate economics is 

positioned as the essential platform of a future system of economics. 

The first group discussed is comprised of circular, complexity, and 

resilience economics.  These economists all agree that traditional economics 

analyses are too simple and are based on over-simplified models and assumptions.  

This first group of alternative systems point to flaws in the general equilibrium 

theory of economics.  Equilibrium theory seeks to prove that the prices for goods 

and services are established and reach a point of equilibrium based on supply and 

demand (Walras, 2013).  The alternative systems provide added crucial 

considerations to the general equilibrium theory for future economic analyses 

pertaining to consumer behavior, supply and demand analysis, and for addressing 

the complexity of human interactions.  

The second group of alternative economic systems discussed in this 

chapter are green, environmental, and ecological economics.  Of these systems, 

green economics is best positioned to address the concerns of this dissertation.  

Environmental economics, by comparison, is not as critical; however, the 

regulation and enforcement recommendations of this group are included as 
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essential to the success of any future economy.  Ecological economics is seen as 

of critical importance to many areas, though again, not to the same degree as 

green economics.  Shortcomings aside, all six of these economic systems provide 

value for the future, and each one addresses the topic of this dissertation to some 

degree. 

Circular Economics 

Literature Review 

A circular economy, as opposed to a linear consumption economy, is one 

that is regenerative and that recycles and reuses products rather than disposing of 

them.  Stahel (1994, 2010) coined the term cradle to cradle as a way of describing 

this closed loop production and use process (McDonough & Braungart, 2010).  

Circular economies recognize two types of material flows, those that are 

biological, which stay in the biosphere without causing harm, and those that are 

technical, which circulate, and do not enter the biosphere (MacArthur, 2014).   

Two of the first people to envision a circular economy were Walter Stahel 

and Genevieve Reday-Mulvey (1981) in their publication Jobs for Tomorrow: 

The Potential for Substituting Manpower for Energy.  This system requires a 

closed-loop production system, taking its lessons from natural ecosystems with a 

leaning toward biomimicry solutions.  Seminal researchers in this field of study 

include Walter Stahel (2010) and Ellen MacArthur (2014). 

 In a circular economic society, technical materials are used and reused 

rather than consumed and disposed of.  The desire is to achieve more value from 

our resources through reduced waste, particularly as these resources become 
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scarce due to political, environmental, and market forces.  The need for re-

engineering products is stressed in order to manage use of materials more 

intelligently and to greatly extend the life of products while putting an emphasis 

on durability and reuse (Clift & Allwood, 2011).  A circular economy allows 

costs savings, reduces risk, and promotes other advantages, such as higher 

production efficiency and marketing incentives (MacArthur, 2014).   

Circular economists reason that both a circular economy and a circular 

model of growth are possible with the regeneration of natural capital (Andersen, 

2007).  This model addresses resource scarcity, and it provides stimulus for the 

economy by increasing employment and profit potential (Stahel & Reday-

Mulvey, 1981).  Profit potential is increased by maximizing resource productivity, 

eliminating material disposal, decreasing leakage points, reducing material 

complexity, adding innovative processes, and providing interchangeability within 

products (MacArthur, 2014).  The process of reusing products, reengineering 

them, and other conservation mechanisms serve to increase employment as well. 

A circular economy is also intended to utilize existing supply chains, 

allow for the remanufacturing of products, eliminate the production of hazardous 

waste, avoid polluting manufacturing processes, and make use of byproducts in 

existing manufacturing processes.  Some of the product examples of this kind of 

economy include biodiesel fuel from algae, plastics from atmospheric CO2, 

remanufactured smart phones from old smart phones, and furniture made from 

recycled wood products (Pauli, 2010).   
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Generally speaking, these economists promote a minimization of resource 

use, and they advocate for cleaner technologies (Andersen, 2007).  It is conceded, 

however, that the production of products, and the use of resources, will inevitably 

result in some waste, as Georgescu-Roegen foretold (Andersen, 2007).   

Circular economics is aligned with the field of biomimicry (Pauli, 2010).  

Economic biomimicry equates to eliminating waste, mimicking nature, 

internalizing externalities (as is seen in natural processes), and emulating a closed 

loop cycle.  The complexity of the world and its natural systems are embraced, 

while advocating for the incorporation of systems thinking and complexity theory 

into the problem–solution process (Ellen MacArthur Foundation, 2015).  The 

Earth is a closed system, which leads to the contention that we need to imitate this 

understanding in all human activities, realizing that our outputs do not leave the 

Earth’s system (Boulding, 1966). 

Circular economists favor taxation to encourage favorable products, and to 

discourage unfavorable products.  Limits to consumption are addressed with high 

import tariffs on non-sustainable imports, and by raising the costs of all goods 

with negative externalities (Andersen, 2007).  Polluting activities are countered 

with higher taxes on goods and services, investing these funds into renewable 

energy production, such as hydrogen systems for transportation and sustainable 

agricultural practices.  In addition, imposing higher taxes on raw materials use is a 

way of increasing their cost, internalizing externalities, and making recycled or 

reused materials more cost-effective by comparison. These proposals for 

internalizing externalities are in line with those of Pigou (2013). 
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Discussion 

Circular economists are firm on the need to move away from a fossil fuel 

economy and toward an economy that promotes renewable energy along with 

other critically needed infrastructure (a view shared by many alternative 

economists) (Andersen, 2007; Pauli, 2010).  These economists, though, propose a 

system of economics that relies heavily on recycling and reusing materials.  

Arguably, the need to recycle and reuse materials is of critical importance so that 

we can reduce resource consumption, and eliminate waste.  This system provides 

a crucial benefit going forward, as shown in the golden nuggets section below.  

In order to create the product changes circular economists propose, 

however, it is necessary to confront the political influence imposed on our 

governments by special interests, and in particular, by the fossil fuel industry.  

Therefore, we must first create a healthy governing sector by getting businesses 

out of government.  This is one advantage to having a social democracy, as 

suggested by compassionate economists: With this kind of governing system, we 

can provide more control over the private sector by the public sector.  At the same 

time, a stronger public sector will be in a sounder position to keep the private 

sector out of public affairs, while also allowing for strict regulations on the use of 

recyclable materials and other product changes that allow for circular use. 

We similarly need to change economic performance measurements to 

support a restorative economy, and thus avoid take-make-use-waste practices.  To 

accomplish this goal, circular economists recommend that we decouple economic 

growth from dependence on finite resources, place new emphasis on design to 
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keep products at their highest utility level, and marry economic domains with 

ecological and social domains (Andersen, 2007; Clift & Allwood, 2011; 

MacArthur, 2014).  To achieve these goals, we need to spend time up front to 

design products that allow for interchangeability, longevity, durability, and 

maintainability.  We must make designs that transcend brand idiosyncrasies (for 

example, by making one company’s phone charger interchangeable with all others 

or by making replaceable batteries that fit all laptops).  

These kinds of actions can add to profit potentials; however, they will 

require that manufacturers of products collaborate with one another, share trade 

secrets, and produce products with circular economy benefits.  Some of these 

actions will also involve higher costs for production in the short term, even as 

production of disposable products in a growth economy will arguably have much 

higher costs in the long run.   

We can no longer afford to dispose of perfectly functional products simply 

because of planned obsolescence or minor malfunctions.  We absolutely need 

product interchangeability and product longevity going forward.  The need for 

longevity and interchangeability requires strong government control and 

enforcement of many manufacturing processes that would otherwise result in 

competing products with little to no interchangeability.  This again points to the 

need for a strong and functional government not beholden to special interests. 

Like ecological and resilience economists, circular economists are 

grounded in an understanding of the feedback mechanisms of natural systems.  

They appreciate the resilience and productivity of natural systems, recognize the 
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value of biodiversity, and advocate for restoring degraded habitats to their fullest 

biological capacity (MacArthur, 2014).  The need to learn from natural processes 

is clear, and arguably needs to be part of not only product design but also of 

service and process designs in the future.   

Circular economists agree with compassionate, complexity, and other 

economists in suggesting that everything is connected to everything else.  Thus, 

we are each interdependent with one another.  The social structures we conceive 

are completely dependent on our natural environments.  However, their 

supposition uniquely calls for a non-linear economic system that will allow for 

natural systems to coexist with human systems.  They also agree with ecological 

economists that we need to have a full accounting of our ecological systems, and 

we need to inventory our planet’s species in order to better address species 

extinctions (Pauli, 2010; MacArthur, 2014).  In fact, there is much agreement in 

these areas as all alternative economists have an appreciation for the importance 

of better understanding our natural systems. 

The recommendations of circular economists are both profound and 

limiting at the same time.  They are ahead of the other economists examined here 

on the need to ensure use of a circular process, and by doing so minimize resource 

use as compared to a linear model.  However, some of their recommendations 

outside of the need to reduce resource consumption tend to be less comprehensive 

and are more specifically designed to ensure reusability and recyclability.  

In contrast, some of the recommendations of the other economic systems 

examined here are considered more beneficial because they address the needs of 
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this dissertation more fully.  As an example, the need proposed by compassionate 

economists for structural changes to government is necessary in order to support 

the positions of circular economists and others (Norman, 2008; Schumacher, 

2011).  Arguably, unless we remove the business and profit interests from our 

governments, we are in a weak position to implement many of the 

recommendations proposed by the alternative economists. 

Critical Recommendations: “Golden Nuggets” 

Several of the recommendations of circular economists are of critical 

importance for the future system of economics.  Some of these recommendations 

include the following: 

• Minimizing waste by re-engineering products for interchangeability, 

durability, longevity, standardization, reparability, reusability, and the 

recyclability of goods, which leads to reuse of goods while reducing 

product complexity and toxicity; 

• Using biodegradable products when possible (such as for single-use 

bags, packaging, and food utensils); 

• Making recycled products at lower costs than products from virgin 

materials; 

• Internalizing externalities with taxes on negative externality goods and 

services, with subsidies on positive externality goods and services. 
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Complexity Economics 

Literature Review 

Complexity economics holds the promise of increasing the sustainability 

of societal consumption through education, with the knowledge that our system of 

economics is a post-normal science best understood through complexity theory.  

Post-normal science has been identified as way of dealing with uncertainties, and 

as a way of improving our decision capabilities as compared to using “normal 

science” (Wesselink & Hoppe, 2011, p. 389).  Those elements that are considered 

specific to post-normal science are: “1) management of uncertainty, 2) 

management of inter- and/or transdisciplinarity, 3) management of policy 

relevance, 4) management of quality” (Wesselink & Hoppe, 2011, p. 392).  

Seminal researchers in this field of study include Brian Arthur (2013), Ricardo 

Hausmann (Hausmann & Hidalgo, 2014), and Eric Beinhocker (2007). 

The assertion of complexity economists is that our understanding of 

economic systems is increasingly being improved with the use of complexity 

theory concepts (Davis & Sumara, 2008).  Thus, complexity theory can be used to 

improve consumer pedagogy through the inclusion of key concepts such as chaos, 

self-organization, interdependent interactions, adaptation, holism, and synergy 

(Manson, 2001).  Past consumer education, by comparison, has used the 

principles of normal science and neoclassical economic theory.  Education, 

therefore, can be substantially improved if we see economics as a post-normal 

science following the behavior of complex systems, and using complexity theory 

to explain our economies (McGregor, 2011). 
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 Complexity economists draw inspiration from evolutionary biology along 

with behavior economics, Marxian economics, institutional and Austrian 

economics, and the works of Adam Smith (Beinhocker, 2007).  Recently, Harvard 

economist Ricardo Hausmann conceived of a way to understand and measure the 

complexity of a given economy and to predict future outcomes, such as changes 

in GDP over time, using methods now part of complexity models (Hausmann & 

Hidalgo, 2014).  However, complexity models go back to at least 1989, with the 

creation of an artificial stock market by members of the Santa Fe Institute.  These 

economists have proposed that the economic complexity and diversity of a given 

economy can be used as a predictor of the economic growth of society 

(Hausmann & Hidalgo, 2014).  Their assertion is that a simplified analysis used 

for tame problems is based on quantitative data with too many assumptions and is 

non-representative of the reality of the “wicked” problems that are economic 

problems (McGregor, 2011).   

 Complexity economists contend that problems such as the increasingly 

large income gaps between developed and developing nations is best understood 

with the addition of the complexity theory approach (Hidalgo & Hausmann, 

2014).  World issues are seen as unique, evolving with time, and thus future 

solutions must vary with new circumstances; these solutions seldom have wide 

agreement, are intricately complex, and are prone to creating new wicked 

problems that are unexpected (Arthur, 1999).  Hence the economy cannot be 

separated from society or the environment.  Problems pertaining to the economy 

are messy and include human and social interactions.  These problems thus lend 
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themselves to a wide variety of conflicts with differing and often conflicting 

opinions, interests, and ideologies (McGregor, 2011).  

 As opposed to traditional economists, who use general equilibrium theory, 

complexity economists do not consider consumers to be unbiased or unaffected 

by their values or belief systems, and they recognize that consumers have limited 

as opposed to unlimited cognitive resources (Pavard & Dugdale, 2001).  

Therefore, the assumption is that consumer spending behaviors are not rational, 

can change with time and circumstance, and are not well-informed enough to 

make rational decisions based on available information (McGregor, 2011).  

Complexity advocates accept non-homogeneity across society; they accept the 

variance between individual and group behavior; and they contest many of the 

assumptions of mainstream economists (Pavard & Dugdale, 2001). 

 Arthur (2013) contended that consumer behavior is complicated by 

consumer expectations, and that complexity-modeling predictions provide non-

intuitive results.  Arthur also argued that our economies are not in equilibrium and 

are highly interconnected with other systems, including with the social 

interactions involved in making a purchasing decision.  In addition, an economy is 

continually open to change and responds to new behavior, and therefore any 

controls put in place must be carefully thought out, with an understanding of this 

dynamic response process (Arthur, 2013).   

Complexity economists view the economy as an ecological environment 

containing countless mini-ecological environments (Beinhoker, 2007; Manson, 

2001).  Therefore, by using complexity economics methods and by addressing 
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these kinds of dynamic responses, these economists seek not only to predict 

consumer behavior, but to predict economic downturns in response to 

consumption pattern changes and other economic influences. 

The stock market is just one such ecological environment, and accordingly 

expectational models are inadequate to predict complex regimes, phase 

transitions, and other anomalies that occur randomly (Arthur, 2013).  Complexity 

economics is thus helping economists to understand market phenomena such as 

poverty persistence, the creation of monopolies, and market instability.   

 For the complexity economist, humans are seen as highly complex, with 

our most complex creation being our economy (Beinhoker, 2007).  Their analyses 

attempt to integrate both identified and predicted future economic responses with 

significant societal, technological, and environmental changes.  As an example, 

new and emerging technologies or major conflicts can be incorporated into 

complexity economic modeling in order to better predict economic responses to 

these influences.  Our economies are seen as continually evolving, adjusting to 

changing conditions.  Like degrowth and ecological economists, complexity 

economists advocate for social justice, global justice, and sustainability.  

However, they consider that consumer education should be augmented with 

complexity economics principles (McGregor, 2011), and this must include aspects 

of systems thinking and complexity theory (Colander, 2002).   

Discussion 

The complexity economist’s position that our system of economics needs 

to be understood as a post-normal science is well supported by the other 
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alternative economists examined here.  As an example, resilience economists 

contend that economic systems evolve with time and are not static (Folke et al., 

2002) and feminist economists argue that economic systems are in continual 

change, eluding mathematical modeling (Ferber & Nelson, 2009). There is wide 

acceptance that over-simplification assumptions used in mainstream economics 

lead to erroneous results and that these assumptions are inadequate for predicting 

future market changes.  Compassionate, resilience, green, and other alternative 

economists share this thinking as well.  Green economists, for example, recognize 

that economics and other systems including environmental systems are 

interconnected and that both systems experience dynamic changes over time 

(Newton & Cantarello, 2014).  Others contend that the assumption of steady-state 

models is invalid because human and natural systems exist in variable states at 

varying times (Perrings, 1998). 

The complexity economist’s position that consumption is integrally 

connected to the environment, sustainability, and social justice issues is also 

widely agreed upon by other alternative economists.  As an example, ecological 

economists connect class struggle in developing nations with harmful resource 

extraction practices, ultimately connected to consumption patterns in developed 

nations (Burkett, 2006).  Others contend that our present day resource depletion 

activities lead directly to inequities in developing nations such as with the scarcity 

of water, fuel and food (Jackson, 2012). Therefore, complexity economists realize 

that product purchases have multiple unintended consequences, including water 
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shortages, climate impacts, and health impairments, a result of certain products 

containing genetically modified foods or toxic substances, for example.   

Furthermore, complexity economists recognize that these non-rational 

consumption actions are influenced and mediated by institutions and associations 

(Arthur, 1999).  This argument supports the position that government intervention 

is influential and needed with regard to consumption patterns, and it aligns with 

the call for an active government system to provide for adequate intervention of 

consumption activities.  Thus, this position is in agreement with those of 

compassionate, caring, and other alternative economists. 

Several of the alternative systems examined here also agree that the 

subject of economics is like many of the problems we are forced to address in the 

21st century, requiring the acceptance of the complexity of these kinds of 

problems.  Even so, there is much to learn from complexity theory analysis work, 

and the synthesis of the complexity theory approach into economic analyses.  The 

need for consumer education is also considered of utmost importance and can be 

improved upon with the product labeling methods supported by green economists.  

The modeling tools of this higher level of analysis, however, need to be 

incorporated into economics analysis in the future, learning from complexity 

economics methods. 

Although this system of economics provides valuable tools for economic 

analysis and for understanding consumer behavior, it does not cover this 

dissertation topic as thoroughly as some of the other alternative economic 
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systems.  All the same, there is a need to incorporate complexity economic 

analysis into the economic system of the future. 

Critical Recommendations: “Golden Nuggets” 

Several of the recommendations of complexity economists are of critical 

importance for the future system of economics and some of their proposals are 

included here, as follows:   

• Accepting economics as a post-normal science;   

• Including complexity theory concepts into future economic analysis 

activities; 

• Augmenting consumer education with complexity economics 

principles, including with aspects of systems thinking and complexity 

theory. 

Resilience Environmental Economics 

Literature Review 

 Economists in the resilience environmental economics area are concerned 

that every natural system has a limited resilience to outside influences, such as 

resource extraction or pollution activities.  C. S. Holling (1973) first introduced 

the concept of resilience in ecological systems in 1973.  Holling advised that once 

a certain resilience threshold is exceeded, then the ecological system is either 

damaged irreversibly or is transformed into another system with undesirable 

changes (Walker, Holling, Carpenter, & Kinzig, 2004).  The resilience of an 

ecological system has to do with the time it takes for a system disturbed to return 

to its original state, which also depends on the magnitude of the disturbance 
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(Perrings, 1998).  Therefore, this realization justifies the need for the inclusion of 

resilience in economic models that involve natural systems, as opposed to the 

assumption that natural systems maintain equilibrium states, independent of the 

amount of disturbance.  Seminal researchers in this field of study include Charles 

Perrings (1998, 2006), Richard Norgaard (2006) and Brian Walker (Walker, 

Holling, Carpenter, & Kinzig, 2004). 

 Resilience economists contend that both macroeconomic and 

microeconomic resilience help to determine the ability of our economies to cope 

with market upheavals, war, and natural disasters.  The free market system is 

flawed because of its need for efficiency (as seen for example in commercial 

farming practices) and its reliance on specialization, which weakens 

environmental systems due to a dependence on certain conditions (Walker et al., 

2004).  The proliferation of monoculture crops—in forests and orchards, for 

example—resilience economists contend, leads to vulnerability from drought, 

insects, and disease.  The assumptions of equilibrium or steady-state models are 

also considered invalid, because all natural systems are dynamic and exist in 

multiple stable states at varying times (Perrings, 1998).  There is likewise linkage, 

they argue, between sustainability, resilience, and biodiversity (Perrings, 1998).   

Ecological resilience helps to estimate ecosystem threat vulnerabilities, 

and an understanding of this resilience is needed to achieve sustainable 

development (Brand, 2009).  A major concern is that some economic activities, 

such as using pesticides, introducing exotic species, or nutrient pollution, reduce a 

system’s resilience.  Other activities, such as deforestation or over-fishing, cross 
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the threshold of a system’s resilience, preventing it from being able to return to its 

original stable state (Peterson, Allen, & Holling, 1998).  Therefore, the larger the 

scale of the damage, the less likely it is for a system to return to an original and 

balanced state.  

 Just as importantly, resilience economists see economic systems and 

natural systems as interconnected, each dependent upon the other.  There is hence 

a kind of collaboration between environmental and economic systems (Perrings, 

1998).  Several other alternative economists agree and advise that there is a 

connection between environmental resilience, economic activity, carrying 

capacity, and environmental growth (Arrow et al., 1995).  Both economic and 

natural systems are under stress, however, and each are heading on a collision 

course with one another, further stretching the resilience of both natural and 

human systems (Perrings, 1998).  Another concern is that a systemic failure in 

financial markets threatens how we treat already fragile environmental systems, 

and that the consequences of GCC, in turn, threaten our financial systems.  

Consequently, the economic costs of GCC will need to include environmental 

degradation as well as costs to societies.  

 Resilience economists call for new approaches to problem solving, 

including through interdisciplinary collaboration between science and economics 

disciplines.  Ecological and economic systems cannot be considered 

independently in their view and, in fact, need to be integrated by incorporating the 

equity needs of inter- and intra-generations (Folke et al., 2002). 
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Furthermore, the carrying capacity of an ecological system is a function of 

the amount of resource extraction combined with the technology being employed 

for that extraction, and these carrying capacities are not fixed in natural systems 

(Arrow et al., 1995).  This kind of analysis, resilience economists contend, 

requires interdisciplinary evaluation and the acceptance of the intricacy of these 

natural systems.  This same kind of interdependence is seen in social systems, 

which suggests that some of our social systems solutions may be used to help with 

ecological systems problems (Berkes & Folke, 1998).   

 Along with interdependence amongst systems, resilience economists 

advise that we must accept the complexity of each system in addition to the 

interrelationships between systems.  Therefore, in agreement with complexity 

economists, resilience economists see that various systems, including economic 

systems, act in complex, non-linear fashions and therefore are not static.  Instead, 

these systems evolve in an integrated and variable way (Folke et al., 2002).  In 

fact, these economists are fundamentally in agreement with complexity 

economists in recognizing the complexity of both natural and human systems 

along with the need to include these complex interactions in analyses pertaining to 

either.  Consequently, traditional mechanistic economic models are insufficient 

for the study of the relationship between environmental, economical, and societal 

systems (Norgaard, 1985).   

Along similar lines, there is a call for openness to uncertainty and 

contradiction, and a return to philosophical pluralism (Norgaard, 1985).  In other 

words, the sense here is that there is more than one kind of reality and that there 
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are several ways of understanding the world around us (Norgaard, 1985).  Thus, 

the complex combination of these system’s dynamics need to be understood in 

order to address questions such as the amount of resources that can be taken from 

a given ecological system.  These approaches in turn require an appreciation for 

systems thresholds and feedback mechanisms (Perrings, 2006).  In addition, 

resilience economists call for sound environmental policy in conjunction with our 

system of economics, and they argue that economic liberalization combined with 

global free trade are no substitute for needed policies (Arrow et al., 1995).   

 Resilience solutions generally point toward the protection of biodiversity 

and ecological systems.  Along with the need to safeguard these systems, there is 

an appreciation that protection of these systems is difficult.  Thus simply 

regulating use and taxing economic activities is not sufficient because system 

dynamics require an in-depth understanding of the system’s resilience, including 

the understanding that feedback responses may come in the form of irreversible 

damage to a given ecological system (Perrings, 2006).   

Hence, an active management of resources is needed in order to stem 

damage from human activities (Berkes & Folke, 1998).  This management 

includes dealing with the changeable connections and interactions between 

humans, human systems, and the coevolution of ecological systems (Norgaard, 

2006).  Part of the need, then, is learning in the process, relying on feedbacks 

from the environment, and adding this information into our knowledge base 

(Berkes & Folke, 1998).  Walker et al. (2004) added that our need for adaptive 

and active management of these resources is necessary in order to prevent 
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unwanted transformation of these ecological systems due to human-caused 

perturbations.  

Discussion 

 Resilience economist analysis is needed, and it is also clear that modeling 

human systems benefits from an understanding of these systems’ resilience as 

well as their interconnectedness with natural systems.  The need for 

interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary approaches to these kinds of analyses is 

also critical.  Blending science with economics increases our overall 

understanding of the dynamics and interconnections between the economy and the 

environment.  Green, complexity, feminist, compassionate, and other economists 

also propose the need for interdisciplinary approaches to problem solving and 

economic analysis (Costanza & Kubiszewski, 2012; Folk et al., 2002; Nelson, 

1996). 

Other alternative economists also agree with the views of resilience 

economists and complexity economists concerning the fallacy of mechanistic 

assumptions and the over simplicity of models used by mainstream economists 

(McGregor, 2011; Norgaard, 1985; Pavard & Dugdale, 2001).  In contrast, our 

societies, our social systems, and our selves each exhibit an interdependence with 

natural systems, and there is agreement among alternative economists that our 

economic system is no exception. 

We certainly do oversimplify many human activities, equating human 

contrivances with natural systems or processes.  As an example, far too often 

mainstream economists and others equate manmade monoculture crops with 
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natural ecological systems and yet the differences between the two are vast.  A 

natural system is not only more resilient than a monoculture system; it also 

provides essential habitat and other services, such as water filtration and oxygen 

production, at considerably higher levels. 

 Indeed, more of this kind of analysis is needed when proposing new 

projects or when contemplating natural resource displacement.  The replacement 

of tropical rain forests with palm tree plantations is just one example of inflicting 

irreparable damage to a natural system for the sake of profit.  In fact, it is clear 

that we too often underestimate the complexity of the intricate relationships 

among environmental, economic, and societal systems.   

The necessity for adaptive and active management of natural resources is 

clear, as is the added advantage of creating much-needed jobs.  Active 

management of these resources is significantly more labor-intensive than other 

forms of resource use, such as the clear cutting of forests for lumber.  Several 

other alternative economists share this position and advocate for the active 

management of natural resources.  This requirement, in fact, points to the problem 

with public ownership of large tracks of land without actively managing them.   

A middle path approach between private land ownership and public land 

ownership would allow farming and other kinds of rental or concession operations 

on publicly held land.  These concession operations, if properly regulated, would 

allow for profit from the concession operations, protection of the land from 

excessive resource depletion, and safeguarding from outside interests.  In addition 

to concessions, business properties, farmland, and other large tracts of land and 
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development could be rented from the state, providing both revenue and sufficient 

oversight to impede unwanted activities.  Another way to democratize ownership 

is through land trusts. 

 Resilience economists are not as specific on energy recommendations or 

on social systems solutions.  As can be seen, though, they embrace complexity 

and the need for biodiversity.  They address climate change by emphasizing the 

need for ecological systems protection, which includes addressing climate change 

inputs; however, there are few specific recommendations in this area.  

Overall, resilience economist contributions are quite valuable concerning 

the need for interdisciplinary approaches to problem solving and the need to 

account for the resilience in natural and human systems.  Their system of 

economics, however, does not meet many of the other needs of this dissertation 

topic.  Therefore, although their contributions are crucial to the solution of several 

of the concerns outlined in this dissertation, this system of economics is not 

considered one of the core systems needed to meet the dissertation criteria. 

Critical Recommendations: “Golden Nuggets” 

Still, many of the recommendations of resilience economists are of critical 

importance for any future system of economics and some of their proposals 

include:   

• Realizing that every natural ecological system has a limited resilience 

beyond which it can be irreversibly damaged; 
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• Using interdisciplinary practices by blending the many fields of 

science with economics in order to address the complex problems of 

the 21st century;   

• Deploying the adaptive and active management of ecological resources 

to prevent exceeding their resilience threshold; 

• Understanding that future economic analyses pertaining to resource 

use and other forms of natural system disruption need to include 

resilience thresholds in their analyses, with the aid of environmental 

scientists and others. 

Green Economics 

Literature Review 

Green economists promote natural systems, sustainability, social justice, 

fairness, environmental needs, and an efficient economy.  They also support low 

and efficient resource consumption along with minimal carbon use, and they 

advocate for low-impact extraction of resources.  Green economists are politically 

motivated, believing in democracy, freedom, liberty, solidarity, equality, social 

justice, and happiness (Kennet & Heinemann, 2006).  In addition, individual 

rights, fairness, and the well-being of the community are high on their priority list 

(Kahle & Gurel-Atay, 2013).  This group also favors long-term results over short-

term gains.  Seminal researchers in this field of study include, Robin Hahnel 

(2011), Molly Cato (2009) and Volker Heinemann (Kennet & Heinemann, 2006). 

Green economists strive for a resource efficient economy that is low in 

carbon use, while also being socially just (UNEP, 2011).  Many in this group 
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support capping carbon emissions and applying carbon taxes for fossil fuel use 

(Hahnel, 2011).  Green economics can be traced back to 1989, to a report entitled 

Blueprint for a Green Economy (Pearce, Markandya, & Barbier, 1989).  Some 

green economists, however, consider Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring to be the first 

green book (Kennet & Heinemann, 2006).   

Like feminist and ecological economists, green economists see the 

economy as a component of the ecological system.  In addition, natural resources 

are seen not simply as commodities that can be easily accounted for with 

traditional accounting systems.  On this view, nature and natural systems have 

their own unique value.  Similar to anarcho-ecosocialists, their roots in deep 

ecology philosophy provide an added incentive to preserve natural ecological 

systems for their own sake.  Many green economists also call for a new paradigm 

concerning ecological systems and a realignment of our attitudes concerning our 

need for and appreciation of natural environments (Kennet, 2012).  

Some green economists reject neoclassical economics entirely, favoring 

instead a new political economy beyond capitalism (Kennet & Heinemann, 2006).  

Others, however, support a revisioning of existing capitalist economic systems 

with the addition of green economics and green politics as part of the new societal 

structure.  However, several green economists, in alignment with ecosocialists, 

see multi-national corporations as pathological enterprises that have an insatiable 

need to pursue and acquire power (Bakan, 2005; Hartmann, 2002).  This position 

puts them in alignment with compassionate, feminist, no-growth, caring, and 

other economists. 
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For the green economist, economic growth is identified with ecological 

system destruction, in agreement with several other alternative systems.  The 

equitable distribution of resources across societies is also seen as a must in this 

group, putting them in agreement with steady-state, no-growth, compassionate, 

ecosocialist economists, and others.  Along these same lines, green economists do 

not equate a rising GDP to either growth or progress.  In agreement with feminist 

and caring economists, green economists contend that about half of all products 

and services come from the unpaid sector, and that the workers in these industries 

need to be adequately compensated.  Green economists are also in good alignment 

with compassionate, feminist, caring, and ecological economists with their focus 

on nature, ecological systems, sustainability, and their position on care principles 

(Aslaksen et al., 2014).   

Green economic systems are used to valuing natural capital and ecological 

services, with the costs of externalities accounted for as liabilities, traced to the 

system or process that caused the harm (Runnalls, 2011).  Notably, emphasis is 

placed on the need to account for externalities, and this separates green economics 

from several of the other alternative economic systems.  The need to account for 

externalities can be traced back to Pigou (2013) and Pigouvian taxes.  These 

taxes, first proposed by Arthur Pigou in the early 20th century, apply a tax on 

goods that generate negative externalities.  These externalities are represented by 

costs imposed on others and which are not in the cost of a particular good or 

service (Pigou, 2013).  Importantly, this kind of tax internalizes externality costs 

and discourages detrimental practices, including polluting activities. 
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 Green labeling, energy labeling, and eco-labels are also promoted in order 

to help consumers’ awareness level.  In addition, several green economists 

support the measurement of ecological impact with an economic index such as the 

Global Green Economy Index (GGEI), which is used in over 60 countries 

(Citizen, 2014).  The GGEI is a communication tool for reporting green progress 

in several areas, including in transportation, energy systems, building efficiency, 

and ecological impact (Citizen, 2014).   

Green economists, similar to compassionate economists, see a need for 

holism, and for combining the rational with the irrational, the physical with the 

spiritual, science with art, human with nature, and male with female.  Rather than 

supporting any particular group or ideology, however, these researchers take the 

position of advocating for all people, all non-human species, all natural systems, 

the entire biosphere, all life forms, all geologic systems, and the entire planet 

(Kennet & Heinemann, 2006).  

Nonetheless, ecosocialists and others critique green economists for not 

being interested in societal transformation.  Spash (2012), an ecological 

economist, has criticized green economists for being too optimistic, for ignoring 

the finitude of our planet, and for not accounting for ever-increasing human 

impacts.  Other critics are concerned that using the pricing mechanisms proposed 

by green economists to value natural systems may result in even more corporate 

accumulation of resources, with profits again serving as the motive (ETC Group, 

2011).   
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Green economist strategies for valuing green products and services are, 

however, supported by several researchers, despite the profit potential of 

acquiring and using these resources (Hawken et al., 2013).  Another criticism of 

green economists is the belief that some of them have ignored the reality of a 

growth-centered economy, which, by its very nature, must grow (Trainer, 2011).   

Overall, green economists show a high appreciation for systems thinking.  

They value and promote social issues, and they demonstrate a strong appreciation 

for the intrinsic value of natural systems (Cato, 2009).  Their use of systems 

thinking allows green economists to recognize that perturbations in one area can 

lead to cascading failures in another, and that systems change and develop over 

time.  They appreciate that various systems have a variety of interactions among 

them, including the interactions between people and natural systems (Newton & 

Cantarello, 2014).  Understanding these dynamics, combined with an appreciation 

for the complexity of natural systems, arms green economists with the knowledge 

that ecological systems are difficult to understand, and must be preserved before 

the potential of understanding them is lost forever.    

Green economists also promote the rights and needs of future generations, 

much in the same way that ecological economists do (Maslin, 2004).  Further, 

green economists, along with circular economists, support local services for local 

needs, and they strongly support reducing consumption, reusing products, 

recycling products, longevity of use, and the maintainability of products (Kennet 

& Heinemann, 2006).  
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Green economists also argue for an end to fossil fuel use through smaller 

generation facilities that are decentralized, and through rooftop solar installations 

and investments across the board in efficient building designs and all forms of 

mass transportation (Hawken et al., 2013).   

To accomplish these transitions, green economists support government 

subsidies for renewable energy and for green services or products.  Along these 

lines, they support existing programs, such as the American Recovery and 

Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009 and the German Renewable Energy Act 

(GRA) of 2000.  The ARRA allows for federal subsidies of renewable energy as 

well as for several other investments that can stimulate the US economy in 

response to the Great Recession of 2008.  The GRA, on the other hand, was 

created almost entirely in response to the need for renewable energy in Germany 

and in order to reduce GHG emissions in this country.   

Discussion 

Green economists have good alignment with many of the alternative 

economic systems examined here, in particular with the need to protect ecological 

systems.  The flexibility and long-range thinking of green economics makes this 

system highly adaptable, allowing many of their recommendations to be 

integrated into either socialistic or capitalistic economic systems. 

Importantly, green economists are in agreement with compassionate, 

feminist, ecological, ecosocialist, and caring economists regarding the need to 

compensate for housework and in providing for critical yet largely unpaid care 

work services (Aslaksen et al., 2014; Eisler, 2008; Ferber & Nelson, 2009; 
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McKay, 2001).  However, their position on excessive salaries and the worldwide 

exploitation of labor with minimal wages is not as strong as these other 

economists.  In contrast, these stronger positions against wealth disparity argued 

for by others, such as compassionate and ecosocialist economists—are necessary 

if we are to find sufficient revenue to support much-needed social and 

environmental programs.  As an example, the views of compassionate economists 

and others support the wealth tax policies currently employed in the Nordic 

nations, and they promote wealth inheritance policies, such as those advocated for 

by Piketty (2014).   

Green economists are truly connected with the deep ecology philosophy, 

and they show a strong spiritual connection with nature (Kennet, 2012).  This 

kind of spiritual connection is debatably an essential tool if we are to fully 

appreciate the value of ecological systems.  Again, green economists are in 

alignment with compassionate, steady-state, anarcho-ecosocialism, and feminist 

economists in this area.  This group’s appreciation for biomimicry solutions is 

also in agreement with several other alternative economists, including circular 

economists (MacArthur, 2014; Pauli, 2010).   

Green economists address the energy crisis problem by requiring that 

fossil fuels be replaced with renewable green energy as soon as practical, and they 

support government programs for stimulating efficiency and energy conservation 

(Kennet, 2012).  Although green economists’ support for programs such as 

ARRA and GRA is commendable, their funding suggestions for renewable 

decentralized energy and mass transportation projects fall short of the 
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recommendations of the other economic systems examined here.  In this regard, 

degrowth, compassionate, and ecosocialism economists’ proposals for wealth 

redistribution are more specifically designed to address these large, even massive 

infrastructure needs by incorporating the necessary means of revenue generation. 

The green economist position on the need to internalize externalities is 

quite strong, and is supported by compassionate, environmental, circular, and 

steady-state economists (Andersen, 2007; Hanley et al., 2008; Hanley, Shogren, 

& White, 2007; Pearce, 2002; Runnalls, 2011).  The need to account for 

externalities and to incorporate these costs in some form into the cost of goods 

and services is debatably essential if consumerism, materialism, and even 

hedonism (the pursuit of pleasure and self-indulgence) are to be countered 

adequately.   

Furthermore, if externality costs are not incorporated into the cost of 

goods and services, consumers will continue to purchase socially and 

environmentally destructive goods and services.  With these externality costs 

added in, some products may cost more, some will cost less, and some harmful 

products now subsidized by the government will cost more as subsidies are 

removed.  The broader goal, however, is to have harmful goods cost more and 

beneficial goods cost less through a mix of taxes and subsidies, thus influencing 

the consumer market to purchase beneficial goods and services. 

Like complexity economists, green economists have an appreciation for 

complexity, and for the fact that our economic system must emulate the intricacy 

and diversity of Earth’s environments (Kennet, 2012).  This is displayed in their 
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multi-disciplinary approach, which advocates for the blending of natural and 

social science disciplines with economics.  Like complexity and resilience 

economists, green economists propose the use of sophisticated scientific models 

for economic analysis as opposed to the older, more simplistic, non-dynamic 

models.   

Many green economists adopt complexity analysis models because of the 

need to understand complex ecological systems interactions in tandem with 

human activities (Kennet & Heinemann, 2006).  In addition, they realize that 

climate change presents difficult challenges to these complex ecological systems 

and that the combination of these factors in addition to other human interactions 

precludes the use of traditional non-dynamic modeling methods. 

Although some green economists refer to corporations as “pathological 

enterprises,” they are not as prescriptive as some of the other alternative 

economists in addressing this problem or the problem of wealth inequality. 

Nevertheless, the pathological behavior of corporations, and the worldwide issue 

of wealth inequality, are two of the main justifications for a social democracy.  

This change in governmental systems, following the lead of the Nordic nations 

and advocated for by compassionate and caring economists, is arguably our best 

hope for addressing corporate malfeasance and wealth disparity around the world.  

Critical Recommendations: “Golden Nuggets” 

Green economics proposals are of critical importance for the future system 

of economics.  This group is considered one of the four strongest alternative 
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economic systems with regard to this dissertation topic.  Several of their proposals 

include:    

• Ensuring democracy, freedom, liberty, solidarity, individual rights, 

equality, fairness, and tolerance for one another; 

• Holding fair elections and ending super political action committees 

(PACs) and money-dominated election processes (super PACs are able 

to raise unlimited amounts of funding from corporations or other 

special interest groups and thereby sway elections toward the 

candidates of their choosing); 

• Promoting green energy and infrastructure improvements, such as 

mass transportation, energy conservation, highly efficient building 

designs, and resource-efficient designs in general, combined with the 

decentralization of energy sources; 

• Enforcing water conservation watershed/ecosystem protection laws 

that prohibit the depletion of ecosystem services and water for human 

needs, limiting operations such as agricultural projects for water-

intensive crops; 

• Blending economic needs with political, social, spiritual, and 

environmental needs; 

• Acknowledging that nature and natural systems have their own value 

and that we need a complete realignment of our attitudes toward these 

living systems; 
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• Increasing consumer awareness with instruments such as green 

labeling, energy labeling, eco-labels, and sustainability labeling. 

 

Environmental Economics 

Literature Review 

Unlike ecological or green economists, environmental economists see 

ecological systems as a subfield of economics rather than economics as a subfield 

of ecological systems (van den Bergh, 2001).  Environmental economists are 

focused on the efficient use and allocation of resources; they see market failures 

as the inefficient use of natural resources and as externalities not accounted for in 

the price of goods and services (Hanley, Shogren, & White, 2007).  The field of 

environmental economics can be traced back to 1972 (Sullivan & Arias, 1972).   

Environmental economists propose a restriction on natural resources use, 

and these resources are seen as valuable public or common goods, albeit without 

the intrinsic values proposed by some other alternative economists.  This 

economic system has some consideration for the future benefits of resource 

streams left for future generations, and their analysis methods are often used to 

compare environmental policies to determine which has the best cost to benefit 

results (Hanley et al., 2007).  Seminal researchers in this field of study include R. 

Kerry Turner (Turner, Pearce, & Bateman, 1994), David Pearce (2002), and Nick 

Hanley (Hanley, Shogren, & White, 2007). 

Importantly, environmental economists do not challenge the concept of 

growth economics, and they do not actively address wealth disparity or tackle 
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worldwide ecological impacts (Kennet & Heinemann, 2006).  These economists 

also differ from ecological economists because they interchange natural capital 

with human-made capital, seeing money as an exchange that can resolve conflicts 

regarding natural resource usage (Illge & Schwarze, 2009). 

In this way, environmental economists are comparatively pragmatic about 

resource depletion, about placing currency values on resources, or about access to 

resources through licenses, and do not see resources as indispensable or as being 

beyond human-imposed values.  The field came into being to assist economists 

with the challenge of valuing the cost of human activities on the environment and 

for placing value on natural systems (Sullivan & Arias, 1972). 

Environmental economists are often trained in neo-classical economics, 

and so have close ties with mainstream economists.  In fact, they are frequently 

referred to as neoclassical environmental economists (Illge & Schwarze, 2009).  

Still, they are opposed to unrestricted access to common property because this is 

seen as an inefficient use of property.  Furthermore, they are generally concerned 

about the scarcity of common property, such as public lands, and they favor 

regulations to protect these resources.   

Although environmental economists are pragmatic about resource 

valuation, they do see an aesthetic value to healthy ecosystems, and they are not 

opposed to attaching a monetary assessment to the non-use of natural resources.  

In addition, more value is placed on preserved resources than just the commodity 

price if the resource were to be used commercially (Lawn, 2000).  Environmental 

economists also recognize that production may result in a detrimental impact on 
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society and may harm the welfare of ecological systems (Turner, Pearce, & 

Bateman, 1994).  Notably, however, environmental economists do not hold the 

profit motive as the blame for resource extraction (Turner et al., 1994).   

Taking their lead from Arthur Pigou (2013), environmental economists 

advocate for the internalization of externalities with added costs applied to those 

responsible for producing them.  Like Pigou, however, they also prefer to see 

policies and penalties justified in terms of a benefit to cost analysis and based on a 

party’s willingness to pay (Pearce, 2002).   

Environmental economists advocate for strong regulatory policies and 

enforcement to curtail polluting activities and substances that cause pollution.  

Penalties such as pollution taxes, or “green taxes,” are proposed, and they support 

the creation of quotas for polluting activities (Hanley et al., 2007).  These 

penalties may include fines against the polluters as well.  A cap-and-trade system 

for carbon emissions is not favored, however, in part, because of the disadvantage 

placed on smaller companies.  There is good support in this group, though, for 

using the legal system to protect individuals’ and groups’ rights from the pollution 

activities of others.  

Compared to ecological or green economists, environmental economists 

do not place intangible values on natural systems, though they do advocate for the 

concept of indispensable resources (Illge & Schwarze, 2009).  Ecological systems 

are also recognized as having extraction limits that must not be crossed at the risk 

of permanent damage to the resource production of those systems (Pearce, 2002).  

Unlike many other alternative economists, however, there is support for the idea 
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that technology may solve many of our ecological problems, and that resource 

scarcity will necessitate technological innovations (Illge & Schwarze, 2009).   

 In the economic valuation of policy options or project considerations, 

these economists perform an environmental impact appraisal that is incorporated 

into the costs and benefits of the alternatives proposed (Pearce, 2002).  As a 

general rule, they attempt to equate environmental welfare change with human 

capital using hedonic pricing, which incorporates value characteristics beyond the 

value, say, of just the resource (Pearce, 2002).  These impact appraisals are highly 

sophisticated, and this tool is commonly used for large federal development 

projects in the United States. 

Discussion 

The environmental economist’s position on using resources efficiently is 

favorable, however, they do not emphasize the need to leave certain resources 

alone, as the compassionate, ecological, and green economists do.  In addition, 

their pragmatism toward resources and resource use falls short of the need to see 

these resources as having certain irreplaceable values (Illge & Schwarze, 2009).  

Thus, by accepting the even exchange between natural and human-made capital, 

these economists overlook intrinsic and other less tangible values of natural 

resources. 

Although they do provide some accounting of the less tangible values of 

these resources (Illge & Schwarze, 2009), the account still falls short of the 

valuations of others groups, such as the green and ecological economists in this 

area.  This group does, nonetheless, see a public good as a social benefit that is 
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neither quantifiable nor truly represented with a price.  Therefore, although not in 

full alignment with the other alternative economists in this area, there is a 

sympathetic belief in the intangible value of certain resources. 

To be clear, environmental economist positions are not diametrically 

opposed to that of other alternative economists, though their classical economics 

training may be considered a hindrance—as exemplified by their propensity for 

monetizing natural systems based on human capital value, in general. 

Although their advocating for the use of Pigouvian taxes and subsidies is 

admirable, the need to perform a benefit to cost analysis before imposing 

Pigouvian taxes in order to determine the financial impact on the party causing 

the environmental harm is questionable (Pigou, 2013).  One of the reasons 

Pigouvian taxes and subsidies are not widely used today is because of the 

difficulty of performing this cost analysis ahead of time, supporting Pigou’s desire 

for an accurate accounting of externality costs.  An alternative here is to propose 

an approximate externality tax or subsidy, alleviating the need for accurate 

accounting ahead of time, and in so doing, making the application of externalities 

less difficult. 

The environmental economist’s proposal for pollution taxes and quotas are 

positive moves in the right direction (Pearce, 2002), providing the added benefit 

that the revenue from these taxes can be used to provide for essential societal 

needs, such as needs for infrastructure and renewable energy projects.  These 

proposals are also in line with green and steady-state economists. 
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Environmental economist’s environmental impact appraisal methods are 

held in high regard, however, they can be aided by the valuations provided by 

ecological and resilience economists. 

Unfortunately, the environmental economist predisposition toward 

pragmatism, it seems, does not allow for future generation concerns, and, as a 

result, they tend to primarily focus on the needs of present generations.  Even 

though they recognize the future benefits of resource streams left for future 

generations, environmental economists lack the more assertive positions of other 

alternative economists on the need to protect natural resources.  Further, their use 

of human capital as compensation for natural systems loss, without adequate 

compensation for the intrinsic value of these systems, does not adequately address 

the cost of human impacts to these systems.  Further, their training in traditional, 

non-dynamic economic analysis does not prepare them adequately for study of the 

complex relationships between human and environmental systems. 

Critical Recommendations: “Golden Nuggets” 

Overall, this group provides a few necessary and critical proposals, though 

their system does not meet many of the requirements of this dissertation topic.  

Some of the recommendations of environmental economists are of value for the 

future system of economics, however, and include: 

• Maintaining strong environmental regulatory policies as well as the 

enforcement of these policies through providing heavy fines and jail 

sentences appropriate for the offenses committed;  
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• Using the most sophisticated and comprehensive environmental 

impact appraisals and assessments available on proposed land use or 

impact beforehand. 

Ecological Economics 

Literature Review 

The field of ecological economics has emerged as a promising way to 

value ecological systems and natural resources and to help address an impending 

economic crisis based on a paper economy of finance (Balmford et al., 2002).  

Researchers in this field aim to address widespread disregard of environmental 

systems, the cost of externalities on society, the misconceived beliefs in 

economism, and the idea that we must get back to an economy based on tangible, 

natural assets (Costanza, Segura, & Martínez-Alier, 1996).  Proponents of 

ecological economics are generally in favor of degrowth proposals designed to 

move us to a smaller economy in a way that allows for equity during the transition 

(Kallis, Martínez-Alier, & Norgaard, 2009).  Several ecological economists are 

also in alignment with ecosocialism principles, including Burkett (2006), 

Martínez-Alier (1988), Spash (2009), and Kapp (1978).  This field can be traced 

back to the 1940s with the work of K. Polanyi (1944/2001) and K. W. Kapp 

(1950/1978) on economics and ecology.  Seminal researchers in this field of study 

include Robert Costanza (Costanza, Segura, & Martínez-Alier, 1996), Joan 

Martínez-Alier (1988), and David Rapport (Rapport, Costanza, & McMichael, 

1998). 



 100 

Ecological economists reason that an ecosystem’s health must be 

evaluated in relation to ecological, economical, and human health issues, thus 

including and combining human values with natural processes (Rapport, 

Costanza, & McMichael, 1998).  This kind of integration has been entirely 

unaccounted for by conventional science and mainstream economics (Rapport et 

al., 1998).  There is concern in this community toward what they see as over-

simplistic flow models, such as those proposed by circular economists, who 

depict a system that can operate without resource depletion.  There is greater 

concern, however, with the training of neoclassical economists, who suggest that 

natural systems are a hindrance to economic growth, or with the broader 

assumption that human systems and ecological systems work independently from 

one another (Faber, 2008).  

The conservation and management of existing ecosystems, ecological 

economists propose, has a benefit to cost ratio of at least 100:1 (Balmford et al., 

2002).  Taken a step further, the updated present annual value of the world’s 

natural systems is over $140 trillion dollars per year, about twice the world annual 

GDP from human services and production (Costanza et al., 2014).  Importantly, 

although ecological economists do attach a monetary value to natural systems, 

they do not equate natural systems value in terms of human-made capital alone.  

A natural system’s intrinsic, aesthetic, and life values are not lost on these 

economists and are included in the valuation of ecological systems.  There is also 

strong appreciation in this community for uncertainties associated with economy 

and ecology interactions (Kennet & Heinemann, 2006).   
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A sustainable economy is seen as one that provides food, health, housing, 

and education needs for everyone (Martínez-Alier & Alier, 2003).  This applies in 

particular to the poor in the developing nations because those with limited means 

are forced to participate in resource extraction as a way to survive (Martínez-Alier 

& Alier, 2003).  Within this group, there is great concern for the injustices around 

the world due to wealth disparity, which is seen as the problem that must be 

corrected before much else can be accomplished.  Ecological economists see a 

clear connection between worldwide wealth disparity and the devastation brought 

on by deforestation in many developing nations around the world (Martínez-Alier, 

& Alier, 2003). 

Ecological economists focus on justice for the present as well as future 

generations, with an emphasis on inequity issues today.  Similar to other 

alternative economists, they see consumption as harmful to the environment and 

that a natural system’s well-being is harmed by over consumption.  Some 

researchers, in alignment with Marxist beliefs, identify the class struggle as 

central to both the issue of ecological systems destruction and to worldwide 

wealth disparity (Burkett, 2006).  The consumption of the rich, they argue, is 

more detrimental than the consumption of the poor not only because of the 

quantity of consumption but because of the type of resulting pollution and the 

associated higher ecological impact of higher consumers.  The assessment is that 

rich people and nations produce higher quantities of harmful waste byproducts 

such as CO2 per capita than the worldwide average, and their consumption 
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correlating to resource depletion is disproportionately higher compared to the 

worldwide average (Burkett, 2006).   

Many in this group see natural resources as irreplaceable (Costanza et al., 

1991).  Ecological economists are strong advocates for sustainability and 

sustainable development, and they are highly concerned about the impacts of 

climate change.  Unlike many mainstream economists, the interdependence 

between economic, ecological, and social domains is well recognized by this 

group.  In fact, their appreciation of these complex interactions is, debatably, as 

high as any of the other alternative economists. 

Although these economists acknowledge the problems associated with 

externalities, they do not necessarily advocate for internalizing externalities 

(Kapp, 1978).  Both Spash (2010) and Kapp (1978) asserted that externalities are 

too pervasive, and that trying to address those few that are easily identifiable does 

not adequately address the structural issues with capitalism.  This position differs 

from that of some other alternative economists, including Paul Hawken (1993), 

who likens externality costs to a hidden subsidy.  As mentioned earlier, 

compassionate, green, circular, and even environmental economists see the need 

to incorporate externality costs with the price of goods and services. 

Like feminist, compassionate, and caring economists, ecological 

economists are focused on justice and care values in addition to sustainability and 

natural systems (Aslaksen et al., 2014).  Ecological economists, perhaps more 

than other alternative economists, are also keenly aware of the time relationship 

between human actions and natural systems, and that irreversible actions 
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jeopardize the well-being of future generations (Faber, 2008).  Their high 

appreciation and concern for the needs of our descendants is also in close 

alignment with the position of compassionate, green, and other alternative 

economists. 

Discussion 

Ecological economics is arguably the most sophisticated alternative 

economics system when it comes to quantifying and applying value to ecological 

systems.  That ecological economists reject the idea that natural capital can be 

equated to human capital is of critical importance.  Like green and compassionate 

economists, they see ecological systems damage as irreversible, and as causing 

uncertainty about the long-term outcomes of ecological systems disruption. 

Similar to degrowth and steady-state economists, ecological economists 

appreciate that the Earth faces an energy crisis, and they advocate for the 

protection of all natural resources (Spash, 2013). They see soil, clean water, clean 

air, wild fisheries, and biodiversity as prime examples of natural capital that are in 

danger of irreplaceable loss.  They are also keenly aware of the limits of the 

Earth’s carrying capacity. 

Their position on the need for health insurance, food, education, and 

housing for everyone is also admirable.  In this regard, they are in close alignment 

with degrowth, no-growth, ecosocialist, compassionate, and green economists 

(Cato, 2009; Dominick, 1995; Martínez-Alier, 1988; Martínez-Alier & Alier, 

2003; Schumacher, 2011).  Likewise, their position that human equity and 
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sustainability must take priority over market needs is noteworthy and well 

supported by others.   

Their concern with the problem of wealth disparity is likewise as strong as 

any of the alternative economists examined here.  Wealth disparity issues, 

particularly as they apply to developing nations, combined with the resource 

consumption of the rich, is of critical importance going forward.  On this issue, 

they are in alignment with no-growth economists, degrowth, and steady-state 

economists, among others.  As they further suggest, our new economic system 

must address the disproportionate consumption of wealthy nations, and we must 

provide wealth redistribution to the poorer nations.  

Ecological economists, however, are not always seen as promoting the 

more spiritual approach supported by compassionate, green, and steady-state 

economists.  As a result, their economic analyses may be viewed as too 

pragmatic, and not focused enough on the human relationship with Nature, and 

the inherent deep values of natural systems (Spash, 2013).  I agree with Spash’s 

(2013) contention that as long as Nature is seen as “other” from us, then this gives 

license for exploitation.  Ecological economists do place a value on natural 

systems in terms of dollars, albeit not explicitly in terms of human capital, which 

may provide grounds for others to evaluate natural systems with accounting 

measures, just as with other business processes.   

Although ecological economists are not as guilty of objectifying Nature in 

the same way as traditional economists are, there is an apparent relational 

disconnection from Nature, which is not seen in compassionate, green, and 
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steady-state economists.  I agree with Spash’s (2013) call for a reconnection with 

Nature, and as he calls it a “deep ecological economics movement” (p. 351). 

On the subject of internalizing externalities, the positions of the circular, 

compassionate, environmental, green, and steady-state economists are more 

proactive than those of ecological economists.  Whereas several ecological 

economists see the internalizing of externalities as being too cumbersome to 

implement, these other economists see this as a need.  I agree that the Pigouvian 

taxes are difficult to assess accurately for a given good and service, however, that 

does not take away from the benefit of these taxes.  Therefore, a more reasonable 

approach is to approximate these externality costs and include them into the cost 

of goods and services. 

Critical Recommendations: “Golden Nuggets” 

Ecological economics insights are of critical importance to any future 

system of economics, and several of their proposals include: 

• Valuing ecological systems in terms of intrinsic life values in addition 

to more quantifiable tangible values, while including human health in 

with the value of these natural systems;  

• Recognizing that the discipline of economics needs to be a subfield of 

our ecological systems, and not the reverse; 

• Valuing our natural resources, both comprehensively and holistically;  

• Ensuring our economy is based on tangible, natural assets;   

• Providing food, health, housing, and educational needs for everyone in 

the world through social welfare mechanisms; 
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• Enacting ecological system protection laws as opposed to laws that are 

just for the protection of endangered species. 

Conclusion 

 Although comparison of these six economic systems provides insight into 

the differences between them, there are clearly some common themes that when 

combined provide strength in several areas.  All six systems place a value on 

ecological systems that are left alone and undisturbed.  There is also a general 

appreciation for the need to accept the complexity of ecological systems, along 

with the need for interdisciplinary approaches to solving socioeconomic and 

socioenvironmental problems.   

Furthermore, there is general agreement that damage to ecological systems 

needs to come with a price—through punitive measures, externality costs, or both.  

Of all of these systems, however, environmental economics is perhaps the most 

grounded in conventional economics and is the most pragmatic about resource 

depletion, equating human capital with natural capital. 

 Circular, complexity, resilience, green, and ecological economics all have 

a strong appreciation for the interconnected relationships between social, political, 

and environmental systems.  They see the need to protect people and to provide 

for their needs beyond the basic necessities, and they see that by doing this 

ecological systems benefit as well, due to less cause for resource extraction as a 

means of survival.  Beyond these values, though, there is an underlying emphasis 

on treating people well, for providing social justice, and for treating natural 

resources with respect. 
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 There is also excellent agreement among these systems for a strong 

government, as well as over the importance of keeping business affairs out of 

government affairs.  They each share a concern that if government forces do not 

protect resources, then natural systems will be depleted and polluted beyond the 

point of recovery, thus resulting in the loss of these systems forever.  Each system 

also appreciates that if we lose these systems, then, due to interconnections with 

society, we lose society.  In addition, there is good agreement among all six 

systems that natural resources benefit from some degree of active management, 

and, as a minimum, to keeping private interests from depleting and otherwise 

irreversibly damaging them.  
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CHAPTER 4: FEMINIST, COMPASSIONATE, AND CARING ECONOMICS 
ANALYSIS 

 
The advantages of feminist, compassionate, and caring economics are 

examined here in support of the hypothesis that each of these systems also holds 

great promise for the ideal economic system of the future.  Compassionate 

economics, in particular, is highlighted as an economic system that provides 

essential improvements to mainstream capitalism, improvements that are needed 

if we are to address the societal and environmental issues of the current system.  

Specifically, feminist, compassionate, and caring economics speak to the critical 

needs of the caring community, the unfair treatment of women and children 

around the world, and the need for a realignment of values across all societies 

(Daly & Lewis, 2000; Eisler, 2008; Elson, 1999; Norman, 2008; Schumacher, 

2011).  In addition, all of these economic approaches see the need to value nature 

and natural systems on a deep level in order to heal the separation between our 

species and every other species. 

Feminist Economics 

Literature Review 

Feminist economists are concerned with economic impacts on women, 

children, families, and nature.  Their valuing of nature and its connection with 

society is in alignment with ecological, steady-state, compassionate, and green 

economists; however, their contention is that these other economists do not fully 

take into account women’s economic contributions to society (Aslaksen et al., 

2014).  Mainstream economics in particular is viewed as a system far removed 

from the lives of women, and thus to counter this weakness feminist economists 
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speak to androcentric biases through their economic solutions and studies.  The 

critical topics addressed by this group include social and family connections, 

family economics, justice, financial exclusion, and care work as each is impacted 

by our society and our economy.  These topics are underappreciated and 

undervalued in the current economic system (Ferber & Nelson, 2009; McKay, 

2001).   

The field of feminist economics can be traced back to Betsy Warrior’s 

1969 work Houseworker’s Handbook (Warrior & Leghorn, 1975).  Seminal 

researchers in this field of study include Marilyn Waring (Waring & Steinem, 

1988), Julie Nelson (1996), Diane Elson (1995), and Marianne Ferber (Ferber & 

Nelson, 2009).  The philosophical beginnings of feminist economics originated 

with ecofeminist principles concerning humankind’s propensity to dominate 

nature.  This belief, they reason, is founded in the idea that men can dominate 

women (Aslaksen et al., 2014).  Much of the feminist economics analysis has to 

do with social construction and with the callous nature of capitalism.  Sexism, 

militarism, and environmental degradation are seen as indicators of a 

dysfunctional system that has underpinnings of patriarchal influence (Kelly, 

1994).   

Feminist economists question the need and value of global trade because 

so often women are exploited by men and used as cheap labor, especially in the 

case of globalized industries in developing nations (Elson, 1999).  A key 

emphasis is that production also occurs in the home and that this production needs 

to be compensated for in some way (Kennet & Heinemann, 2006).  In contrast, 
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mainstream economics does not include production work in the home as part of 

GDP calculations.  Along these lines, there is an underlying concern that 

capitalism intensifies patriarchal relationships (Scholz, 2000).  

Of particular concern for feminist economists is the worldwide trafficking 

of women, one of the most profitable industries in the world, rivaling even the 

sales of weapons and drugs (Aslaksen et al., 2014).  However, these researchers 

also contend that male biases resulting in the unfair treatment of women in most 

situations, excluding women trafficking or other forms of sexual exploitation, are 

not deliberate but rather a result of blindness toward the built-in prejudices in the 

current system of economics, as well as in many cultural systems (Elson, 1995). 

Emphasis is placed on family economics, connectivity between people, 

valuing emotion, and avoiding occupational segregation.  In line with the 

recommendations of compassionate and caring economists, these economists 

often propose a welfare payment system for care workers in order to provide for 

these workers’ basic needs (McKay, 2001).  These positions are well supported by 

other economists, especially caring economists. 

Importantly, their vision of a sustainable society must also include the fair 

treatment of women, equitable economic development, and fair compensation for 

what is now essentially unpaid care and giving work (Aslaksen et al., 2014).  

Arguably, any improvements to our system of economics are moot if we are not 

ensuring the fair treatment of women and equal pay for equal work. 

These economists are keenly aware too of the catastrophic nature of 

capitalism and the ensuing increased hardship on the poorer or less independent 
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members of society when financial disruptions occur (Lilley et al., 2012).  Their 

concern, mirrored by many of the alternative economists studied here, is that 

those most vulnerable and the least culpable for economic system failures 

inevitably end up paying the highest price when the economy falters.  For this 

reason, feminist economists are concerned that social safety nets such as social 

welfare programs are in place in the event of a faltering economy. 

Feminist economists are also disturbed that nature and natural systems are 

excluded from those things that count as productive in the present economy 

(Waring & Steinem, 1988).  Along these lines, these researchers are sensitive to 

humankind’s separation from nature and, in fact, point to this separation as the 

reason for our continued destructive behaviors toward the natural environment.  

They also maintain that the gender value split between men and women, 

discussed in Merchant’s (1990) research, represents a cultural separation or 

hierarchical dualism that is embedded in our current system of economics 

(Aslaksen et al., 2014).  This Cartesian model of separation, objectification, and 

reductionist thinking has been attributed to the ensuing anxiety created by our lost 

connection to nature since medieval times (Ferber & Nelson, 2009).  This concern 

regarding our separation from nature is shared with compassionate, steady-state, 

green, and other alternative economists, and is supported by other researchers, 

such as Eisenstein (2007). 

The problem of hierarchical dualism is also well-supported by research.  

This dualism concerns the relationship between humankind and the natural 

environment and between women and men, a result of patriarchal society’s view 
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that both nature and women are separate from men and society (Leshak & Long, 

2009).  This separation, corresponding with the identification of women and 

Nature as “other,” has been associated with environmentally destructive actions 

and corresponding hardships for women (Warren, 2000).  Arguably, as long as 

this dualism exists, there will continue to be exploitation, destruction of natural 

environments, and mistreatment toward women. 

A feminist economy does not necessarily mean the abandonment of the 

distinctively masculine characteristics of mainstream economics.  Rather, the 

proposal is for a more flexible, resilient, and empathetic economic system that is 

not so dependent on over-simplified theorems, and instead allows for reasoning 

beyond logic, utilizes experience, and is aided by intuition (Ferber & Nelson, 

2009).  This kind of approach appears to be in line with the reasoning of 

Georgescu-Roegen (1966) and his term dialectic thinking.  Georgescu-Roegen 

and many feminist economists agree that a dialectic approach is often needed to 

address qualitative changes that elude mathematical modeling, and which are 

more similar to life science problems (Ferber & Nelson, 2009).  Compassionate, 

complexity, and resilience economists share this line of thinking. 

These researchers advocate for sound economic reasoning in lieu of empty 

logic; however, they do not call for the abandonment of past mathematical 

practices, but rather integration with the paradigms afforded by sociologists, 

cultural studies, feminist theory, and other disciplines outside of economics 

(Nelson, 1996).  This integration of several disciplines is in line with the 

transdisciplinary foundation of this dissertation and is supported by several 
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alternative economists, including resilience, green, ecological, and complexity 

economists. 

Feminist economists, in concert with other alternative economic 

researchers, advocate for renewable energy and for moving away from the use of 

fossil fuels.  Their prescriptive solutions tend to rely on strengthened public 

policies, inclusive democratic participation, stronger regulations, and more direct 

containment of corporate power (Aslaksen et al., 2014).   

Discussion 

In several areas, feminist economists are in line with caring, 

compassionate, green, ecosocialism, and complexity economists.  In fact, there is 

almost universal agreement among the alternative economists examined here that 

work traditionally performed by women is either underpaid or unpaid (Eisler, 

2008; Elson, 1999; Esquivel, 2011; Folbre, 1994; Norman, 2008; Schumacher, 

2011).  This includes care work for the sick and elderly and child raising.  This 

same consensus applies to the need to protect women, children, the elderly, 

families, and those who are otherwise undervalued by society.  Overall, the need 

to value care work and to pay adequately for traditionally female professions, 

such as nursing and teaching, is well supported by alternative economists.  

The problem of exploitation, particularly of women and children due to 

globalization forces, is of the utmost importance and must be addressed in the 

new economy.  Although compassionate economists are of the same mindset on 

these topics, the feminist economists’ position is arguably the most pointed and 
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provides the kind of emphasis needed to adequately address the exploitation of 

women and children.  

In addition, the unintentional exploitation of women, children, and other 

vulnerable members of society can be partially addressed by social programs 

geared to specifically meet their needs.  This is the position of green, caring, 

compassionate, feminist, and other alternative economists (Eisler, 2008; Elson, 

1999; Esquivel, 2011; Folbre, 1994; Inoue, 1997; Norman, 2008; Schumacher, 

2011).  The larger issue of built-in biases and sexual exploitation are best 

addressed by these economists, however, and are included as necessary additions 

to the future economy in the critical recommendations section below.   

The feminist economists’ prescriptive ingredients necessary for well-being 

are also well supported by several alternative economists (Power, 2004). As an 

example, Jackson (2012) calls for a new measurement of well-being in addition to 

a higher quality of life. Compassionate economists suggest that the well-being 

levels achieved in the Nordic nations should be emulated across the globe 

(Jacobs, 2013; Ólafsson, 2013).  Arguably, one of the most unfortunate features of 

a capitalistic system is our tendency to objectify almost everything into a 

quantifiable currency value, along with a proclivity to equate well-being with 

financial prosperity.  This group in particular places a high priority on well-being, 

defined as a combination of income, health, education, empowerment, and social 

status (Power, 2004).  Notably, feminist economists see income as only a singular 

part of what constitutes well-being.  
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On the subject of our separation from nature, feminist economics is in 

alignment with ecosocialism, green, compassionate, caring economists, and others 

(Aslaksen, Bragstad, & Ås, 2014; Ferber & Nelson, 2009; Inoue, 1997; Kennet, 

2012; Warren, 2000).  All of these groups are concerned that the human divide 

from natural systems leads to far-reaching and destructive consequences, 

including natural habitat destruction.  They also show appreciation for complexity 

and the failings of economic models that do not adequately address the inner 

connectedness of people, societal systems, natural systems, and the economy.  

This acceptance of the interconnectedness and complexity of our socioeconomic 

system is shared by green, complexity, and other alternative economic systems as 

well (Arthur, 1999; Ferber & Nelson, 2009; Hidalgo & Hausmann, 2014; Kennet 

& Heinemann, 2006). 

The feminist economists’ position is that our separation from nature is due 

in large part to a gender value split, where men treat natural systems differently 

than women treat them.  The male tendency is more toward an objectification and 

separation from natural systems and the female tendency is more toward a 

connection with natural systems.  This gender value split has been described as a 

hierarchical dualism, connected with a masculine/feminine association and a 

superior/inferior identification based on social construction influences (Aslaksen 

et al., 2014).  In addition, masculine tendencies are toward self-interest and greed 

while feminine tendencies are toward generosity and self-sacrifice (Aslaksen et 

al., 2014). 
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Others have argued that our separation from nature is due to a loss of a 

spiritual connection (Eisenstein, 2007), and arguably, both this position and the 

one proposed by feminist economists are well supported by research.  Disputably, 

a healing of the spiritual separation from nature can have the added benefit of 

healing the gender value split as well.  Therefore, the compassionate, green, 

steady-state, and anarcho-ecosocialist economics focus on our loss of spirituality 

and our loss of reverence for nature that, if adequately addressed, may reverse our 

destructive actions toward natural systems as well as toward each other.  Taken a 

step further, reestablishing our spiritual connection with Nature may overcome 

social construction influences that have led to a gender value split. 

The feminist economists’ assertion that humankind’s propensity to 

dominate nature is connected with the belief that men can dominate women is 

well supported (Aslaksen et al., 2014; Merchant, 1990).  Furthermore, the 

feminist economists’ argument that capitalism has male-domination 

underpinnings, and that this relationship needs to be rooted out of the system, is 

also well supported by research (Merchant, 1990; Shepherd, 1993).  Here again, 

however, if our corrective actions include a reestablishment of our spiritual 

connection with natural systems first, there is reason to believe that male-

domination tendencies will also subside.   

Several feminist economists agree, in fact, that male domination 

tendencies are connected with our spiritual separation from nature (Aslaksen et 

al., 2014; Merchant, 1990).  Addressing our lack of spirituality, then, may have 

immediate benefits for the gender value split along with hierarchical dualism, and 
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these may be aided as well with the implementation of social programs designed 

to ensure that women are protected and fairly compensated for unpaid or 

underpaid work.   

The feminist economists’ strong appreciation for biodiversity and the need 

to protect natural systems also relies on regulations as well as enforcement of 

regulations against those who profit from polluting activities.  On the need for 

prescriptive public policies to support regulations and investments, such as 

renewable energy, there is wide support with the other alternative economists.  

However, there is also a need to internalize the cost of externalities, as proposed 

by green, compassionate, and circular economists.  As an example, internalizing 

externalities with taxation on negative externality goods and services helps to 

provide the necessary funding to support this much-needed transition away from 

fossil fuels (Beeks, 2013). 

Critical Recommendations: “Golden Nuggets” 

Many of the recommendations of feminist economists are of critical 

importance for the future system of economics and some of their proposals are 

included here, as follows: 

• We must end gender, social, racial, LBGT, age, religious, and other 

discriminatory injustices as part of the new economy.   

• Traditionally female occupations, such as nursing, teaching, and 

caregiving, must be adequately compensated for with wages 

commensurate with male-dominated professions. 
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• The hierarchical dualism and the cultural separation embedded in our 

current system of economics that results in practices such as 

trafficking in women, child labor, and inadequate pay to those most 

vulnerable in developing nations must be stopped. 

Compassionate Economics 

Literature Review 

Compassionate economics has philosophical influences based in 

Buddhism and is often referred to as Buddhist economics (Mensikov, 1993; 

Schumacher, 2011).  Like Buddhists, compassionate economists warn that both 

extreme wealth and extreme poverty hinder one’s ability to find contentment.  

The term compassionate economics, however, is used in this dissertation to 

describe Buddhist economics with influences added over the past several decades.  

Some of the literature on Buddhist economics also refers to the term caring and 

compassion economics (Ricard, 2011; Singer & Ricard, 2015).  These researchers 

are concerned that all of us are trapped in suffering, hence our goal should be to 

remove one another’s suffering and by doing so minimize discontentment.  

Compassionate economists support peace through tolerance (Inoue, 1997), they 

evoke the ethical treatment of others, and they call for the integration of 

compassion and spiritual needs into the economics analysis (Payutto & Evans, 

1994). 

Accordingly, they call for mainstream economists to incorporate moral 

value issues into problem solving (Payutto & Evans, 1994).  This field of 

economics, which goes back to 1955, was named Buddhist economics at the time 
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by E. F. Schumacher during an investigative trip to Burma (Schumacher, 2011).  

Practices in this kind of compassionate economics, however, can be traced back to 

the Indian emperor Ashoka in the 3rd century BCE (Bentley & Rogers, 1993).  

Seminal researchers in this field of study include Ernst Fritz Schumacher 

(Schumacher, 2011) and Prayudh Payutto (Payutto & Evans, 1994). 

Compassionate economists suggest that our system of economics needs to 

follow the Golden Rule (Steuerle, 2012) with a need for both compassion and 

justice.  This calls for a balance of rational motivations, such as greed, selfishness, 

competition, and domination, with compassion and altruism (Mensikov, 1993).  

This system offers benefits for the individual as well as others in an economics of 

peace and is proposed to ultimately save the Earth (Inoue, 1997). 

Compassionate economists call for a return to Adam Smith’s (1776/1994) 

idea that economics is a moral philosophy.  Calling for a return to the moral 

philosophy of Adam Smith underscores one of the premises of this dissertation, 

that capitalism has drifted away from the intentions of its founders.  In fact, Adam 

Smith aspired for higher virtues, attainable in an advanced society that has moved 

beyond the level of a primitive economy.  These higher or nobler virtues are 

generosity, benevolence, compassion, gratitude, pity, kindness, friendship, and 

love (Younkins, 2005). 

These economists have a strong belief in the idea of interdependence, that 

all of us depend on one another.  Thus, social programs, wealth distribution, and 

meeting the needs of the less fortunate are priorities with this group.  Their 

alternative middle path proposal is offered as an ideal middle alternative to 
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capitalism and socialism (Inoue, 1997) in accordance with Buddhist principles 

and toward a means of “right livelihood” (Schumacher, 2011, p. 45).  Right 

livelihood means a high standard of living, disconnected from consumption and 

materialism.  The solution, therefore, to a host of social needs is a socioeconomic 

system with a mix of generous social programs, a strong government, high taxes 

on the wealthy, and with capitalism still providing certain economic benefits. 

Rather than an invisible hand approach, compassionate economists 

propose a visible heart approach to solving socioeconomic problems (Ricard, 

2011).  This socioeconomic system, they contend, offers true freedom from 

attachments, material possessions, and desires.  People are given priority over 

goods and a healthy economy is not measured in terms of GDP (Schumacher, 

2011).  Importantly, population growth control is considered essential and 

emphasis is placed on managing our wants versus our needs (Inoue, 1997).   

Compassionate economists are concerned with governments that are too 

weak or too influenced by corporations and other special interest groups.  Rather 

than less government, these economists promote a stronger, well-financed, and 

wiser government, inspired by Scandinavian countries such as Norway (Norman, 

2008).  Another concern with many of the governments in free market economies 

is that they have proven incapable of anticipating and responding adequately to 

market failures (Norman, 2008).  In response to these concerns, they call for an 

active government with solid control over the actions of corporations and banking 

systems.   
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The need to have full employment is also prioritized, with the realization 

that work is more about the worker than the work product.  For the compassionate 

economist, work has meaning beyond a paycheck.  In this system, rather than 

being a waste of a person’s leisure time, work provides both meaning and 

fulfillment (Schumacher & Schumacher, 1996).  Hyper-specialized division of 

labor, however, is seen as soul destroying, mechanized slavery that is just short of 

a criminal act on the part of the employer (Schumacher, 2011).  In addition, work 

is seen not as an unnecessary expense for an employer but as a service for society 

that provides this kind of employment fulfillment (Schumacher & Schumacher, 

1996).  Importantly, Schumacher (2011) noted that economies prosper when 

people are given priority and the economy is modified to meet their needs, beliefs, 

and principles.  Part of personal fulfillment comes from taxation paid into a 

system that supports the needs of society and the environment.  Along these lines, 

compassionate economists advocate for progressive taxation and wealth taxes.   

Compassionate economists are concerned that mainstream economists 

tend to get things wrong too often due to the oversimplification of complex 

relationships between society, the environment, and our economy, and they suffer 

from metaphysical blindness (Schumacher, 2011).  Like caring, feminist, and 

complexity economists, they contend that economics should not be treated as a 

science.  Therefore, economic models based on rational behavior are inadequate, 

because people and social systems often exhibit irrational behavior that is too 

difficult to model.  Rather than mathematically derived algorithms based on 

rationalist criteria, the need is for wisdom and common sense, much in line with 



 122 

feminist economists.  Like complexity economists, there is concern that 

traditional economics lacks a holistic, comprehensive view because it does not 

account for the impacts on society, the individual, or the environment (Payutto & 

Evans, 1994).   

Capitalism, it is argued, is unjust toward the majority of the population 

due to the lack of socialistic systems, and because of the concentration of wealth 

in the hands of the very few.  Government-funded health care, higher minimum 

wages, and broader safety nets for the poor and the elderly are promoted, which 

have all proven necessary, particularly during economic downturns.  Several other 

alternative economists, including degrowth, caring, feminist, and ecosocialist 

economists, agree with the need for socialistic systems to protect much of the 

population.   

Along these lines, compassionate economists call for redistributive social 

services that include programs such as funding assistance for pre-college and 

college education.  A market system is not entirely opposed; however, as they do 

emphasize the need for socialistic support structures in order to provide for the 

needs of the majority.  One of the most enduring benefits of the acts of 

compassion and altruism are, they contend, happiness, joy, and satisfaction for 

those who participate in the giving (Ricard, 2011). 

Compassionate economists are not entirely against land ownership but 

propose a middle path in this regard.  They see the value of private property 

ownership for residences and small businesses because there is a component of 

responsibility that goes along with this kind of ownership (Schumacher, 2011).  



 123 

However, they are concerned that medium and large-scale enterprises lose this 

sense of ownership and the responsibility that goes along with it.  In essence, 

these larger land holders become parasitic enterprises with a kind of functionless 

ownership, more prone to irresponsible behavior (Schumacher, 2011).  In 

addition, the ownership of large land and property holdings loses the “ownership” 

value associated with smaller holdings and with it the corresponding sense of 

responsibility for the stewardship of the land. 

Compassionate economists are also troubled by corporate governance and 

by the power gained by corporations over the latter half of the 20th century.  

Banks, in particular, are of concern because of the tremendous accumulation of 

wealth in these institutions, the divestment of services mixing banking with 

investing, the fact that banks are now shareholder institutions, the general concern 

with the control of money and securities, and all with too little accountability 

(Norman, 2008).   

Corporations, compassionate economists contend, display a vacuum of 

ownership, a high degree of bureaucratic incompetence, and poor risk aversion 

(Inoue, 1997; Mensikov, 1993; Norman, 2008).  Conversely, responsibly owned 

institutions of the past, they contend, did not display these kinds of poor qualities.  

Therefore, the need is for more government oversight over corporations; however, 

in order for this to be effective, we also need to reform the corporate governance 

within these institutions, including the process of electing board members.  

Importantly, an economy that relies on non-renewable resources, or that 

does not distinguish between renewable and non-renewable resources, is both 
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exploitive and parasitic (Schumacher, 2011).  This kind of exploitation will 

inevitably lead to violence, and will violate the basic principles of avoiding 

violence as well as avoiding the consumption of any non-renewable resources.  In 

fact, the traditional economist’s position that there is no difference between 

renewable and non-renewable resources and that resources can be objectively 

equated to a monetary value is standing the truth on its head (Schumacher, 2011). 

Perhaps more than any of the other alternative economists, this group 

emphasizes the power of altruism as an essential component of an economy of the 

future (Mensikov, 1993).  Future societies, they contend, must embrace altruism 

as well as compassion as elements of human behavior if our civilizations are to 

survive going forward (Zahn, 2013).  Compassion towards people outside of 

one’s country, they argue, has to become a definitive trait for us if we are to 

prevent those from poorer nations migrating to richer nations (Mensikov, 1993).  

This loss of connectedness with people distant from an individual’s inner circle 

also calls for national and international programs to help provide for the needs of 

many in developing nations. 

These same future societies will need to have mixed economies, as is the 

case in many countries now, with the right portion of socialism mixed with 

capitalism (Mensikov, 1993).  This will, in turn, require a mix of market and non-

market, a mix of private and public, and a distribution of wealth so as to ensure 

fairness and justice (Mensikov, 1993).  Future mixes, they assert, must also 

contain more collective and centralized decisions in a democratic fashion if we 

are to preserve natural systems, ensure social justice, and save our civilizations. 
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Importantly, compassionate economists call for an inventory of core 

values and that public advocacy as well as wisdom be integrated into the field of 

economics (Zahn, 2013).  The problem of countering the oligarchical control of 

national interests by multinational corporations, however, will require 

international governmental control (Mensikov, 1993).  As has become apparent, 

many of the problems of the 21st century go far beyond national borders and must 

be addressed with international means and the cooperation of several countries. 

These economists also see that common institutional or government 

control over natural resources is necessary in order to address and reduce present 

day consumption habits.  Consumption, therefore, must not harm natural systems 

or cause harm to other species.  Contrary to present patterns, we must live in 

harmony with nature, retreat from a policy of taking from nature, and learn to 

coexist with other species.  This then requires that we realign our worldview away 

from anthropocentrism and toward the Earth as the center of our existence (Inoue, 

1997).  Arguably, assigning natural resources and large land holdings to the 

commons provides the kind of protection these resources need, and helps all to 

attain an Earth-centered way of existence.  An Earth-centered view helps us to 

achieve Adam Smith’s (1776/1994) vision of an advanced society, with higher 

virtues that have moved us beyond the level of a primitive economy.   

Discussion 

I propose that compassionate economics forms the basis for the ideal 

system of economics going forward.  Importantly, compassion is deeply 

connected to wisdom, something our economy is sorely in need of.  The inclusion 
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of Buddhist principles is also in line with the need for spirituality called for by 

green, anarcho-ecosocialist, and steady-state economists.  Arguably, without this 

kind of spiritual addition to our future economic system, our exploitation of the 

environment, and of each other, will continue.  In addition to spirituality, this 

system includes compassion, altruism, empathy, and moral values as part of their 

decision-making and problem-solving process.  Thus, these additions will help to 

fill the voids in the capitalistic systems we see today and are considered to be 

critical components once envisioned by the founders of our capitalistic system.    

The argument here is that compassionate economics, based on the 

Buddhist principles of spirituality, compassion, altruism, empathy, morality, and 

holism are compatible with other religions.  The religions of Christianity, Islam, 

Hinduism, Judaism, for example, are all sympathetic to these principles and, in 

fact, all hold these principles in high regard.  Arguably, the principles that form 

the basis of compassionate economics are universal, transcending any particular 

religious belief.  In addition, the founders of capitalism, who were primarily of 

Christian faith, were well versed in the need to practice the Golden Rule, a basic 

tenet of compassionate economics (Steuerle, 2012).  Therefore, this system of 

economics is compatible with other religions as well as with those who do not 

practice any particular faith. 

Furthermore, any economic system of the future must place heavy 

emphasis on this group’s call for a freedom from materialism, hedonism, and 

consumption.  Thus, on this view, consuming less and being less materialistic 

leads to a more satisfying life, a kind of liberation that helps to maximize a 
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person’s well-being.  Compassionate economists, along with ecological, steady-

state, degrowth, green, and other economists, all share this position on material 

consumption (Cleveland & Ruth, 1998; Daly et al., 1994; Jackson, 2007; 

Schneider, 2008; Schumacher, 2011).  Following these requirements, rich 

countries need to help poorer countries to address issues such as poverty, illegal 

immigration, and resource depletion.  Ecological, green, ecosocialism, and other 

economists all place a high priority in this area, realizing that worldwide issues 

such as resource depletion are directly linked to impoverishment in developing 

nations (Burkett, 2006; Kennet, 2012; Martínez-Alier & Alier, 2003; Schumacher, 

2011).  The need to help those outside of our apparent zone of influence is of 

critical importance in a world with extreme wealth disparity and numerous and 

apparent international issues. 

The compassionate economists’ call for ecocentric as opposed to 

anthropocentric thinking is also essential if we are to turn away from selfish and 

destructive tendencies.  This call for an Earth-centered approach is now supported 

by the Catholic Church and was recently called for by Pope Francis (2015) in his 

latest encyclical.  My contention is that Pope Francis, the Dalai Lama, 

compassionate economists (Brooks, 2014; Pope Francis, 2015; Ricard, 2011; 

Steuerle, 2012), and many others are pointing the way toward Adam Smith’s 

(1776/1994) vision of over 200 years ago, namely, an advanced society with an 

advanced system of economics that helps all of us attain to the higher virtues we 

are born with and that provides opportunities for those who are the most in need. 



 128 

These economists also have a strong appreciation for the need to have both 

a complex and a holistic approach to performing economic analysis.  Their 

contention that the mathematical approach alone ignores the complexity of human 

behavior is widely supported.  Complexity, resilience, green, no-growth, feminist, 

and others also emphasize this need.  The compassionate economists’ concern 

with the catastrophic nature of capitalism is also widely shared by other 

economists who support their call for banking reform as well as corporate 

governance reform.  

I also believe that this group’s insistence on a strong government with 

tough regulations is essential if we are to protect the commons and our natural 

resources.  This position is also well supported by green, ecosocialist, 

environmental, and steady-state economists.  Steady-state, feminist, green, 

ecosocialist, anarcho-ecosocialist, and no-growth economists also support the 

need for corporate governance reform.  This need, in fact, is essential and pertains 

to the structure of corporate charters and with the need to increase their fiduciary 

duty or responsibilities to protect the public’s, the employee’s, and the 

environment’s welfare, in addition to simply protecting their financial 

responsibility to the shareholders (Atherton, Blodgett, & Atherton, 2011).   

The compassionate economists’ call for following the middle path 

between capitalism and socialism is likewise of utmost importance, and following 

this advice, we can emulate the kind of harmony experienced in the Nordic 

countries and elsewhere.  Thus, we need to emulate the social democracy 

economies of the Nordic nations and realize the levels of well-being, generosity, 
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and higher levels of virtue that are clearly associated with these kinds of systems 

(Jacobs, 2013).   

Along these lines, this group advocates for freedom and restraint, 

democracy and decision-making, by consensus.  Again, all of these principles are 

of critical importance and are in full agreement with other alternative economists’ 

call for democracy, freedom, liberty, equality, and tolerance for one another.  The 

compassionate economists’ argument for centralized government control over 

natural resources and the commons is well supported by green, ecosocialist, 

steady-state, and other economists.  It is contended here, however, that many of 

these common spaces benefit from the presence of renters, concession operations, 

and other interests that provide the oversight often needed, particularly if these 

lands are rich with resources.  Thus, providing a presence with a vested interest in 

protecting certain properties, such as agricultural and forest property, has the 

advantage of greater oversight not always afforded by preserved land that may be 

left unmanaged. 

The compassionate economists’ position for controlling populations is 

both needed and timely.  Other groups calling for population growth control 

include steady-state, ecosocialist, and no-growth economists (Daly et al., 1994; 

Inoue, 1997; Jackson, 2012; Meadows et al., 1972; Trainer, 2011).  Crucially, this 

is an essential and too often overlooked area of concern, even given that it is a 

controversial topic.  All of these groups, however, advocate for completely 

voluntary population control with emphasis placed on providing birth control 

education and other assistance to help prevent unwanted pregnancies (Daly et al., 
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1994; Inoue, 1997; Jackson, 2012; Meadows, Meadows, Randers, & Behrens, 

1972; Trainer, 2011).  

Critical Recommendations: “Golden Nuggets” 

Compassionate economics acts as the cornerstone alternative economic 

system with regard to this dissertation topic.  Compassionate economics proposals 

are of critical importance for the future system of economics and many of their 

proposals are included here, as follows: 

• Create the foundation for a social democracy, emulating the 

governments established in the Nordic nations. 

• Incorporate the complex relationship between society, personal needs, 

and the environment as part of any analysis or thought process 

pertaining to economic needs. 

• Use compassionate, altruistic, empathetic, and holistic approaches to 

problem solving that emphasize the ethical and moral treatment of 

people and all living creatures.   

• Realize the benefits of an advanced society, a new and advanced 

system of economics, along with the higher and nobler virtues that will 

accompany these changes. 

• Exhibit a spiritual connection with the natural world around us with 

reverence and respect for the sanctity of life. 

• Incorporate compassion, morality, and altruism into the economic 

decision-process. 

• Use non-renewable resources only if they are indispensable. 
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• Avoid use of hyper-specialized division of labor practices. 

Monotonous, repetitive work such as assembly line work is viewed as 

soul destroying, mechanized slavery that is just short of a criminal act 

on the part of the employer. 

• Reform of corporate governance, including the process of electing 

board members to corporations, and the establishment of corporate 

charters.   

• Seek the middle ground to problem solving and as a way of life.  

Achieve a higher awareness of our interconnectedness with one 

another and with the natural world that we are part of. 

• End large-scale private land ownership and restore ecological systems 

with property either owned by the commons or set aside as a natural 

resource.  

• Provide government funding assistance for pre-college and four years 

of college education.   

Caring Economics 

Literature Review 

A caring economy may simply mean an economic system that sincerely 

prioritizes the needs of people and the environment.  These economists also 

promote the Nordic nations’ policies, capturing the benefits of both capitalism and 

socialism, made affordable with higher taxes on the wealthy.  Finland, Norway, 

and Sweden, for example, all have well supported government programs for 

families, child care programs, government sponsored health care programs with 
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paid parental leave, in home medical visits, and other social welfare programs 

(Eisler, 2008).  And yet these countries also provide generous aid to developing 

nations, thus helping other smaller and developing nations address their own 

social and environmental needs.   

Caring economics can be traced to Riane Eisler’s 1988 work The Chalice 

and the Blade: Our History, Our Future.  According to caring economists, the 

economic systems in the Nordic countries are more caring than those of 

mainstream capitalist societies; however, they are not precisely what the 

proponents of a caring economy are proposing.  Eisler (2008) argued for an 

economy that greatly values the contributions of women in society, and holds that 

rewarding these contributions will lead to a healthier economy overall.  Without 

our environmental, household, and volunteer economies, it is maintained, there 

would be no market or government economies.  Eisler recognized that Nordic 

economies have advantages over mainstream capitalistic economies because of 

their emphasis on caring for people and natural systems.  In addition, these 

countries have low crime rates, a generally high standard of living, high longevity 

rates, and they rank well in other quality of life measurements.  Nonetheless, 

Eisler promoted taking these kinds of economies to a higher level with more 

emphasis on caring and caregiving in order to prevent much of the human 

suffering we see today.   

Caring economists contend that market economies must be revised to 

provide more financial incentives for caring occupations, including home care, 

and that uncaring businesses need to be penalized (Folbre, 1994).  As an example, 
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businesses that profit by making junk food or weapons for military use can be 

penalized with higher taxes, and these resources can then be used to fund the 

caring businesses and programs to protect natural environments.  Furthermore, 

more emphasis on good care for adults, children, and natural systems will pay 

strong dividends in the form of economic and ecological sustainability (Eisler, 

2008).  This call for a realignment of values is also in alliance with compassionate 

and green economics views as well.  In addition, the internalizing of externalities, 

also supported by compassionate and green economists, is another mechanism for 

penalizing uncaring business practices. 

Eisler’s (1988) earlier work studied the mythology of the sacred feminine 

and the Goddess worshiping cultures that she considers to have been prevalent in 

Neolithic Europe.  Her contention is that there existed in Europe and around the 

Mediterranean an idyllic, female-dominated agricultural society that was 

eventually conquered by Indo-Europeans around the 4th century BCE.  The loss 

after this conquest, she contends, was the peaceful human existence of the time 

and the higher place of women in society.  Her contention that male-dominated 

cultures and workplaces are a hindrance, not only to women, but to all of society 

and to our ability to develop knowledge, is well supported by many others in 

related fields of study (Merchant, 1990).  The notion that there are male-biases in 

the fields of science, mathematics, information technology, and many other 

disciplines is also well supported by extensive research in this area (Shepherd, 

1993).  



 134 

Others promote the concept of a caring economy because the term care is 

intimate and connected with our emotions, in contrast to terms such as domestic 

worker, caregiver, care provider, or unpaid work that can be used in a negative 

context (Esquivel, 2011).  Terms like caregiver or care provider may be 

misconstrued to denote work that does not require expertise.  Esquivel (2011) 

emphasized the need to fairly compensate all care providers, whether they are 

currently unpaid stay-at-home caregivers, such as housewives, or underpaid 

professional caregivers.  Therefore, care work includes caring for children, elderly 

adults, those who are sick or disabled, many fields of employment in healthcare, 

and educational services.  Care work has been defined “as the activities and 

relations involved in meeting the physical and emotional requirements of 

dependent adults and children” (Daly & Lewis, 2000, p. 285).  Without regulation 

and support of welfare programs from the government, however, gender 

disparities in the caregiver categories further contribute to income discrepancy 

and poverty (Folbre, 1994).   

Many of those proposing a caring economy consider the labor market to 

be gendered because it is geared toward the male-breadwinner who does not have, 

or does not outwardly demonstrate, the need to have caregiver responsibilities for 

loved ones at home (Elson, 1999).  A female worker meets the expectations of a 

male breadwinner and fits this working role; however, the demands of home care 

often pull these workers out of the work force, leaving more men in high-income 

positions.  The unpaid worker at home, therefore, creates a subsidy from the 

household to the public sector (Picchio, 2003).  To counter this obvious inequity, 
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caring economist call for equal pay for women and social welfare benefits for 

those who stay at home to care for children, the sick, and the elderly. 

There is a great need to compensate care workers, which can take many 

forms such as wages for housework, social welfare payments, and pensions for 

those wives who stay at home caregiving while the husband goes to work 

(Esquivel, 2011).  There is no single policy, however, to address the need for 

compensating for care services, but the justification for policies such as this will 

pay handily in traditional economic terms, and in social and environmental 

benefits (Eisler, 2008).  The Nordic system model, with strong social welfare 

programs, acts as the basis for an economic system that takes care of those who 

are not capable of taking care of themselves. 

Discussion 

Caring economists have much in common with both compassionate and 

feminist economists.  It is also my position that we need to emulate existing and 

successful social welfare programs, such as those of the social democracies in the 

Nordic countries.  In fact, caring economists wish to take the social welfare 

programs practiced in the Nordic nations to a higher and more beneficial level.  

However, it also needs to be stated that several of these Nordic nations, including 

Norway, do benefit from oil industry taxes, which help them to provide for their 

social programs.  Therefore, although the social welfare program practices of the 

Nordic nations are laudable, the economy of the future must rely on tax revenue 

from other sources.  Certainly many of Piketty’s (2014) recommendations for 
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wealth redistribution will need to be implemented to meet these social program 

needs. 

The need for compensation for care work is also strongly endorsed by 

feminist, green, and compassionate economists among others along with heavier 

taxes on the wealthy in order to support these programs.  Wealth redistribution 

with heavy taxes on the very wealthy is essential for the needs of social programs 

and infrastructure investments.  In fact, this group’s wealth redistribution 

recommendations are quite compatible with compassionate, no-growth, and 

degrowth economics proposals as well as those proposed by Piketty (2014). 

Both caring and feminist economists contend that male-dominated cultures 

cause pervasive problems today and that capitalism is highly influenced by these 

biases (Eisler, 2008; Elson, 1995; Kelly, 1994; Merchant, 1990).  Although this 

argument is well accepted, the need for a return to the spiritual core values, such 

as those proposed by the green, steady-state, and compassionate economists, may 

provide the most viable solution to this problem.  Therefore, the proposals of 

compassionate, green, and steady-state economics are seen as a way of addressing 

the problem of a male-dominated culture. 

Arguably, we need strong social welfare programs and we need strong 

government institutions to oversee and control these programs.  In addition, the 

infusion of caring economics principles regarding social programs for care work 

is a necessary enhancement to the economy of the future and is in alignment with 

the positions of compassionate, ecological, feminist, degrowth, and no-growth 

economists and others.  Furthermore, the act of adequately caring for those who 
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cannot care for themselves is a higher virtue, one that is attainable, is part of the 

human spirit, and was once proposed as a benefit of an advanced system of 

economics going back to Adam Smith (1776/1994). 

Adding to this argument, the flexibility for methods of compensation is 

crucial because of the mix of economies with these needs across the world.  This 

will not be a one-solution-fits-all approach, rather, each country will need to find 

the best methods for compensating for care work.  Overall, the recommendations 

of caring economists are beneficial, albeit too singularly focused on care work 

issues to adequately address the broader needs of this dissertation topic. 

Critical Recommendations: “Golden Nuggets” 

Several of the recommendations of caring economists are of critical 

importance and a few of their proposals are included here, as follows:   

• Government-sponsored and paid for health care programs free of 

private insurance interests, and that include home medical visits and 

home nursing care for newborn babies, must be instituted.  

• Care workers for children, the sick, the disabled, and the elderly in 

traditionally unpaid positions must be adequately compensated 

through government social welfare programs. 

• Financial support for families with pre-kindergarten children and paid 

parental leave following childbirth should be implemented.  
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Conclusion 

Feminist, compassionate, and caring economists have much in common.  

Both caring and compassionate economists recommend the path of social 

democracy modeled by the Nordic nations, made possible by higher taxes on the 

wealthy (Eisler, 2008; Jacobs, 2013; Norman, 2008).  Feminist economists advise 

a similar path, with more resilience, flexibility, and empathy built into our 

economy of the future (Ferber & Nelson, 2009; McKay, 2001).  All of these 

economists are concerned with the callous nature of capitalism, sexism, 

exploitation of others, the tendency toward militarism associated with capitalism, 

the separation from nature, and the of lack of compensation for care work as well 

as for many female-dominated professions.  Arguably, though, if the world does 

not follow this middle path toward socially democratic systems, and by doing so, 

remove self-serving business interests from government interests, then our ability 

to address the widespread issues of sexism, poverty, militarism, and 

undercompensated work will be greatly impeded. 

Compassionate economics provides essential missing ingredients to 

present day capitalism and is therefore the system recommend as the basis of the 

economy of the future.  This system addresses the need for austerity in the future 

by promoting the middle path, being neither rich nor poor.  Just as importantly, 

however, this system addresses the hardheartedness and callousness of capitalism 

by promoting empathy, compassion, altruism, spiritual values, and holistic 

approaches to addressing sociopolitical, economic, and environmental issues.  

These virtues are quite close, in fact, to the higher virtues of generosity, 
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benevolence, compassion, gratitude, pity, kindness, friendship, and love proposed 

by Adam Smith (1776/1994) as associated with the achievements of an advanced 

economy. 

Thus the major shortcomings with our system of capitalism can be filled 

with many of the compassionate economics proposals.  In particular, the callous 

nature of capitalism toward those with less and toward natural systems is well 

addressed by this system.  Their call for practicing the Golden Rule when making 

economic decisions and the need to see the interconnectedness between people 

and between people and the environment is of crucial importance as we attempt to 

address the errors of the past.  This group’s middle path approach, it is argued, 

combined with wisdom and common sense, meet the needs of a complex world 

with complex problems. 
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CHAPTER 5: DEGROWTH, STEADY-STATE, AND NO-GROWTH 
ECONOMICS ANALYSIS 

 
The advantages of degrowth, steady-state, and no-growth economics are 

provided here, while also highlighting some of the essential recommendations of 

these systems and how they too provide indispensable benefits for the ideal 

economic system of the future.  First of all, these systems point to the fallacy of 

the belief that we can have a sustainable society with an economy bent on growth.  

Second, they each counter capitalism’s call for economic growth with the warning 

that growth comes with severe consequences to the natural environment. 

Importantly, these economists are keenly aware of the Earth’s carrying 

capacity, and they insist that current consumerism, consumption, and materialism 

practices must be reversed (Daly, 2009; Trainer, 2011; Victor, 2008).  Each group 

calls for limits on consumption, quotas, and ecological taxes as well as incentives.  

They call for a new paradigm, for a realignment of our values away from wants 

and toward needs.  Along these lines, more emphasis is placed on a higher quality 

of life and on well-being and happiness made affordable with more free time, 

more time with family, and less time toiling away at work.   

Although steady-state economists (SSEs) allow for some growth, albeit 

only qualitative growth (Daly, 2009; Worstall, 2014), all of these systems see our 

present course as unsustainable and as highly detrimental to future generations.  

Their combined call for limits, caps, and quotas on consumption, and for 

curtailing resource depletion and polluting activities, are all highly critical for the 

new economy of the future.  In addition, the prescriptive actions called for by no-
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growth and SSE economists address areas of concern more precisely than some 

actions provided by the other economists studied here. 

Degrowth Economics 

Literature Review 

 Georgescu-Roegen is considered by many to be the founder of degrowth 

economics (Martínez-Alier et al., 2010).  Several degrowth advocates are 

influenced by Marxism and some have suggested that economics is a dismal 

political science from which we need to escape (Martínez-Alier et al., 2010).  

Degrowth economics’ roots are in ecological economics and in activism for 

environmental and social causes (Martínez-Alier et al., 2010).  Inquiry in this area 

is traced back to a book entitled The Limits to Growth (Meadows et al., 1972).  

Seminal researchers in this field of study include Nicholas Georgescu-Roegen 

(1993), Serge LaTouche (2009), Giorgos Kallis (2011), and Joan Martínez-Alier 

(2009). 

Capitalism, it is argued, is inherently destructive toward natural and social 

systems (Martínez-Alier et al., 2010).  However, even given the well-recognized 

faults seen in capitalism, these economists do not advocate for a complete 

abandonment of capitalism, as is the case with ecosocialist and anarcho-

ecosocialist economists.  Rather, degrowth economists wish to counter 

neoliberalism and austerity trends with what they see as a contrary approach to 

growth-centered capitalism (Exner, 2014).  Part of the purpose in providing these 

contrary positions, in fact, is to demonstrate the errors, flaws, and inequities 

associated with neoliberal economics. 
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There is opposition among degrowth economists to the idea of a steady-

state economy, which is seen as impractical, given the conditions today of 

excessive population and resource depletion (Kerschner, 2010).  A steady-state 

economy, they assert, is non-satisfactory and insufficient in addressing societal 

problems and the current ecological crisis (Exner, 2014).  Thus, degrowth is 

offered as a counter policy to sustainable development and as a way to contribute 

to the green political movement (Fournier, 2008).   

Like several other alternative economists, degrowth economists are 

concerned that an economy depending on endless growth is doomed to failure, 

and is one that will threaten our very survival (G. Ashton, 2010).  An economic 

meltdown raises the additional apprehension of an ecological meltdown, with 

each dependent on the other (G. Ashton, 2010).  This argument for a stable 

economy, not subject to the upheavals of recessions and depressions, is of 

universal concern among alternative economists. 

Degrowth economists point to many of the same unfavorable societal and 

environmental issues recognized by other alternative economic researchers.  

These include the exhibited failures of capitalism, as seen with the most recent 

worldwide recession of 2008 (Martínez-Alier, 2009).  They assert that the threat 

of rising greenhouse gases (GHGs) and CO2 emissions have only been known to 

decrease in modern times due to economic depressions or recessions.  This, in 

fact, is one of the main arguments for degrowth economics, that recessed 

economic activity results in lower GHG emissions (Martínez-Alier, 2009).  Other 

concerns with capitalism include wealth disparity and widespread human 
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injustices around the world, and this group emphasizes the need for controlled 

sustainable growth in the developing nations in order to address both (Martínez-

Alier, 2012).  

Degrowth economists see little alternative to reduced consumption, 

reduced productivity, and the resulting reductions in the world GDP, all 

connected to CO2 production (Hueting, 2010).  As Jackson (2009) warned us in 

2009, the world average carbon emissions have increased since 1990 by 40%, 

raising atmospheric CO2 levels to 390 ppm from 1990 levels of 350 ppm (p. 487 – 

489).  Today, our world average atmospheric concentrations of CO2 are slightly 

above 400 ppm (CO2Now.org).  According to one source, the last time world 

atmospheric CO2 levels were this high was approximately 15 million years ago 

when sea levels were around 100 feet higher than they are today and average 

temperatures were 5 to 10 degrees Fahrenheit higher than they are today (Tripati, 

Roberts, & Eagle, 2009). 

Without degrowth and dematerialization actions, degrowth economists 

argue, we will inevitably experience a rebound of higher consumption due to 

short-term influences, such as efficiency improvements, that must be followed by 

resource exhaustion (Schneider, 2008).  Essentially all of the alternative 

economists are in agreement concerning the need to reverse consumption patterns 

with solutions ranging from self-imposed austerity measures to higher consumer 

awareness programs to government-mandated rationing of goods and services.  

The problem of resource exhaustion also has this same kind of unanimity, again, 



 144 

with a variety of actions called for to protect our remaining resources and to 

restore many of our depleted ecological systems. 

Critics of degrowth point to its emphasis on the local economy 

(Schwartzman, 2012).  These critics also suggest that much more is needed on a 

global scale to combat issues such as global climate change along with the need 

for global demilitarization (Schwartzman, 2012).  Importantly, demilitarization 

does not mean the complete elimination of a nation’s army, but rather a reduction 

of weapons, soldiers, and military equipment to agreed upon minimum levels.  

Another criticism of degrowth economics is that this system is more of a 

sociopolitical statement than a stand-alone system of economics.  This lack of 

concreteness, and the unlikelihood of political support for degrowth initiatives, 

are two factors often positioned against degrowth (van den Bergh, 2010).  In fact, 

even some degrowth proponents suggest that degrowth is more of a slogan, meant 

to stand counter to the emphasis on growth emphasized in neoliberal capitalism 

(Bonaiuti, 2012).   

These criticisms notwithstanding, degrowth advocates have many valid 

approaches to limiting much of our impact on natural systems and on how to 

provide more social equity across the globe (Martínez-Alier et al., 2010).  

Importantly, degrowth implies a smaller, changed economy that relies on limits 

rather than on technological advancements or increased efficiencies (Kallis, 

2011).  Arguably, the positions of degrowth economists are more than mere 

political statements or countering slogans against neoliberal forces, and in fact, 

their recommendations are of high importance for the economy of the future. 
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For example, degrowth economists support anti-consumerism, anti-

capitalistic ideas, allotting for a fixed supply of renewable resources, conversions 

to mass transportation systems, walking and biking, eliminating wealth disparity 

in the developing nations, transitioning to local and smaller companies, stopping 

unsustainable development, reducing work hours, providing basic income 

guarantees, using empty housing and commercial buildings, and realigning our 

paradigmatic values (Martínez-Alier et al., 2010).  Their argument for a 

realignment of values is mirrored by other alternative economists and perhaps 

more so by compassionate economists than any other. 

A key emphasis within this group is that wealthy nations are overly 

consumptive, with some of these higher-income populations using many times, on 

average, the ecological footprint of low-income populations.  And yet, in a world 

with 7 billion people, 4 billion are still living without many of their basic needs 

(Jackson, 2012).  Furthermore, degrowth economists argue that over-consumption 

is at the heart of many of today’s social inequalities.  Putting these comparisons 

into further context, the average African has a carbon footprint of one ton per 

person per year compared to the average American who has a footprint of almost 

30 tons per person per year (Hertwich & Peters, 2009).  In fact, the average 

Kenyan has a carbon footprint of just 0.34 tons per year (The Guardian, 2015).  

Comparing a very poor African or Indian to a very rich US or EU citizen 

increases this disparity by several orders of magnitude, as much as 100,000 times 

greater. 
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Jackson (2007) emphasized too that both material resource consumption 

and economic consumption need to be reduced.  Thus, just changing the resource 

intensity of consumption does not address the problem of a consumptive society; 

simply consuming other goods and services can also result in negative 

environmental impacts.  Jackson (2012) reminded us that the inequities of the 

poor and the poorer nations will only worsen as we continue to deplete our 

resources, resulting in a further scarcity of water, fuel, and food.  This concern is 

further fueled by the repercussions of this continued inequity, leading to extreme 

hardship, particularly for the more vulnerable members of society. 

Degrowth economists are family focused, promote work sharing, and for 

providing more free time for art, music, pleasure, community activities, and 

family connections (Jackson, 2012).  Less work and freer time allows one to 

enjoy life more.  Prosperity and real wealth, they argue, has much more to do with 

how we flourish as members of society, and not our finances (Jackson, 2012).  A 

future society that is avidly and willingly practicing austerity can still flourish in 

the desirable activities of art, education, sports, religion, research, and human 

relations (Latouche, 2010).  We can, therefore, have an even better life, with less 

emphasis on the things that are not important and more emphasis on the things 

that are important. 

Notably, some degrowth proponents do not accept that degrowth can 

occur through voluntary actions and that a post-capitalist alternative is inevitable, 

given the inherent capitalistic forces driving growth (Kallis, 2011).  Although the 

form of the post-capitalist alternative is not clear, they do propose several ways to 
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degrow our economy sustainably.  Reforms include reduced work hours and 

schedules, decentralization of the economy with more localized control, reduced 

production from distant sources, co-housing, eco-villages, cooperatives, 

subsistence organic farming, and political reform to support degrowth practices 

(Jackson, 2012).  More specifically, they propose reduction in workweek hours to 

as low as 21 hours per week across the world, with guarantees for health and 

economic security, salary caps, and increased taxes on the wealthy (Kallis, 2011).  

Other policies include capping limits on CO2, taxes on environmental damages, 

and taxes on resource extraction (Latouche, 2009).   

Discussion 

Degrowth economists’ arguments against growth are difficult to refute, 

especially considering the problems of excessive resource consumption and CO2 

production.  Their activism position against neoliberal economics is also needed 

given the problems experienced with these policies as well as with forced 

austerity measures.  Degrowth economists’ warnings about the alarming trends of 

unfettered capitalism are well supported by most of the alternative economists’ 

examined here (G. Ashton, 2010; Kovel, 2007; Martínez-Alier, 2009; R. Smith, 

2003).  In fact, the solution proposed by compassionate and caring economists to 

move to a social democracy rather than a complete abandonment of the current 

system of capitalism may be in alignment with many degrowth proponents.  This 

group’s emphasis on limiting the economy is seen to be essential, and much in 

line with the positions of compassionate, steady-state, caring, feminist, no-growth, 

and other economists. 
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Degrowth economists’ proposal for a complete conversion to renewable 

energy sources is in line with most of the alternative economists as well (Daly, 

1997; Jackson, 2012; Martínez-Alier et al., 2010).  The position of degrowth 

economists on infrastructure needs, such as renewable energy and mass 

transportation, is as strong as any of the alternative economists.   

This group’s admonitions concerning worldwide poverty, and the need for 

wealthy nations to financially support the poorer nations, is also quite strong.  

Arguably, Jackson (2007, 2009) provided the kind of attention needed concerning 

the plight of developing nations, the people there, the resource extraction 

occurring and habitat loss, all of which are largely invisible symptoms of 

consumption to those in the developed nations.  This kind of argument is, 

debatably, one of the best qualities of degrowth advocates.  They are clear about 

their concerns and they don’t mince words when they make a point on critical 

issues such as climate change and wealth inequity. 

Their positions on the need to work less, enjoy more free time, and to 

practice voluntary austerity are also seen as essential ingredients for a healthy 

society.  In addition, we need a new economy that deemphasizes our fixation on 

money, who has it, who doesn’t have it, and this preoccupation with objectifying 

all things in terms of their currency value.  These economists’ specific proposals 

for fewer work hours, co-housing, cooperatives, and community farming 

(Jackson, 2012; Kallis, 2011; Martínez-Alier et al., 2010) are some of the more 

prescriptive, and most needed changes provided by any of the alternative 

economists.  There is also broad support with the other alternative economists that 
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we need to shift our priorities, and work for work’s inherent benefits, not just for 

survival.  Furthermore, we need to thrive in the kinds of environments that 

provide for friendship, and socialization, as opposed to an each-person-fending-

for-themselves kind of an existence. 

Although some of the language used by degrowth advocates is rhetoric 

used for political purposes, this is considered a plus rather than a minus.  They 

have an activist spirit in common with ecosocialism, feminist, steady-state, no-

growth and green economists. 

Critical Recommendations: “Golden Nuggets” 

Several of the recommendations of degrowth economists are of critical 

importance for the future system of economics, and some of their proposals are 

included here, as follows:   

• We must greatly reduce our tendencies toward high consumption and 

move toward local economies, with local companies that can be self-

sufficient.  

• Wealth redistribution needs to take place across the globe, alleviating 

poverty in developing nations with global wealth redistribution 

methods, such as higher taxes on the very wealthy. 

• We must work to eliminate the availability of taxation avoidance 

mechanisms such as trust funds, offshore accounts, shell corporations, 

routing money overseas and back, money laundering with cash 

purchases, and other tax avoidance measures. 
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• Along these same lines, the future system of economics needs to 

include recommendations for global wealth taxes in order to assist 

developing nations and to close down the inevitable attempts by the 

wealthy at tax evasion in one country by sheltering wealth accounts in 

another.  

• We must maintain steep inheritance taxes in order to increase tax 

revenues and counter wealth accumulation activities by the very 

wealthy. 

• Increase the use of cohousing, communal housing, cooperatives, and 

community farming. 

• Ensure that a single-earner household is possible in a given economy 

with adequate pay for one parent, allowing the other to stay at home 

and care for the children. 

• Across the board working hours reduced worldwide to 21 hours per 

week with guarantees for workers health and economic security. 

Steady-State Economics 

Literature Review 

Those advocating for a steady-state economy (SSE) are associated with 

proponents of sustainable development (Sneddon, Howarth, & Norgaard, 2006), 

and they are in general agreement with the recommendations of the Brundtland 

Report (Brundtland, 1987).  Daly (1997) proposed that an economy can grow 

without developing, can develop without growing, or both.  Daly argued that 

sustainable growth is an oxymoron, and instead advocated for sustainable 
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development because the latter implies qualitative improvement rather than 

quantitative increase.  The distinction is that growth relates to physical size and is 

quantitative, while development can mean progressing to a better state and is 

therefore qualitative (Daly, 1997).   

SSE advocates explain that a growing economy cannot be sustained over 

long periods and that, alternatively, we can develop by realizing our place in 

nature, concentrating on the human community, and rethinking the definition of 

economic value (Daly, Cobb, & Cobb, 1994).  Self-reliance, community support, 

protecting the needs of future generations, a spiritual connection with each other 

and nature, are all ambitions of SSE advocates (Daly, 1997).  They propose that 

our existing capitalistic system can be reformed as needed to make it a steady-

state economy.  This field of study can be traced to the early 1970s with the works 

of Herman Daly (1980).  Seminal researchers in this field of study include 

Herman Daly (2009) and Tim Jackson (2009) and Nicholas Georgescu-Roegen 

(1993). 

Some of the ideas of SSE economists can also be traced back to John 

Stuart Mill.  Mill (1848/2006) believed in the need for cooperative societies in 

order to address unemployment concerns, to narrow selfish tendencies, to create 

community ownership, and with these processes, reduce our tendencies toward 

exploitation through a reduction in capital acquisition forces.  Mill also 

contemplated that the economy would eventually reach a steady or stationary state 

and that an end to growth would be an improvement over a growing economy.   



 152 

SSE economists see economic growth as unsustainable, eventually leading 

to degrowth and economic system collapse.  Growth for growth’s sake is 

combated, and SSE economists recognize that natural systems have a certain 

carrying capacity that should not be exceeded (Daly et al., 1994).  For this reason, 

SSE economists are also concerned about the Earth’s population, arguing that a 

higher population only leads to more miserable people, with inadequate resources 

to support them equitably.  These calls for population growth restraints and 

economic system growth limits go back to the warnings of Thomas Malthus 

(1798/2008) in the late 18th century, in addition to John Stuart Mill in the 19th 

century.  This group also insists that the only economy sustainable over the long-

term is a steady-state economy (Center for the Advancement of the Steady State 

Economy; CASS, n.d.). 

SSE foundations are also traced to Georgescu-Roegen (1971, 1993) and 

his correlation with the law of entropy, the second law of thermodynamics, that 

after materials are transformed, then become waste with high entropy.  Therefore, 

increasing entropy in the conversion of natural resources to waste products places 

profound limits on the economy.   

More recently, Cleveland and Ruth (1998) have focused on 

dematerialization, and on the intensity of material usage.  Although they concede 

that the economy is shifting to non-material growth, such as with information age 

companies, they are concerned too that waste production coupled with economic 

growth is unsustainable.  Proposed solutions in this area are geared toward higher 

efficiency, longer lasting products, and recycling within the economy as well as 
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through using ecosystems for biodegradation when possible (Daly, 1990).  These 

proposals are in line with circular economics and researchers in biomimicry as 

well (MacArthur, 2014). 

Within this community, there is a belief in creation, the sanctity of life, 

and that all life was put on Earth for a noble purpose (Daly et al., 1994).  Our 

moral obligation, then, is to preserve and protect life on Earth.  Many of these 

supporters also call for a moral obligation to humanity, placing the needs of the 

many above the wants of the few.  The SSE economists’ emphasis is on life, that 

life is wealth, and that there is no wealth without life.  Within this group, there is 

great concern for the welfare of ecological systems (Daly et al., 1994).  We 

therefore live in a finite world, and the protecting of other species is a moral 

obligation.  Compassionate, caring, green, ecological, and anarcho-ecosocialists 

are much in agreement in these areas. 

SSE economists propose that sustainability can be achieved through a 

reduction in throughput from resource extraction to product production, in 

addition to preserving many natural systems.  There is a need thus to maintain a 

constant stock of natural resources, control the throughput of resources, and 

maximize the efficient use of resources.  Both natural and human made capital, 

they contend, can be conserved at levels that are sustainable (Daly, 1990).  

Efficiency gains are achieved with recycling efforts, and by making products 

replaceable and durable so that they do not need to be disposed of (Daly, 1997).  

In this area, SSE economists are again in good alignment with circular 

economists.  As an example, manufacturers can produce automobiles with 
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replaceable and upgradeable components that alleviate the need to dispose of the 

entire car at the end of its useful life.  This group of economists values efficiency 

and the use of specific technologies; however, technology itself is not seen as a 

savior to many of our modern day problems.  

The SSE position on the energy crisis and the need for renewable energy 

is stronger than many other alternative systems examined here.  Government 

intervention is seen as necessary in order to address climate change and to 

encourage beneficial programs such as renewable energy development (Daly, 

1997).  SSE advocates support the need for economic incentives and subsidies for 

renewable energy (Daly et al., 1994).  Although they are not opposed to a carbon 

tax, they prefer the concept of a cap-and-trade system because this conveys the 

message of limited growth.  Like most alternative economists, SSE economists 

are strongly in favor of moving away from a fossil fuel economy; however, they 

recommend restrained growth of all energy systems to avoid over-taxing natural 

systems in the process (Daly, 2009).  As an example, they advocate for biofuels, 

but caution against creating too much stress on existing cropland for the 

production of biofuels.  Inside this group, there is a belief that even the oil 

companies will move toward renewables if the incentives are strong enough to 

encourage this change (Daly, 2009).   

Many of these economists are optimistic; they see a future that is both 

flourishing and yet sustainable.  Green stimulus programs are viewed as beneficial 

for the economy short term, for energy security in the medium term, and for a 

sustainable future in the long term (Hart, 2005).  However, a different kind of 
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macroeconomic structure is proposed, one that is more suitable for a world with 

limited ecological resources.  This new macro-economy has substantial 

investments in public infrastructures, an abandoned assumption of growth, 

combines the economy with both society and environment, enhances sustainable 

technology investments, and provides for the protection of ecological systems 

(Jackson, 2009).  Social change, they contend, must be incorporated into the 

economy of the future to include small-scale sustainable communities, and 

allowances for people to live meaningfully in their societies in non-materialistic 

ways with a lower importance given to material wealth (Jackson, 2009).   

Within the ecosocialist community, there is a strong disagreement with 

SSE advocates because they believe that a SSE still implies a growing economy 

along with development, and because it does not address issues such as 

ownership, profit motives, or corporate greed in general (R. Smith, 2010b).   

SSE economists counter that if we force non-growth in a quantitative 

sense, this will in turn force qualitative sustainable development (Daly, 2009).  

SSE economists are clear that they propose only qualitative growth and 

development that does not exceed the Earth’s carrying capacity.  In addition, they 

propose a cure to poverty through the application of the simple principle of 

sharing.  This principle of sharing is much in line with the compassionate 

economists’ call for all of us to practice the Golden Rule.  Other, more specific 

proposals, are provided by Daly (2009) as follows:  

1. Cap-auction-trade.  Government regulated and enforced quotas on 

depletion as well as on pollution.  Quotas will in turn increase the price of goods, 
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and this will have the effect of reducing consumption.  Quotas can be traded 

between third parties through auctions.  Although there is certainly a need for 

caps on resource extraction and polluting activities, a big concern with trading is 

that the profit motives of the traders will supersede the need to reduce these kinds 

of activities.   

2. Ecological tax reform.  Tax the things we want to reduce such as 

pollution and resource depletion as a way of internalizing externalities and raising 

needed revenues.  Green, compassionate, circular, and no-growth economists 

support this proposal for taxes as well as subsidies needed to discourage negative 

externalities and encourage positive externalities. 

3. Address wealth inequality.  Create minimum and maximum incomes.  

Higher income ranges should not exceed 100 times the lowest income ranges 

within any organization.  Arguably, as long as there are executives, bank officers, 

hedge fund managers, and so on making exorbitant salaries, we will never be able 

to close the wealth disparity gap.  This cap is needed going forward with the 

additional upside of reducing incentives to make profits at the expense of society 

and the environment.  

4. Working hours and options.  Allow more options for part-time 

employment, working from home, and shorter workweeks.  Taken a step further, 

degrowth economists propose a 21 hour workweek.  Importantly, these shorter 

workweek, part-time and working from home positions need to provide living 

wages with full benefits for a single earner household and not be used as a 

corporate strategy to avoid providing these needs and other benefits to workers. 
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This will not only increase employment, but will allow for much needed leisure 

time with friends and family.  Although there is the cost to businesses with less 

productivity and the potential for less pay per employee, the real benefit is in 

realigning our priorities and allowing for life, education, and learning to 

deemphasize the importance of money.  And if employers are forced to play by 

the same rules with adequate safeguards to prevent globalized outsourcing of jobs, 

then the employers will need to compensate employees adequately for these 21 

hours or lose out to the competition. 

5. Re-regulate international commerce.  Move toward balanced and fair 

trade as opposed to free trade.  Therefore, highly developed nations with higher 

wages, social security programs, and environmental restrictions are incapable of 

having truly free trade with lesser-developed nations.  Alternatively, highly 

developed nations need to compensate with tariffs and efficient national policies 

that restrict competition with firms and countries that do not meet required 

standards.  In essence, these kinds of anti-globalization safeguards are essential if 

we are to protect resources as well as the safety of workers in developing nations, 

and to prevent the outsourcing of jobs.   

6. Downgrade the IMF–WB and the WTO.  Currently these organizations 

provide too much insulation to transnational corporations who wish to maximize 

profits at the expense of the environment.  These actions also serve to provide 

safeguards from globalization efforts, and are seen as necessary as long as we are 

lacking international governmental oversight on these organizations that 

essentially operate now with no oversight or controls. 
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7. Require banks to have 100% reserves for each dollar loaned and move 

to a policy of a constant price index.  In addition, returning to a simplified 

banking system without mixing banking with investing will stabilize economies 

and better control inflation.  Arguably, both the Great Recession and the Great 

Depression could have been prevented if the banks were required to have 100% 

reserves.  In addition, banks should not be allowed to mix investing with savings 

and loan operations, thus gambling with an individual’s savings.   

8. Enclose the commons in public trusts. The need to protect large tracts 

of land and natural ecological systems by transferring ownership to the commons 

and protecting them with government laws and oversight is arguably the best 

protection we can provide for these resources.  No-growth, compassionate, 

ecosocialism, and anarcho-ecosocialism economists also share this view. 

9. Stabilize populations.  The total population of a given country is 

stabilized so that immigration and births combined equal outward migration and 

deaths combined.  Although the idea of population control can be abhorrent to 

some, the need to control and even reduce world populations is clear.  Plainly, we 

simply must contain populations within the Earth’s carrying capacity, and the 

methods for doing this are with education and birth control as opposed to using 

more controversial alternatives.   

10. Reform national accounts.  Stop using GDP as the sole measurement 

of growth.  Recognize GDP as strictly economic growth or separate GDP into a 

cost account and a benefits account.  Several of the other alternative economists 

agree with this position, and agree as well that we need a more satisfactory way of 
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gauging progress or growth.  Just as importantly, we need to move to the well-

being criteria as suggested by feminist, green economists, and others. 

Discussion 

The SSE economists’ emphasis on having a spiritual connection with each 

other and with natural systems is in line with the views of anarcho-ecosocialist, 

compassionate, green economists and others (Daly, 1997; Payutto & Evans, 1994; 

M. J. Smith, 1999; Spash, 2013).  This group’s higher emphasis on humankind’s 

moral obligation to one another, as well as to nature, may be the main ingredient 

needed for our future chances of reaching sustainability and providing for future 

generations.  In this vein, they are again in alignment with green and 

compassionate economists, along with others. 

 The SSE proposals concerning material usage are also attractive (Daly, 

1990, 1997), agreeing with the positions of circular economists for 

interchangeability, reusability, and longevity.   Product longevity design, in 

particular, is one of our most important strategy considerations going forward.  In 

addition, the need for interchangeability, maintainability, upgradeability, 

reusability, longevity, and the recyclability of products is much in line with both 

circular and green economists’ recommendations. 

The SSE positions against fossil energy and for renewable energy 

incentives are strong; however, their concern with restraining growth in the 

renewable energy sector appears to be overly cautious, given the current 

atmospheric concentrations of CO2  (Daly, 2009).  Thus, climate change impacts 

are arguably more of a concern than are the consequences of moving too fast in 
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the development of renewable energy.  In other words, the risks of not 

transitioning to renewable energy in short-order are greater than the risks of 

downsizing fossil fuel economies too fast or of upsizing the renewable sector too 

fast.  Climate change is debatably a higher concern than economic system 

disruptions due to accelerated or decelerated growth. 

Many of the alternative economists are in strong agreement that 

investment in critical infrastructure, such as renewable energy and mass 

transportation systems, for example, are needed for practical reasons, and for 

stimulating the job market (Andersen, 2007; Daly, 1990, 2009; Hawken et al., 

2013; Jackson, 2009, 2012; Martínez-Alier et al., 2010; Martínez-Alier, 2012). As 

an example, Martínez-Alier et al. (2010) proposes conversions to mass 

transportation, more walking and biking systems, and using empty housing and 

buildings.  In a similar fashion, Jackson (2012) advises that a sustainable 

economy can flourish with improved libraries, parks, green spaces and other 

public assets.  The need for smaller and self-sufficient communities is also 

something seen as essential in the future as a way of reducing pollution, and 

compensating for fewer resources such as fossil fuels for transportation. 

The skepticism of achieving sustainable development is warranted; 

however, a society transitioning toward non-materialistic enterprises can greatly 

reduce resource consumption in the process.  Therefore, although the practicality 

of achieving a truly sustainable society based on sustainable development 

initiatives may not be entirely possible, the goals of moving toward higher 
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efficiency, qualitative rather than quantitative growth, and a focus on non-

materialistic industries is admirable. 

  The SSE economists’ arguments for population control are also of critical 

importance, and are in line with the positions of degrowth, ecosocialism, and 

compassionate economists (Daly et al., 1994; Inoue, 1997; Jackson, 2012; 

Meadows et al., 1972; Trainer, 2011).  The limits of Earth’s carrying capacity are 

undeniable, and this is an area not emphasized enough by many of the alternative 

economists.  This alternative economic system is considered to be one of the four 

strongest alternative systems with regard to this dissertation topic.   

Critical Recommendations: “Golden Nuggets” 

Several of the recommendations of steady-state economists are of critical 

importance for the future system of economics, and some of their proposals are 

included here, as follows:   

• Limit the size of our economies, and shift to non-material growth 

industries. 

• Limit our populations to sustainable levels. 

• Incentivize positive growth in industries such as the renewable energy 

industries, and provide disincentives for negative industries such as the 

fossil fuel industry.  

• Re-regulate international commerce.  Move toward balanced and fair 

trade as opposed to free trade.   
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• Address the banking systems’ volatility by requiring banks to have 

100% reserves and enhancing regulations on national as well as 

international markets.  

• Downgrade the IMF–WB and the WTO to reduce their impact on 

developing nations and establish international regulatory bodies to 

govern and regulate IMF–WB and WTO activities. 

No-Growth Economics 

Literature Review 

 No-growth economists see growth as a major contributor to a host of 

global problems, equating their preferred economy to an SSE economy.  In fact, 

there is literature supporting both SSE and no-growth economics as being the 

same, however, this group is separated from SSE economics in this dissertation.  

A fine line distinction is that a steady-state economy may experience qualitative 

growth, but is not exceeding ecological limits, and has therefore reached a kind of 

equilibrium (Trainer, 2011). 

In contrast, a no-growth economy experiences no quantitative or economic 

growth.  SSE economists argue for qualitative rather than quantitative growth; 

however, they do suggest we can have higher qualitative growth, equating to 

higher economic growth, with greater efficiency (Worstall, 2014).  This 

difference may be considered too fine of a distinction; hence, this dissertation 

could have been written with both SSE and no-growth recommendations 

combined.  Thus, researchers listed here are essentially the same as those listed 
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for SSE economics.  Seminal researchers in this field of study include Tim 

Jackson (2012) and Herman Daly (2009) and Nicholas Georgescu-Roegen (1993). 

Like SSE and degrowth economists, this group also sees the need for a 

consumption rate that is below the Earth’s carrying capacity and with this a 

corresponding stable population.  In contrast, a growing economy is viewed as 

leading to continual exhaustion and depletion of natural resources and cannot, 

therefore, provide ecological sustainability.  No-growth economists propose 

consumption rates and population sizes that are at or below the Earth’s carrying 

capacity, and which do not exceed ecological limits (Trainer, 2011).  In addition, 

they call for no economic growth of any kind. 

 According to some of these researchers, 1983 was the last year that the 

carrying capacity of the Earth was level with world economic activity (Victor, 

2008).  Since then, we have experienced over consumption, over production, and 

our material living standards have become excessively high.  Thus, these living 

standards and consumption rates must decrease, rather than grow.  Importantly, 

however, this over consumption and the surpassing of the Earth’s carrying 

capacity has been primarily due to activities in the United States, along with other 

developed nations.  Many developing nations still have very low carbon footprints 

(The Guardian, 2015). 

Some of this research concludes that within the next 100 years the world 

will experience massive population decreases as well as reductions in industrial 

capacity due to our present course of over consumption (Meadows et al., 1972).  

Rich countries, they contend, have living standards five to ten times a worldwide 
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sustainable level, that is, if all other countries were to live in the same way.  

Unfortunately, we are not only increasing our population, but our standards of 

living are increasing simultaneously.  We could have nine billion people on the 

planet by 2060 and if this number is combined with current increased living 

standards, this would mean the total world GDP output must be 20 times what it is 

today (Trainer, 2011).  

Not all of our problems are linked to population growth, however.  Several 

of these economists see our worldwide rising pollution levels as being primarily 

caused by industry and technology, rather than by population increases (Meadows 

et al., 1972).  Pollution at current rates, they argue, has already created 

fundamental and irreversible changes for future generations, setting them up for 

lower human welfare and harsher living conditions (Meadows, Randers, & 

Meadows, 2004).  The concern is that as our populations increase in size with 

exponential growth, food production per capita and arable land availability 

continue to decline (Meadows et al., 2004).  Food, minerals, oil, and water 

production, they assert, are all on the brink of becoming non-sustainable and 

incapable of meeting growing population needs (Trainer, 2011).   

No-growth economists consider that capitalism, in its present form, is too 

focused on the act of accumulation.  Therefore, we must end the reliance on 

market forces, laissez-faire idealism, the quest for profit, and growth must be 

suppressed (Trainer, 2011).  Although the concept of managing without growth is 

challenging, these researchers make the case that we have reached the point where 

we have no other choice (Victor, 2008).  Many of the alternative economists, in 
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fact, take this same position and promote a realignment of values away from 

consumption and materialism as necessary, if we are to adjust to a world with 

diminishing resources. 

Rather than focusing on wealth, they contend, we need to move to a higher 

quality of life that does not involve excessive material and resource consumption 

or depletion.  Thus, an increasing GDP does not lead to a higher quality of life.  In 

fact, it is well documented that countries with higher GDP do not experience a 

higher quality of life (Speth, 2001).  In contrast, we need a cultural transition and 

a shift in values that allows for an economy directed to produce only what is 

needed, rather than a consumer economy based on wants and desires.  This shift 

in values not only helps us with the shortage of resources, but is intended to bring 

with it a higher quality of life accompanied by a higher attainment of the virtues 

called for by compassionate economists. 

 No-growth economists advocate for 30 hour work weeks, part-time 

employment, flexible work hours, job sharing, and working from home.  

Furthermore, all of these alternative work week schedules need to provide living 

wages for the worker rather than a way for the employer to avoid benefits and 

living wages.  Shorter work weeks are promoted to improve quality of life, 

enhance family life, reduce resource consumption attributed to work activities, 

reduce polluting activities, decrease unemployment and allow for a higher state of 

well-being.  The quest for wealth, therefore, needs to become a thing of the past 

and replaced by higher callings such as satisfaction with less, and the gift of 

giving to others (Trainer, 2011).  We need to transition to a subsistence society 
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that relies on gifts, reciprocity, and sufficiency (Trainer, 2011).  Arguably, this 

kind of a shift helps us to achieve the higher virtues called for by compassionate 

economists, and by Adam Smith as well. 

 No-growth economists endorse the internalizing of externalities in 

agreement with compassionate, circular, green, and steady-state economists.  Daly 

(2009) proposed taxing resource extraction, natural resources depletion, and 

polluting activities.  These economists are also in favor of a cap-and-trade system 

for resource extraction and depletion as well as government auctions for pollution 

quotas.  Some of these economists also endorse an economy under social control, 

where decisions are made concerning the needs for everyone rather than the wants 

of a few (Trainer, 2011).  In this area, they are in alignment with compassionate, 

caring, green, ecosocialism economists, among others. 

 Jackson (2012) advised that a sustainable economy can be achieved and 

can even flourish without growth.  He proposed several policy areas necessary in 

order to make this possible, as follows: 

• Develop an economy that includes resource and emission caps, and 

that includes a continual evaluation of ecological systems impact. 

• Invest in jobs, infrastructure, renewable energy, green businesses and 

ecosystem maintenance, and protection. 

• Increase financial and fiscal prudence in order to increase the public 

control and to better regulate national and international financial 

markets. 
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• Abandon the practice of using GDP as a measure of economic well-

being.  Adopt new measures that take into account welfare losses from 

wealth inequality, and account for resource depletion as well as 

pollution activities. 

• Reduce working hours, improve work-life balances, and expand time 

off incentives such as with flexible schedules, working from home, 

parental leave, and part-time employment. 

• Reverse income inequalities, and increase access to education along 

with all of the social benefits of higher incomes. 

• Measure prosperity by well-being indicators such as health, education, 

life expectancy, trust by others, social capital, social well-being, and 

other measurements that are not based on income. 

• Strengthen community assets such as libraries, parks, green spaces, 

museums, public broadcasting, public jobs training, and other public 

assets that enhance social capital as well as community spirit. 

• Increase community-based enterprises through more community 

banks, credit unions, and small businesses. 

• Counter the existing culture of consumerism such as with public 

broadcasting, public education, and improved consumer protection 

information. 

• Impose strict emission and resource depletion caps with well-identified 

limits on renewable resources as well as on emissions per capita. 
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• Initiate ecological taxation with appropriate methods to shift taxation 

from incomes and onto emissions as well as resource consumption. 

• Create international funding for poorer nations to allow them to 

prosper without this resulting in resource depletion activities.  Rather, 

provide funding for renewable energy systems, efficiency programs, 

reduce CO2 production, and provide for protection of ecosystems.  

Several of Jackson’s (2012) prescriptions are provided in Chapter 8 as 

critical additions to an ideal new economy and are shown with the golden nuggets 

list, below.  Essentially all of these recommendations are debatably both 

acceptable and doable, however, the breadth of these recommendations is also 

indicative of the complexity of the problems we face.  As Jackson suggested, 

there are no easy solutions, but we do need to act, and we need to act on many 

fronts.  On this proclamation, I agree wholeheartedly. 

Discussion 

This group’s position on the need to address population growth (Jackson, 

2012), and thus population control, is of key importance and is supported by 

compassionate, steady-state, and ecosocialism economists.  Although the subject 

of population growth is a controversial one, this is one of the golden nuggets 

because, equivocally, several other alternative economists pay too little attention 

to this critical and increasingly important area of concern. 

Their positions on consumption are of equal importance.  There is no 

argument that we must contain living standards and consumption rates worldwide.  

The prospect of a GDP projected to be 20 times what it is today by 2060 is 
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frightening (Trainer, 2011).  This kind of production increase is disputably 

impossible, and if not attended to, the Earth will eventually inflict no-growth upon 

us.  Changes of this magnitude clearly point to an end to capitalistic motives such 

as the desire for more wealth and other acquisitions.  The concept of more spare 

time, through 30 hour work weeks, is also an appealing side benefit to less 

consumption and less production. 

These economists’ assertion that our quality of life can be improved by 

giving rather than by getting is also notable (Jackson, 2012; Trainer, 2011).  In 

addition, the benefit of devoting more of our time to non-economic purposes, 

made possible with shorter workweeks, and lower costs of living should also go a 

long way toward improving our quality of life.  This emphasis on redirecting our 

priorities toward a different but higher quality of life is, in fact, one of the greatest 

potential benefits our new economy of the future has to offer. 

With more spare time, we can explore alternative ways to find fulfillment, 

and ways of measuring well-being other than financial success or GDP increases.  

This kind of a change does, however, suggest radical socioeconomic transitions, 

and essentially a new way of realizing those things in life that have value.  A 

transition such as this points to the paradigm shift in thinking proposed by both 

degrowth and SSE advocates as well as compassionate economists and 

ecosocialists. 

To do this, no-growth economists advocate for higher social control to 

provide for societies needs rather than wants and a move to small and self-

sufficient communities with local economies (Jackson, 2012).  The need for local 
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level participatory democracies that are out of the influence of corporate control is 

promoted, however, as a way of reducing other significant government 

involvement.  Along with this, they propose wealth redistribution to address 

wealth inequality (Jackson, 2012).  These proposals also signify the need for a 

social democracy form of government that can address these issues perhaps as 

well as a socialist government.  In these areas, no-growth economists are in 

agreement with compassionate and caring economists on the advantages of the 

sociopolitical structures in the Nordic nations. 

Other alternative economists do advocate for a social control society that 

is also a participatory-democracy with control in the hands of all of its citizens 

(Eisler, 2008; Jacobs, 2013; Norman, 2008).  This too can be seen as a version of 

a social democracy and in line with other recommendations; however, every 

society will be unique, some with more social control, and some with less. 

Critical Recommendations: “Golden Nuggets” 

No-growth economics, for the purposes of this dissertation, is considered 

to be synonymous with steady-state economics.  Thus, the recommendations of 

one are taken as the recommendations of the other.  Several of the 

recommendations of no-growth economists are of critical importance for the 

future system of economics, and some of their proposals are included here, as 

follows:   

• Place more emphasis on well-being that is not focused on wealth 

accumulation.  We can prosper without growth. 



 171 

• Increase part-time employment with full benefits, flexible work hours, 

job sharing, and working from home.   

• Invest in needed infrastructure and community assets such as libraries, 

educational facilities and services, parks, green spaces, museums, 

public jobs training, and public works programs. 

• Stimulate the economy with government-funded projects, and by 

shifting employment from negative sectors such as the fossil fuel 

industries to beneficial sectors such as renewable energy projects. 

• Develop more community based enterprises such as community banks, 

credit unions, and other small businesses. 

• Empower and protect the working class through mechanisms such as 

unions and working cooperatives. 

• Initiate ecological taxation with appropriate methods to shift taxation 

from incomes and onto emissions as well as resource consumption and 

extraction. 

Conclusion 

 The recommendations of all these groups are highly beneficial to the new 

economy of the future.  Each demonstrates a pragmatic approach to growth, with 

proposed limits where needed, combined with taxes and incentives.  All are 

pushing for an end to fossil fuel use with a transition to renewable energy.  Their 

combined focus on establishing limits sets this group apart from the others.  Their 

respective pragmatic approaches to keeping consumption within the Earth’s 

carrying capacity provide much needed emphasis on the fallacy of growth. 
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 Both SSE and no-growth economists are in favor of internalizing 

externalities, a need that is in alignment with green, circular and compassionate 

economists and others as well (Andersen, 2007; Daly, 2009; Jackson, 2012; 

Latouche, 2009; Pearce, 2002).  These economists also see the need for 

consumption limits; however, they realize that limits are not enough.  We must 

likewise make sustainable actions less expensive and tax unsustainable actions for 

the average consumer if we are to adequately address unsustainable consumption. 

 Although degrowth economists have some fundamental disagreements 

with steady-state economists concerning the sustainability of qualitative growth 

(Kerschner, 2010; Trainer, 2011), all of these systems are essentially in alignment 

on most issues.  They are all concerned with a higher quality of life, without 

excessive consumption, and they advocate for well-being as opposed to an 

irresponsible lifestyle that does not in the end bring happiness.  Furthermore, they 

see the benefit of a giving economy and the rewards to each of us made possible 

by giving to others.  In these areas, these groups are in agreement with 

compassionate economists and their proposal for a social democracy that affords 

this kind of giving from one to another.  Arguably, this kind of a sociopolitical 

system combined with the recommendations of these economists brings us closer 

as well to the higher level of virtues, attainable in an advanced society, and as 

proposed by Adam Smith.   
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CHAPTER 6: ECOSOCIALISM AND ANARCHO-ECOSOCIALISM 
ECONOMICS ANALYSIS 

 
This chapter covers the economic systems of ecosocialism and anarcho-

ecosocialism.  Of all the alternative economic solutions examined in this 

dissertation, these two systems require the greatest changes to our economic and 

political systems.  In fact, changing to either form of ecosocialism would require 

the complete abandonment of capitalism and its replacement with a socialistic 

structure.  However, even given the difficulty of implementing these kinds of 

changes, both systems provide essential needs for the ideal economic system of 

the future.  Their emphasis on the benefits of social welfare programs and on 

other needs, such as animal rights, are of critical importance and significantly 

complement a compassionate economic system as part of a social democracy that 

also prioritizes the needs of the environment first. 

Although economists from ecosocialism and anarcho-ecosocialism 

disciplines are in disagreement over the need for a centralized government, they 

both advocate for democracy and are largely in agreement with the positions of 

compassionate economists (Biehl & Bookchin, 1999; Löwy, 2005; Pepper, 2010).  

However, contrary to the position of ecosocialists, anarcho-ecosocialists are 

opposed to any form of centralized government (Biehl & Bookchin, 1998).  In 

this regard, ecosocialists are more in alignment with compassionate economists, 

favoring a more centralized government, as exists in the Nordic nations.   

In essence, though, compassionate economists, ecosocialists, and anarcho-

ecosocialists have much more in common than they have differences.  As a 

combined voice, these three economic systems speak loudly against the problems 
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with a neoliberal capitalistic society, with unrestrained tendencies toward growth, 

and with globalization forces exploiting both people and nature. 

Ecosocialism 

 
Literature Review 

 
Ecosocialism is a system of economics that owes its foundation to 

Marxism and the modern day socialist movement.  Ecosocialists are concerned 

that capitalism is not compatible with our environment or with a host of social 

needs, while they see certain aspects of socialism as compatible with both (Löwy, 

2005).  Of their many concerns with neoliberal capitalism, perhaps the two 

foremost are the privatization of basic services and the multiple consequences of 

globalization (Albo, 2007).   

Ecosocialists contend that the proletarianization of human nature, whereby 

we are transformed into dependent and exploited employees, is in itself 

destructive to the human condition and leads to many other destructive acts, such 

as the ill-treatment of natural systems (Pepper, 2002).  William Morris first 

developed the key principles of ecosocialism in the 1880s, during his membership 

in the Socialist League in London.  Seminal researchers in this field of study 

include Richard Smith (2007), James O’Connor (1998), and Joan Martínez-Alier 

(1988). 

Several of these researchers link the environment with sociological 

problems.  Kovel and Löwy (2002) contributed societal breakdown and 

environmental destruction to industrialization and globalization.  Other 

researchers concentrate more on neoliberal globalization efforts.  For example, 
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Guha and Alier (2013) see globalization as the cause of waste and pollution, and 

they see the environmental devastation in the southern hemisphere as being 

primarily due to globalization.  Guha and Alier’s concern is that capitalistic 

forces, such as neoliberal economic globalization, are the key drivers of negative 

humanitarian and environmental systems impact.  Capitalism in this analysis is 

linked with poverty, war, social exclusion, imperialism, and environmental 

destruction.   

Similar to Marx, ecosocialists see a rift between nature and humankind.  

Marx (1867/1967) predicted this rift or separation would lead to an ecological 

crisis because capitalistic production forces cater to societal needs at the expense 

of natural systems.  These same forces separate interdependent processes between 

humanity and natural systems, jeopardizing both, and they intensify divisions 

between urban and rural societies.   

In essence, ecosocialists argue that capitalism undermines its own need for 

production by exhausting the resources needed for such production (O’Connor, 

1998).  In agreement with Polanyi (2001) and Eisenstein (2007), O’Connor 

(1998) stressed that capitalism simply creates new problems because techno 

solutions to existing problems are just as problematic.  Rather, technological fixes 

used to curb environmental impacts must be done in an ecologically friendly way. 

The desired alternative to a capitalistic society is one that has safeguards 

to protect the environment, provides for social equity, and corrects wealth 

disparity across the globe (Löwy, 2005).  Therefore, ecosocialists are sometimes 

referred to as watermelons, green on the outside and red on the inside.  Their 
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green color represents their environmental inclinations and their red color 

represents their socialism inclinations.  These red-greens are themselves critical of 

green and ecological economists, regarding these economic systems as 

subservient to capitalism and as systems that do not meet the needs of social 

transformation (R. Smith, 2010a).  By comparison, red-greens see themselves as 

supporters of a democratically controlled society that is ruled by the masses and 

the working classes (Löwy, 2005).  

Another contention of ecosocialists is that capitalism succeeds by 

imposing labor on the working class and the poor under conditions determined by 

those in power (Foster & Burkett, 2004).  Without the subjugation of the poor and 

the wealth disparity created by capitalism, the system would collapse due to a lack 

of labor necessary for goods and services.  Therefore, another aspiration for an 

ecosocialistic system is to level the playing field and end the control over those 

with less by those with more (Martínez-Alier, 1988).   

In other words, ecosocialists are attracted to Marxism’s empowerment of 

the working class, as this is seen as essential for the kind of radical change 

necessary to create a sustainable society (Burkett, 2015).  With more power in the 

hands of the average person, the argument goes, there will be less of a tendency 

for top-down decision making and more of a tendency for democratic process. 

Ecosocialists are also concerned with the volatility and instability of 

capitalism, providing this as one of several arguments for a more stable and 

contrary system of economics.  Particular attention is paid to the poor and the 

working class because the suffering in these groups is the greatest when the 
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economic system fails (Martínez-Alier & Alier, 2003).  Thus, the argument for a 

socialist state has much to do with the need for a stable economy as well as for the 

protection of the poor.   

Ecosocialists are also concerned that capitalistic forces cannot be stopped 

and that inherent demand for growth will soon end in the collapse of our societies 

(R. Smith, 2013).  Thus, the economic system of capitalism must be discarded, as 

does any notion of a steady-state economy (R. Smith, 2010a).  Moreover, the 

continued harm to natural systems fueled be capitalistic forces is considered to be 

impossible to contain, requiring a completely new economic system that does not 

allow profit at the expense of the environment. 

Some advocates for ecosocialism see social justice as the most urgent of 

all environmental issues because it addresses the problem of the exploitation of 

poorer nations natural resources, and it addresses the need of treating all people 

fairly, notwithstanding their economic status (Altvater, 2007).  A democratic 

system infused with a capitalistic system is too prone to misrepresentation 

because the power of government is simply handed to those with the most 

support, control, and financial influence, which on appearances is contradictory to 

the ideal of democracy (Schumpeter, 2013).   

Furthermore, social justice is not possible in a capitalistic system fraught 

with corruption by those who are in power (Kovel, 2007).  This concern with the 

corruption associated with capitalistic systems is well supported by other 

alternative economists and is one reason compassionate economists call for a 

social democracy form of government. 
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These economists have a deep distrust of capitalism, capitalist institutions, 

and corporate structures, with the only solution being to dismantle the system of 

capitalism completely.  In particular, there is resentment toward regressive 

governments, certain transnational enterprises, and neoliberal economic 

globalization.  R. Smith (2014) argued that resource scarcity cannot be avoided in 

capitalism because the drive for higher efficiency only leads to more commodities 

with fewer resources, leading in turn to more resources being converted into 

products.  This, Smith argued, will eventually lead to an economic collapse when 

the resources are exhausted.   

In contrast to the centralized socialistic movements of the past, however, 

ecosocialists are in favor of economic localization, including of local goods 

production and services provisions, in opposition to neoliberal globalization 

forces (Albo, 2007).  Small rural farms, urban community gardens, local farmers 

markets, and organic and vegan farming practices are offered to supplant 

globalization.  Going along with this inclination, self-sustaining rural 

communities are preferred over the widespread development of large cities so 

prevalent today.   

There is also support for global intervention in the form of quotas, caps, 

and other restrictions in order to limit resource depletion and destruction (R. 

Smith, 2013).  With self-sustaining rural communities and with restrictions on 

environmentally destructive practices, ecosocialists see a reversal of globalization 

impacts coinciding with an environment that is able to heal over time. 
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An ecosocialist system of economics is also proposed as a way to change 

our definition of value and as a system that has the potential to transform a 

consumerist culture to a sustainable culture that is not a predator on natural 

systems (Schwartzman, 2009).  This is made possible with socialistic power 

intervention and the removal of capitalistic control of social governance (Pepper, 

2002).  This paradigm shift in thinking, it is argued, is needed to change our 

perception of value and is necessary if we are to save ourselves from ourselves 

(R. Smith, 2013).  Favor toward the positions of these economists has grown 

considerably over the last few decades due to the influence of the worldwide 

climate justice movement and the concerns for ecological systems in general. 

Private land ownership is not favored by this group because of the 

damaging effects of land development, and because land is viewed as either a 

common resource or a natural resource that cannot be owned by anyone (R. 

Smith, 2010b).  Furthermore, this group argues that each generation is obligated 

to hand down the Earth’s resources and ecological systems to future generations 

in better shape than they inherited them from the previous generation.  Thus, the 

less the land is impacted by present day ownership, the better off the natural 

systems are.  Arguably, keeping land out of the hands of private interests does 

provide a high level of protection for many ecological systems and also serves to 

dampen the profit motive inclinations associated with land ownership. 

Given the state of the world today, ecosocialists see no alternative to the 

need to ration the goods and resources we currently consume (R. Smith, 2010b).  

Theirs is, however, more of a hands-off approach that includes ending polluting 
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activities, the complete curtailment of natural systems impact, and the elimination 

of many products that are not biodegradable.  O’Connor (1998) implored us to 

move from a community of consumers to one of conservers, and to do this we 

must actively defend natural systems.  These positions are also well supported by 

several alternative economists who see the limits of the Earth’s carrying capacity 

and the need to move away from products such as single-use plastic bags. 

Ecosocialist are advocates for peace and are particularly against wars over 

resources or wars perpetuated by capitalistic enterprises, such as the military-

industrial complex in the United States (Kovel, 2011).  The dismantling of the 

military-industrial complex worldwide is advised in order to prevent wars being 

waged simply to satisfy the profit motives of the military-industrial machine.  

State funded war-making activities, part of a “fiscal-military state,” need to cease 

as a means of acquiring wealth and power (Harvey, 2014, p. 29).   

Debatably, as long as there are countries such as the United States that 

have a vast military presence, and that have an even greater military industry that 

relies on the activities of the military, then world peace is unachievable.  

Furthermore, as long as this industry is in a position of power and influence, then 

governments, such as that of the United States, will be too heavily influenced by 

these industries and will be incapable of acting in the best interest of the people, 

the environment, or peace. 

Discussion 

The ecosocialists’ desire to establish democratically controlled societies 

with roots in socialism may be seen as similar to the desires of those supporting 



 181 

the social democracy societies in the Nordic nations.  Some ecosocialists, 

however, are completely opposed to a centralized socialist government, and 

instead are drawn more to community-based governments with democratic 

structures.  Ecosocialists are pro-democracy, pro-community, and at the same 

time, are patently anti-neoliberal globalization (Albo, 2007; Löwy, 2005).  This 

form of socialism is geared toward independent rural communities, however, and 

is still in agreement with compassionate economists’ call for certain centralized 

government controls, such as quotas, caps, and other limits, such as the rationing 

of goods. 

Nonetheless, these kinds of solutions require the complete replacement of 

capitalistic economic systems with socialistic economic systems with the needed 

emphasis on social programs for the protection of the masses.  All land, housing, 

institutions, and capital structures would be turned over to the state as common 

ownership.  This proposal adheres to Marx’s (1867/1967) philosophy that humans 

can only temporarily use land and that they must eventually turn it over to future 

generations.  In contrast, the Nordic nations still allow for capitalism, capitalistic 

enterprises, land ownership, and the market system to encourage innovation, 

entrepreneurship, production, and stimulation of their economies.  This middle 

path approach is essentially that which compassionate economists are advocating. 

Arguably, the ecosocialists’ concern about widespread corruption and 

control of our governments by special interests—who are solely interested in their 

own enterprises—is perhaps the greatest challenge of our time.  The existence of 

this problem is well accepted by most of these alternative economists and the 
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ecosocialists’ contention that capitalistic societies are more prone to this than 

socialistic societies has been a concern with socialists going back to the time of 

Marx.  However, we have witnessed similar corruption in socialistic societies, and 

we have seen socialistic systems transformed into authoritarian regimes 

throughout history as well.   

An argument can also be made to revise democratically governed 

societies’ election processes to address this proliferation of government official 

corruption due to special capitalistic interests.  There is no argument, in fact, that 

our governments of the future, whether they lean more toward socialism or more 

toward capitalism, must have a reformed election process that prohibits special 

interest control of the governments.  These recommendations are included in 

Chapter 8. 

As an alternative to turning over many institutions and large land estates to 

the commons, we can follow the model of the Nordic nations here as well, with 

home ownership, small businesses ownership, and many other enterprises held in 

private ownership.  Indeed, large-scale public land ownership, with inadequate 

active management, has proven detrimental to ecological systems in many cases 

around the world.  Too often, there is insufficient budget for oversight of these 

large tracts of land, allowing opportunists to strip these lands of their resources, 

sometimes due to official neglect and corruption as well.   

By the same token, large private land holdings for agricultural businesses, 

for example, are too often managed solely for the profit potential of a given crop, 

coming at the expense of precious ecological systems, leading to other problems 
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such as water scarcity, environmental pollution from nitrates, and other negative 

consequences.  

The ecosocialists’ proposal for large-scale property ownership transfer to 

the state, however, would not only be highly contested, but in the end may not 

improve one of our most fundamental concerns, which is ecological systems 

degradation.  The case is made here for the need for adequate stewardship for all 

large land holdings, and in many cases this requires the active management of 

these resources.  Therefore, although there is arguably a strong need to have 

common ownership of much of the large land holdings and many of the large 

institutional capital structures, a more middle ground approach to land ownership 

may be preferable; namely, keeping houses and small businesses in the hands of 

those who wish to own them, while protecting the environment with regulations, 

land use laws, development restrictions, and turning large land and capital 

holdings over to the commons.  These large land holdings, such as for agricultural 

holdings, can then be leased or consigned to farmers and others with strict 

requirements for land usage.  Protection is then provided with lease, concession, 

or rental agreements, such as limiting of crop water intensity for a given low 

precipitation environment. 

Arguably, then, the ecosocialists position of simply setting aside large 

holdings of common land for preservation purposes may not always be the 

solution needed. Arguably, some form of management of these natural systems is 

still needed.  Wilderness areas and national parks can be protected with federal or 

state park employees, for the most part.  However, other large tracts of land need 
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to be managed on a continual basis, accomplished by land lease agreements, 

concession operations, and combined with active management practices.   

In addition, as offered by ecosocialists, resource extraction needs to be 

limited with caps and quotas, and strict regulations are required to ensure these 

limits.  Green, degrowth, SSE, and no-growth economists also favor capping 

resource extraction and many also agree that limited resources leads to limited 

products, thus necessitating quotas or a rationing system to limit consumption as 

well as production (Cato, 2009; Daly, 2009; Hahnel, 2011; Jackson, 2012; R. 

Smith, 2013).  

The ecosocialists’ positions on the exploitive nature of many jobs are also 

well founded and supported by the research of other alternative economists.  On 

the other hand, it can be argued that work, by itself, is both satisfying and 

rewarding.  Nonetheless, it is essential to protect the work force by providing for 

their safety, job security, and ensuring fair compensation for their work.  There 

are, however, multiple ways of accomplishing this through worker cooperatives, 

union affiliations, and various forms of social systems protection. In fact, many of 

the ills of unfettered capitalism have been successfully addressed in the countries 

that have instituted socially democratic governments and other employment 

means with unions and worker cooperatives, as examples.   

The ecosocialists’ concern with technological fixes is shared by several of 

the other alternative economists as well.  Several of these groups are suspicious of 

technological fixes, the next big innovation that is supposed to help save us from 

ourselves.  At the same time, some technological innovations are going to be 
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needed, while others are best never attempted.  Although there may be no way to 

avoid the exhaustion of certain resources, there are many recommendations by 

these and other economists to curb this depletion process, as described in Chapter 

8.  Renewable energy, along with the abandonment of fossil fuel capitalism, are 

both highly favored by this group as well.  These proposals are fundamental, in 

fact, and widely endorsed by the other alternative economics groups. 

Critical Recommendations: “Golden Nuggets” 

This alternative economic system is also considered one of the four 

strongest alternative economic systems with regard to this dissertation topic.  

Ecosocialist economics proposals are of critical importance for the future system 

of economics, and several of their proposals are included here, as follows:   

• Impose global quotas, caps, and other restrictions to limit resource 

destruction, extraction, and pollution.  

• Put an end to adverse global industrialization enterprises, destructive 

technological practices, and many other globalization efforts. 

• Dismantle the military-industrial complex worldwide, and by doing so, 

end wars for the sake of peace.  

• Progress from a community of consumers to a community of 

preservers. 

• Reform elections to prevent special interest control of elected officials.   

• Protect the health and safety of workers around the world. 
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Anarcho-Ecosocialism 

Literature Review 

 Ecosocialists are identified as red-greens; in contrast, green-greens are 

identified as radical, ecocentric ecologists who are beholden to anarchism 

(Pepper, 2002).  Anarcho-ecosocialists are identified here as green-greens, a 

naturist group drawn to green anarchism and libertarian socialism, or as they see 

it, to liberty.  Anarcho-ecosocialists are decidedly ecocentric, and like green 

economists they have strong connections with the deep ecology movement (M. J. 

Smith, 1999) and with transcendentalism.  Anarchism is a kind of running 

philosophy that is in opposition to hierarchical forms of government and is in 

favor of unrestricted freedom (Wall, 2010).   

Advocates of anarchism tend to reject Marxist authoritarian socialism in 

favor of libertarianism socialism.  They are comprised of anarchists, libertarian 

socialists, socialists, and liberals.  Anarcho-ecosocialists oppose state or 

centralized rule in favor of local community control with decision-making done at 

the local level (Biehl & Bookchin, 1998).  The beginnings of this field can be 

traced to Elisee Reclus (1886/n.d.) and his work The Earth and Its Inhabitants, 

with six volumes published between 1876 and 1894.  Seminal researchers in this 

field of study include Elisee Reclus (1886/n.d.) and Murray Bookchin (1978). 

The main difference between anarcho-ecosocialism and ecosocialism is 

the former group’s aversion to a centralized government, which they propose 

leads to corruption, wars, excessive policing, and authoritarian rule (Wall, 2010).  

Ecosocialists, in contrast, consider that a state run socialist government is 
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necessary in order to meet the needs of society and to counter capitalistic forces 

(Pepper, 2010).   

Ecosocialists also contend that certain centralized control mechanism must 

be in place to counter international problems such as natural resource depletion 

and GCC (Pepper, 2010).  Anarcho-ecosocialists, on the other hand, promote a 

local direct democracy not unlike the democracy of the Athenians from the fifth 

to the eighth centuries BCE; however, they advocate for equal citizen rights given 

to all, and not just a few select men (Biehl & Bookchin, 1998, 1999).  This group 

is also associated with eating healthy but inexpensive food.  Their positions 

explicitly favor local control without the trappings of centralized and powerful 

governments (Biehl & Bookchin, 1998). 

Anarcho-ecosocialists have a strong connection with the beginning of the 

environmental movement in the United States.  Bookchin (1978) viewed ecology 

as a kind of political expression and is credited by some with beginning the 

environmental movement in conjunction with Rachel Carson (2002), following 

the publishing of Silent Spring in 1962.  This group sees social ecology as a 

critical balance among nature, diversity, spontaneity, process, freedom, and 

wholeness (Bookchin, 1978).  They are well aware of the interconnectedness 

among humans, the environment, and the economy.   

One over-riding goal of anarcho-ecosocialists is to achieve the non-

hierarchical roles of our ancestors toward nature, as was the case with preliterate 

peoples (M. J. Smith, 1999).  Bookchin (1978) argued for the replacement of 

hierarchy and dominance with freedom and equality.  Anarcho-ecosocialists see a 
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future without a domination role toward nature, and the removal of all societal 

domination as well. 

 Anarcho-ecosocialists promote the liberation of both ecological and 

human systems, and are opposed to socialism, as it is portrayed by ecosocialists. 

The naturism philosophies of this group are traced back to Thoreau and Tolstoy.  

Like Thoreau (1985), anarcho-ecosocialists aspire to a life of living simply and 

being self-sufficient.  Similarly to Tolstoy, many advocate for social 

communalism, common property versus private land ownership, voluntary 

poverty, and pacifism.  Although they promote localism and decentralization, they 

also recognize that all communities are dependent upon one another, and that no 

community can be completely autonomous (Biehl & Bookchin, 1999).   

Anarcho-ecosocialists are overtly anti-capitalistic, anti-authoritarian, and 

generally skeptical of organized religion.  Many are concerned with the trend 

toward division of labor and see mechanized production as marginalizing toward 

people (Ellul, Wilinson, & Merton, 1964).  Instead, they advocate for self-

organization in the work place without any control from organized structures such 

as governmental entities.   

Individual civil liberties and freedoms are highly valued by this group, and 

they promote cooperative societies, public ownership, cooperatives, 

communalism, community ownership, and control (Biehl & Bookchin, 1999).  

Within the anarcho-ecosocialism community, there is also a keen appreciation for 

our obligations to future generations.  In fact, these positions are supported by 

others, including ecological, ecosocialists, compassionate, and green economists. 
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 On this view, human rights and animal rights are seen as connected to one 

another, and anarcho-ecosocialists advocate for the freedom or liberation of both 

(Dominick, 1995).  Many see all animals as equal to one another and, because of 

this belief, they are against the cruelty of CAFOs and the animal agriculture 

industry in general, often opting for a vegan lifestyle (M. J. Smith, 1999).   

Generally, anarcho-ecosocialists support rural living, being in harmony 

with nature, and are opposed to cruelty to animals.  Like Thoreau, they see land 

ownership, other properties, and the things that go with them as essentially 

burdens, creating a life of struggle and toil (Sayre, 1985).  This position on the 

cruelty to animals due to practices such as those that occur in the livestock 

industry is commendable and debatably needed if we are to address the global 

problem of resource depletion due to meat and other animal products 

consumption. 

 Anarcho-ecosocialists are strongly in favor of renewable energy, including 

wind and solar energy (Bookchin, 1978).  New technology is also favored if it 

does not further threaten the environment and is geared toward social needs.  An 

economy of the future, in their view, is one that is environmentally sustainable 

while still meeting basic human needs.  Like ecosocialists, they support fully 

funded healthcare across the board, education, and social welfare for the elderly 

(Biehl & Bookchin, 1998).  Employment is seen as a means to bring about the 

needed demographic changes that lead to population stabilization.  On many 

fronts, in fact, the positions of anarcho-ecosocialists are well supported by other 

alternative economists. 
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Discussion 

The anarcho-ecosocialists’ suspicion toward a centralized government is 

the strongest of the alternative economists examined here.  One of their concerns 

is that even governments formed with the best intentions of protecting the people 

from the oppression of others end up being corrupted by power and financial 

interests, resulting in the exact kind of oppression the government was originally 

conceived of to prevent (Biehl & Bookchin, 1998). 

This apprehension, however, that a socialistic or other form of government 

may transition to authoritarian rule is well-founded in recent history.  Arguably, 

though, a social democracy has many safeguards to prevent such a calamity.  

Without question, however, all governments—whether they be a democracy, a 

socialistic government, or a social democracy—need fair elections in order to 

preclude those who are too beholden to special interests from getting elected in 

the first place.  On this front, all of the alternative economists agree that 

governments must be free of corrupting influences. 

Some may view anarcho-ecosocialists as too idealistic, but many of their 

positions are supported outside of this group (Eisenstein, 2007).  Even so, with 

global threats, and with regard to international control and national control over 

these threats, there is a need for a more centralized authority over the activities of 

others.  Both ecosocialist and compassionate economists address issues such as 

GCC by opting for a more organized and centralized government to provide 

essential services, to provide needed regulations and enforcement, and to hold 

certain capitalistic interests at bay.  Arguably, the world population crisis, the 
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current impacts of GCC, and the future impacts of GCC need far-reaching control 

measures, pointing to the need for centralized government systems. 

That is not to say that we do not need many more rural community 

societies and a proliferation of such societies.  The anarcho-ecosocialists positions 

on community societies with cooperatives, communes, and public ownership are 

commendable, and are added to the recommendations in Chapter 8.  Moreover, 

this group is the most vocal of the economic systems examined here on the issue 

of animal rights and in this area they have strong support from ecosocialist, green, 

and compassionate economists.  Their positions against CAFOs are direct and to 

the point; we simply should not have these kinds of inhumane enterprises.  

The agricultural livestock industry is one of the largest causes of 

ecosystem displacement due to land use, and freshwater consumption of any 

human endeavor today (Oppenlander, 2013).  In addition, between 18% and 51% 

of worldwide total GHG emissions are from livestock farming (Oppenlander, 

2013, p. 17).  Importantly, a large percentage of deforestation activities around the 

world are due to displacement from livestock operations; thus, much of the 

deforestation GHG emissions from decay and peat burning are also due to 

livestock operations.  Worldwide livestock operations as reported in 2006 

accounted for 9% of CO2, 65% of nitrous oxide, and 37% of methane emissions 

(Oppenlander, 2013, p. 9).  The consumption of approximately 70 billion land 

animals and one to two trillion fish per year is arguably humankind’s most 

devastating resource depleting activity (Oppenlander, 2013).  Therefore, one of 
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the most sustainable actions an individual can take is to not consume meat or 

other products from any animals of any kind. 

The positions of anarcho-ecosocialists—their emphasis on living simply, 

even living a life of poverty of one’s own volition—gets at the heart of how life 

needs to be in the immediate future, moving away from consumerism.  This group 

is well-supported by the other alternative economists in these areas, however, 

their proclivity for living with less is perhaps the most explicit of all the groups. 

Critical Recommendations: “Golden Nuggets” 

Several of the recommendations of anarcho-ecosocialism economists are 

of critical importance for the future system of economics and some of their 

proposals are included here, as follows:   

• Establish an ecocentric rather than an anthropocentric view of the 

world with the protection of natural systems given the highest priority.   

• End the environmentally destructive practices of the agricultural meat 

and food crop industry as well as the worldwide fishing industry.  Use 

farmland for human crops and end the use of animals as food sources 

or for other products for humans. 

• Ensure food is healthy, organic, non-GMO, uncontaminated, and 

affordable.  Ensure food sources and agricultural operations do not 

contaminate the environment. 

• Provide all humans with equal rights and provide the same rights 

considerations for all animals as well, allowing for the freedom and 

liberation of both. 
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• Abolish concentrated animal feeding operations in favor of other 

protein sources. 

• Establish numerous cooperative associations for work and housing 

such as work cooperatives, housing cooperatives, communalism, 

community agriculture projects, increasing community ownership and 

control. 

Conclusion 

 Ecosocialists and anarcho-ecosocialists are clearly in favor of democratic 

control and the empowerment of the working class, as well as the establishment of 

self-sufficient rural communities.  Like compassionate economists, they see 

neoliberal globalization forces as detrimental, not only to those subjugated to poor 

working conditions, but to the environments impacted by these global enterprises.  

They both see the symptoms of societal breakdown, including war, poverty, 

wealth disparity, environmental destruction, imperialism, and the 

proletarianization of human nature.  In addition, both groups link the cause of 

these symptoms to capitalism, neoliberal globalization, and corrupt leadership. 

 Like compassionate economists, ecosocialists and anarcho-ecosocialists 

are opposed to land ownership, are aware of the need for interdependence, and are 

conscious of the needs of future generations.  The green-green anarcho-

ecosocialists, however, are opposed to any form of centralized government, and in 

this regard, they are opposed to the recommendations of both ecosocialist and 

compassionate economists.  In more ways than not, though, anarcho-ecosocialists 

and compassionate economists are in alignment.  Both promote simple living, 
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community ownership, the establishment of cooperatives and communalism 

living, the protection of natural systems, a higher quality of life, and an ecocentric 

paradigm opposed to anthropocentrism and an exploitive system toward people. 

 Furthermore, many of the recommendations of ecosocialists and anarcho-

ecosocialists are considered essential for the economy of the future.  In particular, 

the main points of ecosocialism are of critical importance, with this system being 

considered one of the four most critical systems examined here, and as applicable 

to the needs of this dissertation topic.  Even so, the anarcho-ecosocialists’ position 

on animal rights is of high importance, as is their position toward healthy eating.  

Although it may not be practical for everyone to have a diet devoid of 

animal products, the effects of this changed diet, if done on a wide scale, may 

have more benefit for natural systems than any other single lifestyle change.  In 

addition, providing this kind of respect toward other life forms may be our most 

essential act needed in order to mend our separation from nature and to provide 

the kind of reverence for nature advocated for in this dissertation.  Taken a step 

further, respect for the creatures we share the planet with may bring us back to a 

spiritual way of life, akin to the relationship preliterate peoples had with nature. 
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CHAPTER 7: META-ANALYSIS OF THESE ALTERNATIVE ECONOMIC 
SYSTEMS 

 
In this chapter, each of the 14 alternative economic systems examined in 

this dissertation are compared against one another by weighing their strengths in 

categories pertaining to the dissertation topic.  These categories relate broadly to 

addressing global climate change, meeting future energy needs, reducing 

ecological systems impact, and addressing worldwide sustainability needs.  

Through this process, one can see how these alternative economic systems 

compare to one another with regard to societal and environmental impact. 

As the research for this dissertation progressed, it became clear that in 

order to meet the categories listed above, it is essential that our solutions address 

the complex interconnections between the needs of society, the environment, and 

the economy.  Therefore, the results of this research also point to several critical 

topic areas that need to be addressed if we are to speak to the larger issues of 

global climate change, meeting future energy needs, reducing ecological systems 

impact, and addressing worldwide sustainability needs.   

 These are topics that alternative economists are currently examining, 

consider of critical importance, and view as obstacles to the needs of society and 

the environment.  Several of these smaller issues are considered inseparable from 

the larger topics and need to be corrected if we are to resolve them.  These critical 

areas include the need of forming a new government; initiating corporate reform; 

increasing mass transportation and other critical infrastructure investments; 

incorporating complexity and systems thinking; protecting women’s and 

children’s rights; ending large scale land ownership; creating strong social welfare 
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programs; minimizing waste production; internalizing externalities; increasing 

consumer awareness; minimizing consumption; protecting animal rights; 

establishing population controls; demonstrating compassion, altruism, and 

empathy; providing fair compensation for care workers; promoting sanctity of life 

and a spiritual connection with Nature; creating community services; reforming 

banking systems; taxing wealth; taxing polluting practices; providing tax benefits 

for practices that improve ecosystems; establishing fair pay and reduced working 

hours; and demilitarizing across the globe.  The alternative economic systems that 

are particularly strong in any of these critical topic areas are listed with each. 

Meta-Analysis 

Addresses Global Climate Change 

 Compassionate, green, circular, ecological, feminist, resilience, degrowth, 

ecosocialist, steady-state, and no-growth economics systems appear particularly 

strong on the issue of GCC.  SSE, green, no-growth, and degrowth economists are 

all quite progressive on the need for renewable energy and the need to end fossil 

fuel consumption.  SSE advocates, however, appear more cautious about the 

implementation of new renewable energy projects, fearing the impacts of upsizing 

the renewable sector too quickly.  

 In response to the warnings from climate scientists such as Jim Hansen, 

alternative economists have been quick to recommend broad changes to keep 

atmospheric concentrations of CO2 below 400 ppm and even to an advised level 

of 350 ppm (Hansen et al., 2008).  There is, in fact, strong agreement among these 

economists that we must quickly transition away from fossil fuel sources to 
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alternative renewable sources for several of the economic sectors linked to fossil 

fuels.  Just one of the challenges to doing this, though, is that fossil fuel use in our 

societies is pervasive, arguably affecting every economic sector, and so the 

transition requires much more than simply switching fuels for transportation and 

energy production. 

 Even given these kinds of challenges, however, the consensus with these 

economists is to make the transition away from fossil fuels to renewable sources.  

The differences between them have to do with the approach for the needed 

transition.  Compassionate and ecosocialism researchers propose the use of a 

strong centralized government to impose pollution restrictions, such as limiting 

pollution in certain industries (R. Smith, 2014).   

 Degrowth advocates propose downsizing the fossil fuel sector and 

upsizing the renewable energy sector.  Green, circular, ecological, and resilience 

proponents are all in favor of this same kind of transformation.  Of these systems, 

the green economics position toward renewable energy, in favor of the United 

Nations Environmental Program (UNEP) investment recommendations for 

worldwide renewable energy investments, may be the most prescriptive (UNEP, 

2011).  Both SSE and no-growth economists also recommend investment shifts 

toward renewables with incentives strong enough to encourage change, hoping to 

attract larger investors such as the oil companies (Daly, 2009). 

Proposes Requirements to Meet Future Energy Needs  

 Circular, green, feminist, degrowth, steady-state, no-growth, ecosocialism, 

and anarcho-ecosocialism economics systems appear particularly strong on 
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proposing requirements to meet future energy needs.  Again, there is strong 

consensus here on the need to meet future energy needs, and more specifically on 

meeting those needs with renewable energy.  Arguably, green, SSE, no-growth, 

and degrowth economists have the clearest positions on this issue, all calling for 

an immediate end to fossil fuel use. 

 Energy poverty around the world is particularly prevalent in developing 

nations, with over 1.4 billion people lacking access to electricity and 2.7 billion 

relying on biomass for heating and cooking needs (UNEP, 2011).  The challenges 

of meeting energy demands today may be considered mild, however, compared to 

the challenge of meeting energy demands across the world in the coming decades 

while attempting to keep CO2 emissions in check.  This kind of energy transition 

requires a rapid acceleration in renewable energy production combined with a 

rapid dismantling of fossil fuel energy infrastructure in sectors across society, 

including electricity production, transportation, agriculture, and a host of 

consumer goods that depend on fossil fuel constituents.   

 Alternative economists, however, appear to be almost unanimous 

concerning the need for this kind of transition.  Green economists provide strong 

support for decentralized rooftop solar systems as well as centralized renewable 

resources, such as wind and solar farms, for a variety of reasons.  These include 

the need to address climate change across the world, to create energy security for 

many countries, to reduce health impact from the fossil fuel industries, and to 

address a lack of energy in developing nations (UNEP, 2011).   
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 SSE and no-growth economists support incentives and subsidies for 

renewable energy (Daly, 1997; Daly et al., 1994).  Daly cautions, however, that 

we cannot have a renewable energy economy with the kind of exponential growth 

we experienced with the fossil fuel energy economy (Harris, 2013).  Degrowth 

advocates call for a contraction in the fossil fuel sectors and an expansion in the 

renewable energy sectors.  In addition, circular, feminist, and degrowth 

economists all favor a move away from fossil fuels to renewable energy, with 

varying timelines and incentives for this transition. 

 Reduces Ecological Systems Impact  

 Circular, green, ecological, feminist, resilience, compassionate, degrowth, 

steady-state, no-growth, ecosocialism, and anarcho-ecosocialism economics 

systems appear particularly strong on this issue.  There is almost unanimous 

agreement here that we must preserve our ecological systems and that by not 

doing this we lose not only the benefits of these systems but also the knowledge 

of the benefits of these systems as well.  Arguably, ecological economists have 

the greatest comprehension in this area and they provide the best arguments for 

the preservation of these systems.  

 Ecological economists, in alignment with other alternative economists, are 

very strong advocates for the conservation, management, and protection of 

existing ecosystems (Balmford et al., 2002).  The value of the world’s ecosystems 

has been placed at over $140 trillion dollars per year in terms of services and 

production (Costanza et al., 2014).  Ecological economists, perhaps more than any 

of the alternative economists, have a very high appreciation for the complexity of 
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ecological systems and of the interconnectedness between these systems and 

human systems, including our system of economics. 

 One of the main arguments against the continued destruction of 

ecosystems around the world has been that we do not know enough about any of 

them to be able to replace them after they are gone.  This appreciation for the 

complexity of these systems, and how much all species depend on them, is not 

lost on the other alternative economists.  Essentially, all the alternative 

economists examined here have sufficient appreciation of the complexity and 

necessity of these ecological systems in order to justify the protection of these 

systems.  SSE economists, for example, make the case that the protection of 

ecological systems around the world is a moral obligation (Daly et al., 1994). 

 Establishes Programs for Transportation and Infrastructure Investments 

Green, compassionate, circular, degrowth, steady-state, no-growth, and 

ecosocialism economics systems appear particularly strong on these issues.  

Several of these groups make a strong case for infrastructure investments 

including mass transportation systems.  Degrowth, green, SSE, and no-growth 

economists all have notable and specific recommendations here with a resolute 

interest in infrastructure investments.  Arguably, the breadth of the infrastructure 

investments called for by no-growth economists is the most comprehensive.  They 

call for much needed investments in libraries, education facilities and services, 

mass transportation systems, parks, green spaces, museums, public jobs training, 

multiple public works programs, and other needs as well (Jackson, 2012). 
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The persistent problem with transportation systems around the world 

relying on fossil fuels is not lost on these economists.  The global transportation 

sector still consumes over half of the world’s liquid fossil fuels, generates over 80 

percent of the air pollution in developing nation cities, and emits over a quarter of 

the CO2 emissions worldwide (UNEP, 2011, p. 380).  Green economists propose 

non-motorized transport, rail and water transport for freight, and investments in 

mass transportation systems for people, as opposed to traditional vehicle use 

(UNEP, 2011).  Green economists also rely on the GGEI reporting tool to gauge 

how various countries are progressing with critical infrastructure improvements in 

areas including transportation, energy systems, and building efficiency. 

SSE and no-growth economists, for example, strongly encourage 

investments in infrastructures, such as mass transportation, in order to help the 

economy and to aid society and the environment at the same time (Jackson, 2009, 

2012).  There is general consensus among these groups, in fact, that the economy 

of the future must include substantial investments in critical infrastructure such as 

mass transportation systems, renewable energy, and energy efficient buildings. 

Incorporates Complexity and Systems Thinking 

 Circular, complexity, resilience, green, no-growth, ecological, feminist, 

and compassionate economics systems appear particularly strong on this issue.  

As might be expected, complexity economics appears especially strong on this 

topic.  This group’s understanding of the complex interrelationships between 

society, the economy, and the natural world are debatably the highest of all the 

alternative economics systems. 
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 Both complexity and systems thinking are seen as necessary attributes of 

any system of economics that addresses the needs of this dissertation topic.  As 

has been demonstrated throughout this dissertation, the interconnectedness among 

society, our economy, and the environment point to the need to accept the 

complexity of the problems we face.  In addition, the use of systems thinking 

helps these researchers to appreciate that even small problems in one area can 

lead to changes elsewhere, and even cascading failures in another area.  Several of 

these alternative economists have a high appreciation for these needs and many of 

them reject over-simplified approaches to problem solving.  Of all of these 

economists, though, complexity economists are arguably the best equipped to 

explain and predict economic changes over time as well as the interconnectedness 

with other systems (McGregor, 2011).  Their inclusion of the complexity theory 

approach perhaps best enables them to model and analyze some of these 

intricately complex and seemingly wicked problems of the 21st century (Arthur, 

1999). 

Identifies Need for Government Structural Changes 

Compassionate, caring, green, ecosocialism, no-growth, and anarcho-

ecosocialism economics systems appear particularly strong on the need for 

government structural changes.  Of these six alternative systems, compassionate 

economics makes the strongest case for the need for a social democracy, 

following the middle path, and emulating the governments established in the 

Nordic nations. 
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 The need for government structural changes is proposed by several of 

these economists in order to deliver much needed social welfare programs around 

the world, to provide stronger government control to counter capitalistic forces, to 

deliver a higher degree of protection for environmental systems, and to counter 

the kind of wealth interest political corruption found in countries such as the 

United States.  The government systems favored by compassionate and caring 

economists are social democracies, as seen in the Nordic nations (Norman, 2008).   

The middle path approach recommended by compassionate economists favors 

these socially democratic government systems pointing to less government 

corruption, less corporate control of governments, lower poverty, significantly 

higher taxes on the wealthy, stronger enforcement of environmental laws, and 

better protection of ecological systems (Jacobs, 2013). 

Proposes Strong Social Welfare Programs 

 Compassionate, caring, ecological, feminist, degrowth, steady-state, no-

growth, ecosocialism, and anarcho-ecosocialism economics systems appear 

particularly strong on the need for social welfare programs.  All of these groups 

are resolute on this need; however, the three that make the clearest case for 

worldwide social welfare programs are compassionate, caring, and ecological 

economists.   

These groups see the advantages of strong social welfare programs 

combined with a strong government, capable of enacting laws and regulations for 

the common good, with less influence imposed on the political leaders by wealth 

and special interest groups.  Eisler (2008) pointed to the social welfare programs 
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in the Nordic nations as examples of how caregivers can be fairly compensated.  

Compassionate economists also see the advantages of these enhanced social 

welfare programs and the strength of these kinds of governments (Norman, 2008).  

Their interest in Nordic nations government systems, in addition to being 

able to counter capitalistic forces, also pertains to the relatively high well-being 

found in these nations.  As an example, five Nordic nations scored the highest 

level of well-being in a recent survey, from 2005 to 2008 (Ólafsson, 2013).  This 

well-being index was based on several dimensions including health, education 

level, income equality, family conditions, social cohesion, poverty reduction, and 

overall economic strength.  The Nordic nations of Denmark, Sweden, Norway, 

Finland, and Iceland all scored the highest in this study, followed by the 

Netherlands and Switzerland that had well-being scores ranging from 0.707 to 

0.770.  These same well-being scores for the United States were 0.479, placing it 

near the bottom of the list based for this survey of just 29 modern countries 

(Ólafsson, 2013).   

Addresses the Need for Corporate Reform Measures 

 Green, compassionate, feminist, no-growth, ecosocialism, and anarcho-

ecosocialism economics systems appear particularly strong on this issue.  Both 

ecosocialism groups propose an end to corporations altogether, creating the 

highest degree of reform.  However, no-growth, compassionate, and feminist 

economists call for corporate governance changes, aiming to force societal and 

environmental responsibility upon them.  The compassionate economists’ call for 

a social democracy, following the middle path and allowing for sounder 
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government control over corporate actions, may be the most direct on the need to 

control corporations. 

 One of the advantages of a social democracy is its comparative control of 

neoliberal forces, including globalization forces, and its ability to counter 

unfettered market forces (Giddens, 1998).  These democracies allow a certain 

degree of autonomy from corporate interests, higher taxes on the wealthy, strict 

enforcement of regulations, higher protection of labor organizations, and other 

benefits, such as well-funded state services, all serving to counter corporations 

power and influence (Giddens, 1998).   

 The suspicion toward corporate interests and globalization efforts are 

pervasive with many of these alternative economists.  Some green economists call 

corporations pathological enterprises and are particularly concerned about the 

activities of multinational corporations (Bakan, 2005).  Ecosocialists and anarcho-

ecosocialists tend to be of the same mindset, and are concerned that corporate 

executives are only beholden to their shareholders rather than to society (R. 

Smith, 2007).  As an alternative to dismantling all corporations, consequently, 

others have called for corporate reform in order to ensure that their fiduciary 

responsibilities protect society, their employees, and the environment (Atherton et 

al., 2011).  In fact, the need for corporate reform measures to protect the public 

and to counter pollution activities is well-supported with most of these alternative 

economists. 
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Demonstrates Compassion, Altruism, Empathy, Ethics, and Morality 

 Compassionate, caring, green, feminist, ecological, degrowth, steady-state, 

no-growth, ecosocialist, and anarcho-ecosocialist economics systems appear 

particularly strong on these issues.  As can be seen, there is quite strong 

agreement overall for the need for these attributes.  Of these 10 alternative 

systems, however, compassionate economics made the strongest case for the need 

for a social democracy, for following the middle path, and for emulating the 

social welfare systems practiced in the Nordic nations. 

 Compassionate economists assert that the qualities of compassion, 

altruism, empathy, ethics, and morality are all naturally occurring human traits 

that come to us at a very early age (Mensikov, 1993). These natural tendencies, in 

fact, are expressed much more in countries where the social needs are met with 

social welfare systems and wealth is more evenly distributed (Mensikov, 1993).  

Furthermore, the above described Buddhist principles are integral to the practice 

of compassionate economics. 

 Other systems, however, also have strong inclinations in these areas and 

the principles of practicing the Golden Rule are accepted across most religions, if 

not all major religions.  Feminist, caring, steady-state, and no-growth economists 

are all highly concerned that our economic systems lack in these regards and are 

highly concerned with the callous nature of capitalism.  Ecosocialism and 

anarcho-ecosocialism advocates are also gravely concerned that we need to 

change our way of thinking, directing our attentions toward one another, and 

toward the needs of future generations. 
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Addresses Public Land Ownership Increases 

 Compassionate, steady-state, no-growth, ecosocialism, and anarcho-

ecosocialism economics systems appear particularly strong on the issue of public 

land ownership.  The cases made against land ownership by the two ecosocialism 

groups are arguably the toughest of all the groups.  The need for stewardship, 

management, and protection of large tracts of land, however, are often best served 

with some form of habitation on the land.  To this end, the middle path method of 

compassionate economists, allowing for individual home and small property 

ownership, is debatably the soundest approach. 

 Compassionate economists are proponents of private ownership for small-

scale enterprises, such as small businesses and residences, and that medium and 

large-scale enterprises become parasitic enterprises with functionless ownership 

(Schumacher, 2011).  This sentiment is largely shared by steady-state and no-

growth economists (Daly, 2009), however, both ecosocialism and anarcho-

ecosocialism economists are against land ownership in general (R. Smith, 2010b).  

In addition, however, there is a need for stewardship as well as accountability for 

land if we are to protect natural resources from exploitation. 

 Again, the compassionate economists’ call for a middle path approach 

appears to provide the kind of protection and stewardship needed, while still 

providing land ownership for small businesses and individual homes.  Large land 

holdings, such as for agricultural purposes or for large businesses, may be 

managed through concession and rental agreements, while still maintaining 
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ownership in the commons, and providing protection against exploitation and 

polluting activities. 

Minimizes Waste Generation With Reduce, Reuse, Recycle Programs 

 Circular, green, ecological, degrowth, steady-state and no-growth 

economics systems appear particularly strong on these issues.  Of these groups, 

however, the circular economists are arguably the most advanced in this area and 

have the clearest recommendations for longevity, durability, reusability, 

recyclability, interchangeability, and the maintainability of products. 

 It was a circular economist who first coined the term cradle to cradle and 

this group has some of the most prescriptive recommendations for minimizing 

waste through efforts such as recycling (Stahel, 1994, 2010).  They are, however, 

in close alignment with green economists who also support reusing products and 

recycling them in order to reduce our waste production (Kennet & Heinemann, 

2006).  The three economic systems of degrowth, steady-state, and no-growth 

economics are also prescriptive in this area (Hueting, 2010; Jackson, 2007).  

Recycling and reusing products falls into the category of qualitative as opposed to 

quantitative growth, thus meeting our needs without adding to our consumption 

(Daly, 2009). 

Proposes the Internalizing of Externalities Into Costs 

 Green, compassionate, circular, environmental, steady-state, and no-

growth economics systems appear particularly strong on the issue of internalizing 

externalities.  The arguments of circular economists are debatably the clearest in 
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this area, however, they have very good support from green and steady-state 

economists on the need to tax negative activities and subsidize positive activities. 

 Circular and compassionate economists clearly see the need to attach a 

price to externalities in order to discourage negative externalities and encourage 

positive externalities.  I believe their alignment with the field of biomimicry 

provides them with a good understanding that nature tends to internalize 

externalities in a kind of closed loop process (Pauli, 2010; Payutto & Evans, 

1994).  Humans, on the other hand, tend to produce externalities through pollution 

activities, and by doing so pass the cost of those activities onto others. 

 Green economists also see externality costs as liabilities and they see the 

need to account for these costs (Runnalls, 2011).  Likewise, environmental 

economists advocate for the incorporation of the cost of externalities into the cost 

of goods and services (Pearce, 2002).  Steady-state and no-growth economists 

propose the taxing of externalities such as pollution to not only limit the practice 

but also to obtain revenues to further counter these activities (Daly, 2009).   

Establishes Population Control Considerations 

 Compassionate, steady-state, no-growth, de-growth, ecosocialism, and 

anarcho-ecosocialism economics systems appear particularly strong on this issue.  

All of these groups are quite clear on the need to control our populations, 

however, none make the case better than steady-state economists, correlating 

world populations directly with the Earth’s carrying capacity. 

 SSE and no-growth economists are well grounded in an understanding that 

the Earth has a fixed carrying capacity and therefore population control is 
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necessary if we are to avoid exceeding this carrying capacity (Daly et al., 1994).  

As they see it, in alignment with both degrowth and no-growth economists, a 

higher population only leads to more miserable people with insufficient means by 

which to live.  Degrowth economists are equally concerned in this area, with their 

attention paid to poorer populations in particular and their concern that richer 

populations drive resource depletion because of their excessive consumption 

patterns (Kerschner, 2010). 

 Compassionate economists see population control as a way of managing 

our needs rather than our wants and they clearly recognize the problem of 

inadequate protection for the poorer among us (Inoue, 1997).  In addition, both 

ecosocialism and anarcho-ecosocialism economists see population control as a 

way of ensuring that basic human needs can be met while still maintaining a 

sustainable environment.  

Increases Consumer Awareness and Education 

 Green, complexity, degrowth, steady-state, no-growth, ecosocialism, and 

anarcho-ecosocialism economics systems appear particularly strong on this issue.  

Of these groups, complexity economists make perhaps the best case for increasing 

consumer awareness, however, the systems proposed by green economists 

perhaps provide the most direct avenue to increase consumer awareness.  Their 

proposals for green, eco, and energy labeling are already being used with good 

success.  

 Complexity economists are strong proponents for consumer education, 

emphasizing augmenting this education with complexity economics principles 
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(McGregor, 2011).  Green economists, on the other hand, favor labeling of 

products using green labeling devices such as eco-labeling and energy labeling.  

Debatably, we need both a higher level of education for consumers and more 

labeling on consumer products.  In addition, we need a higher level of awareness 

concerning consumer practices with ecological impact information such as that 

provided by GGEI assessments around the world (Citizen, 2014). 

Ensures Fair Treatment for Women, Children, and the Elderly 

 Compassionate, feminist, caring, ecological, ecosocialism, and anarcho-

ecosocialism economics systems appear particularly strong on this issue.  Both 

caring and feminist economists provide strong arguments in this area, however, 

the cases made pertaining to the needs of those too often marginalized is arguably 

best made by feminist economists. 

 Although only six of the economic systems are shown here as being 

particularly strong in this area, there is clearly across the board concern with all of 

these economists regarding the unfair treatment of women and other marginalized 

groups.  Much of this concern has to do with neoliberal globalization efforts that 

too often result in women, children, and others being taken advantage of through 

poor and unsafe working conditions and very low pay.  Feminist economists in 

particular have made this problem a focus of their attention (Elson, 1999). 

 As discussed earlier in this dissertation, mainstream economics has a 

callous nature to it; and it is too far removed from the impacts on those who are 

forced to accept less than desirable working conditions just in order to survive.  

The issue of any system of economics—allowing for unsafe, unfair, and even for 
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the exploitation of certain marginalized groups—is of grave concern and provides 

one of the strongest arguments for a revision to capitalism.  Feminist economics 

places the kind of emphasis needed for the fair treatment of women and other 

groups, and fair compensation for those who are being taken advantage of by 

capitalistic forces (Aslaksen et al., 2014).   

Addresses Consumption Reduction  

 Circular, complexity, green, compassionate, ecological, degrowth, steady-

state, no-growth, ecosocialism, and anarcho-ecosocialism economics systems 

appear particularly strong on this issue.  There is essentially unanimous consensus 

among alternative economists on the need to reduce consumption of all kinds.  

Arguably, degrowth, steady-state, and no-growth economists have the strongest 

positions in this area, citing studies on the Earth’s carrying capacity as reasons for 

reduced consumption.  Of all the groups, however, the circular economists 

proposals for consumption reduction with cradle to cradle manufacturing 

processes appear the most grounded. 

 The need for consumption reduction is another area that debatably has 

unanimous support amongst all of these alternative economists, with some being 

more vocal on this issue than others. Circular economists, however, with their 

cradle-to-cradle approach of reducing the use of virgin resources is considered the 

most proactive solution provided by any of these alternative economists.  This 

group also proposes high import tariffs on non-sustainable imports and 

internalizing externalities by raising the cost of goods and services with negative 

externalities (Andersen, 2007). 
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Provides Fair Compensation for Care Workers 

 Caring, feminist, compassionate, green, ecological, degrowth, no-growth, 

ecosocialism, and anarcho-ecosocialism economics systems appear particularly 

strong on this issue.  As might be expected, caring economists are exceptionally 

solid on this topic.  Their emphasis on the need to compensate care workers, who 

are often unpaid, provides much needed attention in this area. 

 The need to fairly compensate care workers and to compensate family 

members who stay in the home to care for young children is another area with 

almost across-the-board support with alternative economists.  Although this need 

is closely associated with the need to provide for and protect those who are 

marginalized by certain capitalistic forces, the specific need to care for and 

protect children and children’s caregivers deserves special attention amongst 

many of these economists.   

 In this area, caring economists appear to make the strongest case for the 

need to care for children and their caregivers, and the need to provide this care in 

the early developmental years.  This same need exists for the elderly who require 

special care and are often provided for by family members, with little to no 

compensation.  This essential need to so many members of society provides 

another example of the advantages of the social democracies in the Nordic nations 

where government-sponsored programs fill this very important requirement 

(Eisler, 2008). 
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Establishes Community Farming, Cohousing, Cooperatives, Unions, 

Communes 

 

 Green, degrowth, steady-state, no-growth, ecosocialism, and anarcho-

ecosocialism economics systems appear particularly strong on these issues.  Both 

anarcho-ecosocialist and ecosocialist economists make excellent cases for 

communal housing, cooperatives, and local farming communities.  The need for 

both rural and urban operations such as these will become greater in the future, as 

resources grow scarcer and transportation fuels become too expensive. 

 Many of these economists see the advantages of having rural communities 

that are relatively self-sufficient and that work together to minimize their 

collective impacts on the environment.  Housing arrangements, such as 

communes, cohousing, and rural enterprises, create a significantly lower 

ecological footprint per person and they reduce resource use around the world as a 

result.  Communes and cohousing establishments, for example, promoted by 

ecosocialists and anarcho-ecosocialists significantly decrease the square footage 

of living space per person, thus reducing construction material needs and energy 

needs for the life of the development. 

 The advocacy for rural living and rural community farming by 

ecosocialists and anarcho-ecosocialists has the added advantage of limiting the 

need for transporting food long distances and reduces GHG production in the 

process (Biehl & Bookchin, 1999; Oppenlander, 2013).  These rural farms also 

decrease the need for deforestation activities around the globe that would likely 

otherwise be used to produce food shipped to countries such as the United States 

(Oppenlander, 2013). 
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Promotes Animal Protection and Animal Rights 

 Green, feminist, compassionate, ecological, steady-state, and anarcho-

ecosocialist economics systems appear particularly strong on this issue.  Of these 

six systems, it appears that anarcho-ecosocialist economists are the most 

outspoken and fervent on this issue.  Their proposal for a complete elimination of 

the use of animal products for any purpose is, perhaps, the kind of argument 

needed in this area, given the decimating global impacts that result from over 

fishing and animal feedstock enterprises. 

 The position of anarcho-ecosocialists on the need to protect animal rights 

and to treat animals with the same kind of respect humans deserve is arguably the 

most direct of all the alternative economists.  Perhaps the greatest benefit of this 

proposed shift in thinking is to the ecological systems around the world, should 

we heed the advice of anarcho-ecosocialists and stop using animals of any kind 

for food or other products.  They see human rights and animal rights as connected, 

and promote the freedom and liberation of both (Dominick, 1995).  Their position 

against the use of CAFOs as a cruel and inhumane industry also promises great 

environmental benefit, should we end this practice as well. 

 As discussed by Oppenlander (2013), somewhere between 18% and 51% 

of worldwide total GHG emissions are attributed to livestock farming around the 

world and much of this has to do with deforestation activities to make room for 

livestock operations (p. 17).  CAFO operations, on the other hand, represent one 

of the largest contributors to both above ground and underground water systems 

pollution, in addition to endangering the health of those who live near them 
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(Mallin & Cahoon, 2003).  Beyond these obvious problems with using animals for 

food, there is the lack of humanity associated with consuming animals for our 

own benefit, and anarcho-ecosocialists appear to make this case stronger than any 

of the alternative economists. 

Establishes Fair Pay and Reduced Working Hours 

 Compassionate, feminist, caring, degrowth, steady-state, and no-growth 

economics systems appear particularly strong on this issue.  Although several of 

these economists were solid in this area, the degrowth economists positions were 

arguably the clearest about the need to reduce work hours and to provide 

guarantees for workers health, safety, and economic security.  Concerns in these 

areas have to do with providing a higher quality of life for individuals as well as 

closing the gap on income disparity. 

 There was also strong support, however, with most of these alternative 

economists for reduced working hours for the average worker, fair pay for all 

workers, and more emphasis on quality time with family and friends.  Another 

advantage of reduced working hours is the benefit to the economy, achieved by 

effectively increasing employment by providing more workers working fewer 

hours as opposed to fewer workers working longer hours. 

Degrowth economists appeared to be the most aggressive in this area, 

recommending working hours across the board be reduced to only 21 hours per 

week, with the added protection of workers economic security and guarantees for 

workers’ health and safety (Raventós, 2007).  Both no-growth and SSE 

economists agree in this area, advocating for reduced working hours, better work-
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life balances with more time off, lower resulting unemployment, reduction of 

polluting activities associated with work activities, practices such as working 

from home, flexible work schedules, parental leave, and part-time employment 

(Daly, 2009; Jackson, 2012). 

Provides Banking Systems Reform Measures 

 Compassionate, caring, steady-state, and no-growth economics systems 

appear particularly strong on this issue.  Of these systems, steady-state economists 

appear to have the most specific recommendations in this area.  They propose to 

protect the economy of the future by requiring banks to have 100% reserves and 

by separating bank business from investment businesses (Daly, 2009). 

 These alternative economists understand the critical influence the banking 

industry has on the economy and are concerned that the instability of banks tends 

to have the worst impact on the average person as well as on environmental 

systems.  The Great Recession of 2008, reminded many of the volatility of the 

banking industry and of the potential for these institutions to bring down the 

entire economy if their practices are not adequately regulated and controlled. 

 To address these concerns, SSE economists propose that all banks be 

required to have 100% reserves for each dollar loaned and that banks should be 

returned to traditional banking practices, leaving investment practices to 

investment firms (Daly, 2009).  Compassionate economists mirror these concerns 

that banks must be forcefully controlled by government because of the 

tremendous amount of wealth accumulated by these institutions and because of 

their apparent lack of accountability (Norman, 2008). 
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Addresses Wealth Disparity With Wealth Taxes 

 Compassionate, caring, ecological, degrowth, no-growth, steady-state, and 

ecosocialism economics systems appear particularly strong on this issue.  Both 

no-growth and compassionate economists are quite insistent on the need to tax the 

wealthy with wealth taxes that are needed to support social welfare programs, 

infrastructure needs, and environmental protection programs.  Again, the tax 

systems in the Nordic nations set a good example for the rest of the world. 

 Compassionate economists see global wealth redistribution as a must and 

they see this as an act of compassion (Mensikov, 1993).  The problem with 

impoverishment in some countries and extreme wealth in others has led to many 

of today’s problems, including lack of stability, lack of security, hatred, and other 

social forms of disruption that go against our basic human nature (Mensikov, 

1993).  The contention here is that if we provide better wealth distribution and 

meet the needs of people around the world, then these changes will induce people 

to be compassionate toward one another.  The practices of social democracies 

have, in effect, addressed these social needs in those countries with strong social 

welfare systems and have allowed for the higher potentials of the individuals in 

those countries to be expressed (Mensikov, 1993).  

Promotes Sanctity of Life, Spiritual Connection With Nature 

 Green, compassionate, steady-state, feminist, and anarcho-ecosocialism 

economics systems appear particularly strong on this issue.  All of these five 
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economic systems profess the need for a spiritual connection with Nature and for 

promoting the sanctity of life.  Of this group, however, both compassionate and 

steady-state economics systems appear to be the most fervent in these areas. 

 The need to reconnect with Nature and to re-establish a spiritual 

connection with all living things is disputably necessary if we are to end our 

destructive practices and exhibit the kind of stewardship needed to protect the 

ecosystems still intact.  Going along with this spiritual connection is an 

appreciation for the sanctity of all life on Earth, the connection we have with 

other species, and an appreciation for our interconnectedness.   

 SSE economists are quite clear about these needs, calling for a spiritual 

connection with nature and each other, with equal importance to both (Daly, 

1997).  Compassionate economists call for this same kind of connection and the 

integration of compassion into our system of economics with regard to all living 

entities (Payutto & Evans, 1994).  In addition, both green and anarcho-

ecosocialist economists have strong connections to the deep ecology philosophy, 

with a desire to preserve ecological systems for their own sake (Kennet, 2012). 

Provides Ecological and Pollution Taxes 

 Circular, green, caring, compassionate, environmental, degrowth, steady-

state, and no-growth economics systems appear particularly strong on this issue.  

Environmental, no-growth, and degrowth economists all make very good cases 

for taxing pollution as well as resource extraction.  The Pigouvian tax proposed 

by environmental economists may be too cumbersome, though, because it relies 
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on a benefit to cost analysis on the economic impacts to the parties involved 

(Pearce, 2002).   

 Pollution taxes may be considered a way of internalizing externalities, 

however, these taxes are applied directly to the industry responsible for the 

pollution rather than as an added price for goods and services.  These kinds of 

taxes are meant to penalize pollution activities directly, going to the source of the 

pollution.  In the same way, taxes on the use, depletion of, or extraction of 

ecological systems is also meant to penalize these kinds of activities. 

 In this area, environmental economists propose these taxes on the industry 

responsible for the pollution as well as enacting quotas for polluting activities 

(Hanley et al., 2007).  SSE, no-growth, and degrowth economists appear equally 

geared toward the use of pollution taxes as well as ecological use taxes and see 

this as a way of reducing these kinds of unwanted activities (Daly, 2009).  Green 

economists advocate for a carbon tax (Hahnel, 2011), as do some SSE economists 

as well (Daly et al., 1994).   

Addresses the Need for Global Demilitarization 

 Compassionate, caring, feminist, degrowth, ecosocialism, and anarcho-

ecosocialism economics systems appear particularly strong on this issue.  Of all of 

these groups, the position of ecosocialists is perhaps the most direct, calling for 

the dismantling of the military-industrial complex worldwide.  They are well-

supported, though, by feminist and compassionate economists.  Notably, here 

again, the military establishments in the Nordic nations are minimal in size when 

compared to the United States. 
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 The concerns with massive military establishments across the globe have 

to do with resource consumption, waste production, human casualties, human 

suffering, economic waste, loss of ecological systems, GHG production, other 

pollution activities, and a host of other issues.  Although most of the alternative 

economists are aware of these issues, those described above appear more sensitive 

to this problem and make it part of their agenda for corrective actions. 

 Of these groups, however, ecosocialists are particularly concerned by the 

connection between capitalistic enterprises and the military-industrial complex 

(Kovel, 2011).  They advise for the complete dismantling of the military-

industrial complex worldwide, greatly lessening the number of soldiers and 

equipment as well as the infrastructure for these operations.  One of their concerns 

is that this military machine operates on a profit motive and when this industry 

sees a lack of conflict in various parts of the world, they initiate war-making 

activities such as regime changes in order to perpetuate the spending on 

equipment and other war-making activities (Harvey, 2014). 

The following table comparison (see Table 1) examines the overall 

strength in the critical topics based on the number of alternative economic 

systems that showed particular interest in these areas.  These topics pertain to the 

meta-analysis above.  
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Table 1  

Critical Topics – Overall Strengths 

Critical Topics Addressed	 0 to 2 3 to 4	 5 to 6	 7 to 8	 9 or >	

Climate Change      

Future Energy Needs      

Ecological systems Impact      

Mass Transportation - Infrastructure      

Complexity & Systems Thinking      

Government Structural Changes      

Social Welfare Programs      

Corporate Reform Measures      

Compassion, Altruism, Empathy, 
Ethics, and Morality 

     

Addresses Public Land Ownership      

Reduce, Reuse, Recycle Programs      

Internalizing of Externalities      

Population Control      

Consumer Awareness      

Women, Children, and the Elderly 
Needs 

     

Consumption Reduction      

Compensation for Care Workers      

Community Farming, Cohousing, 
Cooperatives      

Animal Protection and Rights      

Fair Pay and Reduced Working Hours      

Banking Systems Reform      

Wealth Disparity      

Sanctity of Life, Spiritual Connection      

Ecological and Pollution Taxes      

Global Demilitarization      
Note. These strengths are based on the meta-analysis information preceding this table.  Purple represents the 
overall strengths in these areas. 
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As Table 1 depicts, there is generally good support for all topics and a few 

topics with very good support by these economic systems.  The highest areas of 

support (9 or >) were for addressing climate change; meeting future energy needs; 

reducing ecological systems impact; establishing strong social welfare programs; 

demonstrating compassion, altruism, empathy, ethics, and morality; promoting 

consumption reduction; and providing fair compensation for care workers.  The 

topic with the least support (4 or <) was advising for banking systems reform.   

Those with strong support (7 to 8) were increasing mass transportation and 

other infrastructure improvements, using complexity and systems thinking, 

increasing consumer awareness, addressing wealth disparity, and imposing 

ecological and pollution taxes.   

Those with good support (5 to 6) were promoting government structural 

changes; imposing corporate reform measures; addressing public land ownership; 

instituting reduce, reuse, recycling programs; internalizing externalities; 

establishing population control; meeting women, children, and elderly needs; 

creating community farming, cooperatives, and cohousing enterprises; providing 

animal protection; establishing fair pay and reduced working hours; 

demonstrating sanctity of life and a spiritual connection with natural systems; and 

promoting demilitarization. 

Although Table 1 does indicate certain areas of strength and a few areas 

that do not show as much consensus, it does not clearly discern which of the 

alternative economic systems is the strongest overall.  In fact, after reviewing 
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these areas and the general interests of each of the 14 systems examined here, I 

find that choosing one system as superior to the others is not pertinent.  

In addition, even though some systems do not indicate strength in certain 

areas, based on this literature review, this does not clearly eliminate the possibility 

that these systems, in fact, are quite strong in these same areas.  The strength of a 

system in a particular area may be found in literature I have not discovered, or it 

may exist in internal documents, known to the various experts in these areas but 

not yet made public.  The overall strength and wisdom of a given alternative 

economic system may also be outside the bounds of this dissertation topic. 

Pertaining to this dissertation, however, is the need to correct the 

deficiencies with the system of capitalism.  As has been discussed, there are many 

flaws with our present system of capitalism, and they vary in their degree of 

severity depending on the particular capitalistic system and country.  Arguably, 

all human created systems have deficiencies, and capitalism is no different in this 

regard.  The purpose of this dissertation, though, is to find an economic system 

(or systems) that address these deficiencies because capitalism has reached such a 

critical point that the deficiencies must be addressed now, or we risk both 

economic and environmental catastrophe.   

The critical topics covered in this chapter and highlighted in Table 1 are 

indicative of many of the symptoms we are experiencing from this flawed system 

of economics.  I contend that all of these critical topics are in urgent need of being 

addressed worldwide, and yet a few stand out as more urgent than others.  These 

include climate change; meeting future energy needs; reducing ecological systems 
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impact; establishing adequate social welfare programs; infusing into economics 

compassion, altruism, empathy, ethics, and morality; reducing consumption; and 

providing adequate compensation for care workers.  Moreover, based on the 

results of Table 1, these critical topics were those topics that appeared to be of the 

highest priority overall amongst the 14 systems examined.  

My contention here is that of all of these critical topics, the one topic that 

needs to be addressed more than any other is the need to infuse compassion, 

altruism, empathy, ethics, and morality into our system of economics.  Therefore, 

the infusion of these higher human qualities into our system of economics also 

corrects the primary deficiency of our economic system, its callous and inhumane 

nature.  I further make the case that these higher human qualities were intended to 

be a part of this system of economics, going back to the time of Adam Smith, and 

that diffusion and removal over time of these moral components is the result of 

corrupting influences never intended by the founders of this system of economics. 

According to this research, those alternative economic systems that best 

address the needs for this kind of infusion are compassionate, caring, green, 

feminist, ecological, degrowth, steady-state, no-growth, ecosocialist, and anarcho-

ecosocialist.  Of these 10 systems, all in agreement in this area, I find that 

compassionate economics made the strongest case for these changes to our system 

of capitalism.  In addition, compassionate economists clearly see the need for 

more social democracies around the world, emulating the successes seen in the 

Nordic nations, and by doing this, provide a sociopolitical and socioeconomic 
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system capable of demonstrating these higher human qualities, with less risk of 

political corruption by wealthy interests with ulterior motives. 

It has also been useful to see which alternative economic systems, overall, 

demonstrated the most interest in the list of critical topics covered in Table 1.  

Those systems that showed the overall highest level of interest in these topics 

were the four systems of compassionate, green, steady-state, and ecosocialism 

economics.  No-growth economics also showed a high degree of overall interest 

in these critical topics, however, for the purposes of this dissertation, that system 

is likened to steady-state economics, and is therefore not counted again as it 

would be a duplicate representation of essentially the same system of economics. 

Arguments For Some Systems 

As stated earlier, those alternative economic systems that best address the 

needs of this dissertation are compassionate, green, steady-state, and ecosocialism 

economics.  Those systems that showed a higher level of interest in the 

dissertation topics were also these four systems.  Each of these systems appeared 

to be the strongest in addressing the following critical topics: meeting future 

energy needs; reducing ecological systems impact; establishing adequate social 

welfare programs; infusing compassion, altruism, empathy, ethics, and morality; 

reducing consumption, and providing adequate compensation for care workers.   

In addition, it is my contention that the combination of these four systems 

is highly complementary, making their combined influence on the system of 

capitalism much more substantial then the contributions of any one of them alone.  
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The following are additional arguments for these four alternative systems of 

economics. 

Compassionate economics demonstrated the highest overall strength with 

regard to these critical topics.  It is argued here that this system, combined with 

the benefits of a social democracy form of government, fills the most apparent 

void in our system of capitalism.  This system directly addresses the lack of 

compassion, morality, empathy, and altruism, combining them to counter the 

callous nature of capitalism.   

In addition, compassionate economics is compatible with several 

economic systems and religious and secular belief systems.  The universally 

accepted principle of following the Golden Rule is accepted worldwide and it is 

maintained here that this practice infused into economic systems around the world 

will help us to return morality to these systems.  Compassionate or Buddhist 

economics is also by far the oldest system examined here, with its origins traced 

back to 300 BCE, making it over two millennia older than the system of 

capitalism (Bentley & Rogers, 1993).  Disputably, the wisdom of following the 

middle path and of treating people with compassion has survived the ages.  

Green economics is one of three additional alternative economic systems 

considered here to provide crucial support to compassionate economics and as an 

addition to other economic systems such as capitalism.  This group supports 

democracy, freedom, liberty, solidarity, individual rights, equality, fairness, 

tolerance for one another, and fair elections (Kennet & Heinemann, 2006).  They 

are also highly proactive on the need to protect ecological systems and their 
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connection with the deep ecology philosophy allows them to integrate well with 

the compassionate economists’ view toward nature and natural systems (Kennet, 

2012).   

In addition, green economists are strong advocates of public infrastructure 

improvements, including mass transportation, renewable energy systems, and 

energy efficient buildings.  Their tendency to encompass social, political, spiritual 

and environmental needs into a coherent, holistic, and programmatic approach to 

solving today’s complex problems is also considered to be a crucial asset (Kennet 

& Heinemann, 2006).  

Steady-state economics provides crucial support as well, bolstered by the 

standing of several of the researchers in this area of study as well as their history 

going all the way back to John Stewart Mill.  In addition to Mill, however, SSE 

researchers include Herman Daly, Nicholas Georgescu-Roegen, Tim Jackson, and 

Donella Meadows, among others, who are well recognized and respected 

alternative economists (Daly, 2009; Georgescu-Roegen, 1993; Jackson, 2012; 

Meadows et al., 2004). 

SSE economists support both compassionate and green economists with 

their emphasis on the value of life and our moral obligation to protect all life on 

Earth.  Importantly, this group combined with no-growth economists provides 

numerous prescriptive socioeconomic change proposals that, if implemented, 

provide broad and long-term changes to the economy, society, and the 

environment for centuries to come.  Their emphasis on infrastructure 
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development, creating a green economy, and addressing wealth disparity are all 

valuable additions and of crucial importance.  

Ecosocialism economics is also bolstered by the standing of several of the 

researchers in this area, including Richard Smith (2013), James O’Connor (1998), 

Joan Martínez-Alier (1988), and Michael Löwy (2005), among others, again all 

highly recognized and respected alternative economists.  This group provides the 

benefit of being keenly focused on human needs, societal needs, the oppression of 

people by others, and what they see as a rift between nature and humanity.  Their 

desire for a socialistic system stems largely from a desire to protect against 

exploitation of people, poorer nations, and the environment.  Another real 

advantage of ecosocialism is that these economists recommend dramatic and 

across-the-board changes, such as industry-wide limits on pollution activities, that 

may be the best solution for our global problems, including GCC (R. Smith, 

2013).  I also argue that their paradigm shift in thinking benefits the other 

foundational systems by 

• Helping to change our perception of value, in alignment with the other 

three systems; 

• Providing a deep suspicion toward any act of governance and special 

interests that would benefit from controlling our system of 

governance; 

• Supporting the other systems with their positions on infrastructure 

development, renewable energy installations, election reform 

measures, and ending adverse globalization efforts. 
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My contention, therefore, is that these four alternative economic systems 

provide beneficial attributes when infused into the system of capitalism, and that 

the combination of these four systems is dramatically more powerful than any one 

of them standing alone.  In addition, these four systems are highly complementary 

toward one another, with their various recommendations either providing support 

or filling in gaps left by one of the other systems.  Furthermore, the influence of 

the seminal figures in these systems provides an essential keystone support 

structure, helping to communicate the deficiencies with our system of capitalism 

as well as the strengths of these alternative systems recommendations. 

Arguments Against Some Systems 

 Most of these alternative economic systems demonstrate good strength 

with regard to their interest in the critical topics per the meta-analysis results. 

Those alternative economic systems demonstrating the least overall strength, 

however, were circular, complexity, resilience, and environmental economics 

systems.  These four systems were found to be too focused in one area or another 

and therefore did not cover the broader needs of this dissertation topic.   

 Circular economics is focused on consumption reduction by means of a 

circular process of reducing, reusing, and recycling (Stahel & Reday-Mulvey, 

1981).  These benefits are considered here to singularly focused on consumption 

reduction, and not sufficiently beneficial to the broader needs of this dissertation 

topic.   

 Complexity economics is focused on the need to include complexity 

theory methods into economic analysis as well as the need to educate consumer’s 
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awareness of the behavior of our economic system, and using complexity theory 

to explain how our economies function and change based on the complex 

interactions between consumers and the system itself (Davis & Sumara, 2008).  

These benefits are also considered too specialized to meet the broader needs of 

this dissertation topic. 

 Resilience economics is focused on the resilience of economic systems as 

well as ecological systems, seeing both as inextricably connected to one another 

(Perrings, 1998).  Although this understanding is essential if we are to understand 

how our economy needs to operate and achieve sustainable development, this 

focus is again too concentrated for the broader needs of this dissertation topic. 

 Environmental economists are focused on the efficient use and allocation 

of resources, and they do propose certain restrictions on the use of natural 

resources, seeing these resources as valuable public goods (Pearce, 2002).  Again, 

these are necessary attributes for our economy, however, the focus of this group is 

aligned sufficiently toward this area of concern so as to make their contribution 

toward the longer list of critical topics insufficient for the purposes of this 

dissertation. 

 Other systems examined here covered the needs of the dissertation topic to 

a greater extent, though they do have evident areas of concern or lack in certain 

areas as well.  Some of the deficiencies or concerns with these remaining six 

alternative economic systems are discussed below. 

 Degrowth economists provide a contrary approach to neoliberalism and 

austerity trends with actions that are meant to shrink the economy in certain areas 
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and grow it by sector and geographical location in other areas (Martínez-Alier et 

al., 2010).  However, criticisms toward this system point to their emphasis on the 

local economy because the needs on the global scale tend to trump the needs on 

the local scale, particularly with global issues such as GCC.  An additional 

criticism toward degrowth economics is the lack of concreteness, and the 

unlikelihood of support for this system because many see it as a sociopolitical 

statement rather than as a stand-alone system of economics.  

 No-growth economics is considered here as equally pertinent to the needs 

of this dissertation topic as compared to steady-state economics.  This is one of 

the four strongest systems examined here, however, it is so close to steady-state 

economics so as to be considered redundant.   

 Feminist economics covers many of the needs of this dissertation and this 

system’s concerns regarding the fair treatment of women, children, minorities, the 

elderly, and other marginalized citizens are of utmost importance.  In addition, 

their focus on the protection of natural systems and the need to reestablish 

human–nature connections are precisely in line with the recommendations of this 

dissertation (Ferber & Nelson, 2009; Merchant, 1990; Waring & Steinem, 1988).  

Compared to the strongest four systems, however, they appear too focused, 

concentrating their efforts to protect the needs of those least protected by our 

current system of economics.  Therefore, other critical issues—such as the need to 

address consumption reduction, global wealth disparity, and the protection of 

ecological systems—may be given insufficient attention by this group. 
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 Caring economics is again considered too focused for this dissertation 

topic.  Notably, they do advocate for the economic systems of the Nordic nations, 

in concert with compassionate economists, however, their focus is primarily on 

social issues and less so on environmental issues (Eisler, 2008).  They are 

primarily concerned with the needs of women, and more specifically, the needs of 

women in unpaid or underpaid positions that are typically performed by women.  

Although these needs are also essential for the needs of our economy, this system 

does not adequately address other critical topics such as climate change, meeting 

future energy needs, reducing ecological systems impact, or reducing 

consumption. 

 Anarcho-ecosocialism adheres to the philosophy that governments in 

general tend to become hierarchical and their aversion to centralized governments 

is admirable (Biehl & Bookchin, 1998).  This group, in fact, has a multiple of 

strengths pertaining to this dissertation topic and perhaps their strongest area of 

concern has to do with how animals are treated in a system of capitalism.  In 

addition, their goal of achieving a non-hierarchical role with natural systems is 

very much in line with the recommendations of this dissertation.  Their interests 

however, appear to be less aligned with the specifics of this dissertation topic as 

compared to the four systems listed above. 

 Ecological economists make the strong case that the conservation and 

management of existing ecosystems has a benefit to cost ratio of at least 100:1, 

and they are arguably the best equipped of all the alternative economists at 

determining ecological systems values as well as incorporating intrinsic, aesthetic, 
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and life values into that overall assessment (Balmford et al., 2002; Costanza et al., 

2014).  They also have a very high appreciation for the complexity of the 

interactions between environmental, social, and ecological domains in addition to 

their appreciation for the needs of future generations.  They are, however, more 

objective than some of the other alternative economists, thereby providing an 

economic worth to natural systems that may be used by others for the exploitation 

of those systems.  Therefore, the practices of this group have been criticized as 

lacking the needed deep ecological connection, apparent within several of the 

other systems examined here. 

Conclusion 

 Although this meta-analysis does provide a better understanding of the 

areas of emphasis and the strengths of these alternative economists, it does not 

provide any clear winners and losers pertaining to this dissertation topic.  There 

are economic systems that cover this dissertation topic more fully and others that 

have a more concentrated area of focus; nonetheless, it appears that certain areas 

of interest by each of these economic systems provide value to the whole.  

Furthermore, none of these economic systems stands alone as well as they stand 

together, each supporting the positions of one another. 

 In fact, the case is made here that these systems are highly dependent upon 

one another, complementing each other, filling in voids for those systems with 

specific areas of concern and strengthening each others positions with much 

needed credibility.  The sociological, environmental, and economic crises we face 

today are inextricably connected to each other, thus requiring the same kind of 
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interrelated and combined effort by all of these alternative economic systems in 

order to adequately address these interrelated crises. 

 As might be expected, the consensus among these 14 systems point to the 

need to address climate change; to support future energy requirements with 

renewable energy; to reduce ecological systems impact; to invest in mass 

transportation and other critical infrastructure; to rely on complexity and systems 

thinking; to implement widespread social welfare programs; to demonstrate 

compassion, altruism, empathy, ethics, and morality; to improve consumer 

awareness; to reduce consumption; to fairly compensate all care workers; to 

initiate wealth taxation measures; and to create ecological and pollution tax 

structures.  All these areas have strong support among alternative economists. 

 Along with these recommendations, there are several other 

recommendations that may not have strong consensus, but that nonetheless 

provide critical support for the new system of economics going forward.  These 

include the need for creating government structural changes; instituting corporate 

reform measures; increasing public land ownership; creating cradle-to-cradle 

manufacturing processes; internalizing externalities; controlling our populations; 

addressing the needs of women, children, and the elderly; establishing more 

community housing and cooperative enterprises; protecting animal rights; 

ensuring fair pay and reduced working hours; reforming national and international 

banking systems; demonstrating a sanctity of life attitude as well as a spiritual 

connection with natural systems; and the need to initiate demilitarization efforts 

around the globe.  
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CHAPTER 8: SYNTHESIS OF THESE ALTERNATIVE ECONOMIC 
SYSTEMS 

 
Based on the analysis of the 14 economic systems alternatives provided in 

chapters three through seven, we see a good deal of agreement among these 

systems as well as a few uniquely beneficial golden nuggets associated with each 

one.  The agreements among each system are synthesized here, with 

compassionate economics positioned as the core system. 

Based on the meta-analysis of all 14 systems, the systems of green, steady-

state, and ecosocialism economics are considered to have necessary core 

ingredients for the ideal system of economics in the future.  These three systems 

combined provide additional emphasis on social welfare needs, the protection of 

ecological systems, addressing climate change, and the need to transform 

capitalism into a system for the many as opposed to a select few.   

Green economics addresses the imperative to preserve ecological systems 

with watershed and ecosystem protection laws in addition to several other 

recommendations (Hahnel, 2011).  Steady-state economics emphasizes the need 

to limit the size of our economies and populations, to incentivize positive 

activities, and to control our banking systems (Daly, 2009).  Notably, steady-state 

economics is essentially synonymous with no-growth economics.   

Ecosocialism speaks to the problem of ending corporate sponsored 

globalization efforts, imposing resource extraction caps and quotas, dismantling 

of the military-industrial complex, and capping pollution activities (Harvey, 2014; 

Kovel, 2011; R. Smith, 2010b).  All four of these systems, including no-growth 
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economics, complement each other well and provide essential additions to 

compassionate economics recommendations.   

The findings in this research also point to a need to accept the complexity 

of our modern day problems and to realize that there are no simple answers that 

will lead to the solutions we seek.  We are faced with a series of divergent 

problems that require a higher level of wisdom as compared to convergent 

problems that may be solved with basic logic (Orr, 2003).  This higher level of 

wisdom and awareness also implies a spiritual connection with our natural 

surroundings, compassion and love for one another, and an increased 

understanding of our differences (Eisenstein, 2007).   

Arguably, then, we need an economic system influenced by alternative 

economic systems that bring with them moral and spiritual components.  

Following these additions, a shift in cultural values is anticipated, leading to a 

desire to promote and defend such an economic system. “A spiritually 

impoverished world is not sustainable because meaninglessness, anomie, and 

despair will corrode the desire to be sustained and the belief that humanity is 

worth sustaining” (Orr, 2003, pp. 1–2).  The case can be made that we are close to 

this spiritually impoverished world, as demonstrated by the widespread disregard 

and destruction of our natural environments. 

It is evident that each of these alternative systems has merit, however, no 

single system, acting alone, will cure all of the ills of our economic regime.  

Therefore, a combination of alternatives is proposed here, allowing for 

microeconomic and macroeconomic adjustments that enable new actions to be 



 238 

added to the mix over time.  As with any complex problem, there are no silver 

bullet solutions; instead, a complex combination of complementary and 

competing alternatives must be deployed. 

The future system(s) of economics will have both capitalistic and 

socialistic underpinnings and various economies will sway in one direction over 

another, constantly evolving over time.  Although several of the alternative 

economists’ positions described here have heavy leanings in one way or another, 

the recommendations of the compassionate economists are offered as the most 

accepting of the complexity of the interactions between the economy, people, and 

the environment.  The tendency to lean heavily toward capitalism or heavily 

toward socialism is understandable; however, extreme black and white positions 

like these are usually not the correct way to go.  In fact, there are degrees and 

mixes of capitalism, and degrees and mixes of democracy, socialism, oligarchies, 

totalitarianism, monarchies, and so on, and it should not be expected that any 

given system can be adopted uniformly across the world.  It is unreasonable to 

assume that any given system in a particular country will remain static, immune 

from the influences of time and other systems. 

However, there is often a middle path that allows for change over time and 

the complexity of the interactions with competing interests.  This middle path 

may lean more toward a social democracy or a democratic socialistic government.  

Compassionate economists choose this middle path, following the teachings of 

Buddhism, avoiding the extremes of either unfettered capitalism or the centralized 

control of socialism.  This approach allows for the differences between countries 
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and their ideologies, and makes room for change and adjustment over time as the 

needs of society, the environment, and the economy evolve. 

This middle path approach also falls in line with the practices in the 

Nordic nations, as seen for example in their generous social welfare programs that 

are combined with competitive and capitalistic enterprises and strong public 

sector influences over the economy.  Both the caring and compassionate 

economists see the benefits of the economies in the Nordic nations (Eisler, 2008; 

Norman, 2008) and the recommendations of many of the other alternative 

economists also include programs and actions that are currently being practiced in 

several Nordic nations as well as in Canada, Ireland, New Zealand, and elsewhere 

today.   

The advantages of social democracies—a mixed economy, generous social 

welfare programs, a representative democracy, numerous collective bargaining 

agreements, higher taxes for the wealthy, egalitarian entrepreneurship, and 

innovative capitalistic motivations—are hard to overstate.  Importantly, however, 

the economic system of the future needs to be flexible enough to allow for new 

ideas and the infusion of additional beneficial changes, as they become necessary.   

The future system of economics, therefore, needs to have the principles of 

compassionate economics at its core in order to ensure that environmental needs 

are not underrepresented and sacrificed to the needs of society and the economy.  

Although the system of compassionate economics is not perfect and lacks some 

essential components, its emphasis on the environment and its belief in the need 
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to have a spiritual connection with nature are considered here as essential core 

ingredients if we are to reverse our environmentally destructive course.   

Furthermore, the holistic motivations of the compassionate economists 

need to be an essential component of the new economy.  In essence, the spiritual, 

holistic, and empathetic foundations of caring, compassionate, feminist, and green 

economics positions all complement each other quite well.  There are, however, 

gaps or openings in their proposals that need to be filled in with certain golden 

nuggets from the other alternative economics proposals.   

It is argued here that the moral values of compassionate economics fill the 

most apparent voids in capitalism, voids that were neither foreseen nor intended 

by the founders of this system of economics.  It is also contended that 

compassionate economics principles, values, and practices are compatible with 

any religious or secular belief system.  The principle of following the Golden 

Rule is, in fact, a universal and revered principle that can effectively counter the 

callous nature of the current system of capitalism.  Compassionate economists 

simply call on all of us to practice the Golden Rule and to return capitalism to the 

Adam Smith idea that economics is a moral philosophy (Smith, 1776/1994).  

Therefore, the ideal future economy will be a form of a social democracy, 

or democratic socialism, with compassionate economics principles at its 

foundation.  Added to this, we will infuse key ingredients and actions from the 

other alternative economics examined here.  Importantly, not all of the many 

critical recommendations of these economists are listed here, and in fact, many of 

the recommendations shown with one system are also recommendations of 
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another system and thus are not shown to avoid duplication.  A summary of 

several of the compassionate economics critical recommendations and these 

added golden nuggets from the other 13 alternative systems are as follows. 

Synthesis of Recommendations: All Systems “Golden Nuggets” 

Compassionate economics 

• Establish the foundation of a social democracy, emulating the 

governments of the Nordic nations. 

• Incorporate the complex relationship between society, personal needs, 

and the environment as part of any analysis or thought process 

pertaining to economic needs. 

• Use compassionate, altruistic, empathetic, and holistic approaches to 

problem solving that emphasize the ethical and moral treatment of 

people and all living creatures. 

• Realize the benefits of an advanced society, a new and advanced 

system of economics, and the higher and nobler virtues that will 

accompany these changes. 

• Exhibit a spiritual connection with the natural world around us with 

reverence and respect for the sanctity of life. 

• Incorporate compassion, morality, and altruism into the economic 

decision-making process. 

• Use non-renewable resources only if they are indispensable. 

• Avoid hyper-specialized labor practices.  (Monotonous, repetitive 

work, such as assembly line work, is viewed as soul destroying, 
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mechanized slavery, which is just short of a criminal act on the part of 

the employer.) 

• Reform corporate governance, including the process of electing board 

members to corporations, and the establishment of corporate charters.  

(Future charters fiduciary responsibilities need to include the 

protection of society, the environment, and the safety of employees, in 

addition to their financial responsibilities.) 

• Seek the middle ground to problem solving and as a way of life.   

• Achieve a higher awareness of our interconnectedness with one 

another and with the natural world that we are part of. 

• Strengthen international alliances and international treaties to protect 

natural environments and to provide for the needs of the poor. 

• Support international agreements and goals made for the protection of 

the environment; ecological systems, address worldwide poverty and 

that enforce demilitarization actions. 

• End large-scale private land ownership and restore ecological systems 

with property either owned by the commons or set aside as a natural 

resource.  (Other changes may include allowing farming and other 

land use concession or rental agreements in order to protect the land 

from other private interests. In addition, democratized ownership using 

land trusts can be established through the use of non-profit 

organizations.) 
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• Provide government funding assistance for pre-college and four years 

of college education.   

Green economics  

• Ensure democracy, freedom, liberty, solidarity, individual rights, 

equality, fairness, and tolerance for one another. 

• Achieve fair elections by ending Super PACs and money-dominated 

election processes. 

• Enable green energy and infrastructure improvements such as mass 

transportation, energy conservation, highly efficient building designs, 

resource-efficient designs in general, combined with the 

decentralization of energy sources. 

• Enforce water conservation watershed and ecosystem protection laws 

that prohibit the depletion of ecosystem services and water for human 

needs, limiting operations such as agricultural projects for water-

intensive crops. 

• Blend economic needs with political, social, spiritual, and 

environmental needs.  

• View nature and natural systems as valuable in their own right and 

realign attitudes toward these living systems. 

• Increase consumer awareness with instruments such as green labeling, 

energy labeling, eco-labels, and sustainability labeling. 

Circular economics 



 244 

• Reduce product complexity and minimize toxic constituents in order to 

facilitate reuse and recyclability. 

• Provide reused and recycled products at lower costs than products 

from virgin materials. 

• Minimize waste by re-engineering products for interchangeability, 

durability, longevity, standardization, reparability, reusability, and the 

recyclability of goods.   

• Use biodegradable products when possible, such as for single-use 

bags, packaging, food utensils. 

• Internalize externalities with taxes on negative externality goods and 

services, with subsidies on positive externality goods and services. 

Complexity economics 

• Accept economics as a post-normal science.   

• Include complexity theory concepts into future economic analysis 

activities. 

• Augment consumer education with complexity economics principles 

including aspects of systems thinking and complexity theory. 

Resilience economics 

• Realize that every natural ecological system has a limited resilience 

beyond which it can be irreversibly damaged. 

• Use interdisciplinary practices, blending the many fields of science 

with economics in order to address the complex problems of the 21st 

century. 
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• Deploy adaptive and active management of ecological resources to 

prevent exceeding their resilience threshold. 

• Include resilience threshold analysis in future economic resource use 

with the aid of environmental scientists and others. 

Environmental economics 

• Encourage strong environmental regulatory policies and the 

enforcement of these policies.   

• Provide heavy fines and jail sentences appropriate for the offenses 

committed.  

• Use beforehand the most sophisticated and comprehensive 

environmental impact appraisals and assessments available on 

proposed land use or impact. 

Ecological economics 

• Value ecological systems in terms of intrinsic life values in addition to 

more quantifiable tangible values, while including human health in 

with the value of these natural systems.  

• Make the discipline of economics needs a subfield of our ecological 

systems, and not the reverse. 

• Value our natural resources both comprehensively and holistically.  

• Ensure our economy is based on tangible, natural assets.   

• Provide food, health, housing, and educational needs for everyone in 

the world through social welfare mechanisms. 
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• Enact ecological system protection laws as opposed to laws that are 

just for the protection of endangered species. 

Feminist economics 

• End gender, social, racial, LBGT, age, religious, and other 

discriminatory injustices as part of the new economy.   

• Adequately compensate traditionally female occupations, such as 

nursing, teaching, and caregiving, with wages commensurate with 

male-dominated professions. 

• End hierarchical dualism and the cultural separation embedded in our 

current system of economics that results in practices such as 

trafficking in women, child labor, and inadequate pay to those most 

vulnerable in developing nations.  

Caring economics  

• Provide government-sponsored and paid for health care programs, 

including home medical visits and home nursing care for newborn 

babies, free of private insurance interests.  

• Adequately compensate care workers for children, the sick, the 

disabled, and the elderly through government social welfare programs. 

• Offer financial support for families with pre-kindergarten children and 

paid parental leave following childbirth. 

Degrowth economics 

• Greatly reduce tendencies toward high consumption and move toward 

local economies, with local companies that can be self-sufficient.  
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• Achieve wealth redistribution across the globe, alleviating poverty in 

developing nations with global wealth redistribution methods such as 

higher taxes on the very wealthy, inheritance taxes, and other methods 

such as those suggested by Piketty (2014).   

• Create more cohousing, communal housing, cooperatives, and 

community farming. 

• Ensure that a single-earner household is possible in a given economy 

with adequate pay for one parent, allowing the other to stay at home 

and care for the children. 

• Across-the-board working hours reduced worldwide to 21 hours per 

week with guarantees for workers health and economic security. 

Steady-state economics 

• Limit the size of our economies, and shift to non-material growth 

industries. 

• Limit our populations to sustainable levels. 

• Incentivize positive growth in industries, such as the renewable energy 

industries, and provide disincentives for negative industries, such as 

the fossil fuel industry.  

• Re-regulate international commerce by moving toward balanced and 

fair trade as opposed to free trade.   

• Address the banking system’s volatility by requiring banks to have 

100% reserves and enhancing regulations on national as well as 

international markets.   
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• Phase in increases in banking systems reserves to avoid shrinking the 

economy in the process.   

• Separate banking activities from investment activities.   

• Downgrade the IMF–WB and WTO to reduce their impact on 

developing nations, establish international regulatory bodies to govern 

and regulate IMF–WB and WTO activities. 

No-growth economics 

• Place more emphasis on well-being that is not focused on wealth 

accumulation.  (We can prosper without growth.) 

• Promote part-time employment with full benefits, flexible work hours, 

job sharing, and working from home.   

• Increase investments in needed infrastructure and community assets, 

such as libraries, educational facilities and services, mass 

transportation systems, desalination plants, parks, green spaces, 

museums, public jobs training, and public works programs. 

• Stimulate the economy with government-funded projects and shift 

employment from negative sectors, such as the fossil fuel industries, to 

beneficial sectors, such as renewable energy projects. 

• Promote community-based enterprises, such as community banks, 

credit unions, municipal or cooperative utilities, non-profit businesses, 

B corporations, and other small businesses. 

• Empower and protect the working class through mechanisms such as 

unions and working cooperatives. 



 249 

• Initiate ecological taxation with appropriate methods to shift taxation 

from incomes and onto emissions as well as resource consumption and 

extraction. 

Ecosocialism economics 

• Impose global quotas, caps, and other restrictions to limit resource 

destruction, extraction, and pollution.  

• Put an end to adverse industrialization enterprises, destructive 

technological practices, and other globalization efforts. 

• Convert private corporate interests, such as investor owned utilities, to 

municipal, state-owned utilities. 

• Increase the number of utility cooperatives for water and electricity 

services. 

• Dismantle the military-industrial complex worldwide and by doing so 

end wars for the sake of peace.  

• Nationalize private and corporate owned oil, gas and coal energy 

companies and other critical mining and transportation services. 

• Progress from a community of consumers to a community of 

preservers. 

• Put in place election reform provisions to prevent special interest 

control of elected officials and create safeguards to allow for the 

expedient removal of corrupt officials.   

• Protect the health and safety of workers around the world. 

Anarcho-ecosocialism economics 
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• Establish an ecocentric rather than an anthropocentric view of the 

world with the protection of natural systems given the highest priority.   

• End the environmentally destructive practices of the agricultural meat 

and food crop industry as well as the worldwide fishing industry.   

• Use farmland for human crops and end the use of animals as food 

sources or for other products for humans. 

• Ensure food is healthy, organic, non-GMO, uncontaminated, and 

affordable.   

• Ensure food sources and agricultural operations do not contaminate the 

environment. 

• Provide all humans with equal rights and provide the same rights 

considerations for all animals as well, allowing for the freedom and 

liberation of both. 

• Abolish concentrated animal feeding operations in favor of other 

protein sources such as vegetable protein, vegetable substitutes for 

dairy and eggs, and lab-grown meat operations. 

• Establish numerous cooperative associations for work and housing 

such as work cooperatives, cohousing, housing cooperatives, 

communalism, community agriculture projects, and increasing 

community ownership and control. 

As can be seen, this list of critical recommendations is indicative of the 

differences and similarities found among these 14 systems.  Some overlap exists 

within these selected recommendations as well, further highlighting the 
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similarities.  Over all, these recommendations agree with each other more than 

they disagree.  There is strength to these recommendations, in fact, because there 

is so much agreement on so many issues. 

It is also apparent that many of these actions can be accomplished now, 

without much disruption to the current capitalist system.  We can establish more 

cooperative societies, more rural communities with agricultural projects, and 

more communes and worker cooperatives.  There is also nothing to stop us from 

forming more B corporations, small sustainable businesses, non-profit businesses, 

more community banks, credit unions, and community enterprises in general.  We 

can even push for more municipal utilities, an end to CAFOs, more eco-labeling, 

safer food, stronger environmental enforcement, more cohousing, biodegradable 

packaging, and so on.   

Many of these actions can be fought for, if not won, on the individual and 

community level.  In addition, each of us can change our lifestyles for the better 

by consuming less, driving less, and improving the efficiencies of our homes.  We 

can all also practice the Golden Rule with our dealings with others.  With these 

kinds of changes we will make a big difference and make the world a better place 

for everyone.  If we join together collectively and fight for these kinds of local 

issues, we will be successful on several fronts and this, therefore, is our obligation 

to one another.  We must do these things and much more. 

The trouble starts with the big changes needed on the national and 

international level, including addressing wealth disparity across the world, 

initiating global demilitarization, funding mass transportation projects, building 
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other critical infrastructure projects, reigning in the power of the banks, 

converting from fossil fuels to renewable energies, ending worldwide 

environmental destruction, enacting corporate reform measures, having fair 

elections, reversing all global climate change inputs, to name just a few.   

Other examples include ending large-scale land ownership, truly 

eliminating tax avoidance by the wealthy, downgrading the IMF–WB and WTO, 

properly regulating international commerce, controlling our populations, ending 

adverse globalization practices, and more.  These needed big changes are not 

achievable on the individual or community level.  Furthermore, even if all of our 

individual and community changes were implemented on a worldwide scale, as 

per the recommendations of the alternative economists, the overall affects on big 

issues such as climate change would not be sufficient.   

As Klein (2014) warned us, big issues like climate change change 

everything, and they point to the shortcomings in a system of economics too 

intermingled with government systems.  These state, national, and worldwide 

issues need to be corrected at state, national, and international levels with strong 

and active government support from governments that are not beholden to special 

and wealthy interests. 

Additional Recommended Actions 

 Although the list of critical recommendations proposed here and 

recommended by the 14 alternative economic systems is comprehensive, it does 

not address all the needs of society and all the actions needed to counter non-

sustainable resource use.  Many recommendations outside of the alternative 
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economists’ community are just as important and should be incorporated into 

future actions in order to address the problem of global climate change, to restore 

our ecological systems, and to help ensure the security of our economy.  There are 

many good sources for these kinds of recommendations; however, I include here 

the 10 basic themes recommended for a sustainable America from Dernbach 

(2009) at the Environmental Law Institute (p. 10279). 

1.  The United States should systematically reduce its ecological footprint.  

The United States can make enormous improvements in areas such as higher 

efficiency standards of appliances, commercial buildings, and automobiles, and in 

requiring manufacturers to limit their use of virgin materials and non-renewable 

resources.  In addition, as recommended by the vast majority of the alternative 

economists, the United States can begin today the process of phasing out fossil 

fuels and can accelerate the inevitable switch to renewable energy and resources. 

2.  The US government must adopt, as soon as possible, greenhouse gas 

emission reduction programs that will reduce US emissions to our fair share of 

safe global emissions. The US needs to take a leadership role with the use of 

emission caps and by providing financial incentives and regulatory requirements 

in order to reduce our emission levels to 1990 levels or less.  Methods for 

accomplishing this include carbon taxes, other pollution taxes, capping emissions, 

quotas for fuel consumption, and cap-and-trade schemes.  Arguably, emission 

caps are the least likely method to be manipulated by polluting industries because 

cap-and-trade, much like pollution taxes, do not require or enforce emission 

reductions (Jackson, 2012). 
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3.  The United States should create more employment opportunities in 

environmental protection and restoration, and should make it easier for unskilled 

and low-income persons to enter and remain in the workforce.  Recycling and 

waste management practices have the potential to be one of the largest growth 

industries in the United States, providing much needed employment, and by doing 

so improving the health of the economy.  In fact, as virgin resources become less 

available, the growth in the recycling industry is bound to increase.  

 In addition, providing employment for the management of natural 

resources, as recommended by several alternative economists, not only adds new 

jobs to the economy, but also provides an essential solution for the protection of 

these resources.  As an example, we can manage our forests with selective 

thinning practices, as opposed to clear cutting, and we can systematically remove 

combustible understory growth to prevent catastrophic forest fires.  The 

management of forests using these techniques is significantly more labor 

intensive, however, which can be considered a benefit rather than a deterrent to 

enacting these kinds of management practices. 

4.  Sustainable development should be an organizing principle for all 

levels of government. The problems with pollution, climate change, and resource 

depletion are not adequately constrained or properly controlled by individual 

jurisdictions.  Therefore, cities, counties, and states need to work with the federal 

government more than at any time in the past if we are to address these complex 

and non-containable problems.  These issues include the needs for sustainability 
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policies to improve education, increase energy efficiency, invest in critical 

infrastructure, improve land use planning, prevent pollution, and so on.   

At the same time, these jurisdictions need to enact strong and smart-

growth laws to promote regional governance while allowing for development 

indicators that can be used to track our progress in key areas of concern.  

Although there is disagreement among the alternative economists about the 

possibility of having truly sustainable development, there is consensus that future 

development must move into areas beneficial to both society and the environment 

and must move away from industries detrimental to both (Daly, 2009). 

5.  Nongovernmental actors should play a major role in achieving 

sustainability.  The role of business leaders is debatably just as important as the 

role of governments in enacting sustainable measures and in having an influence 

on the workforce.  In addition, the need for partnership arrangements between the 

private and public sectors is greater now than it has ever been if we are to achieve 

the levels of sustainability needed to reverse problems such as climate change. 

Just as importantly, the faith communities in the United States need to 

promote the need for stewardship and environmental ethics pertaining to our 

interactions with natural resources and move away from the view of dominion 

over other life forms, as written in the Book of Genesis.  These same communities 

can have a substantial impact on the nation’s sustainability by promoting simpler 

living, better resource use, energy conservation, and a sense of reverence for our 

natural systems as God’s creations.  This message of demonstrating reverence 
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towards God’s creations is disputably in line with the proposal of several 

alternative economists espousing the value of a spiritual connection with Nature. 

6.  Individuals, families, and consumers should have more sustainable 

options in the decisions they make.  Consumers need to be given additional 

sustainable options, more efficient vehicles, higher efficiency appliances, better 

access to mass transportation, and products that are environmentally friendly.  In 

addition, consumers must be better informed when purchasing goods and services 

so that they can make the best decision regarding the environmental impact of 

their purchases.  Several of the alternative economists studied here agree and 

provide proposals along these lines.  One of the greatest needs of the future, 

perhaps, is access to mass transportation, as advocated for by seven of the groups 

studied here.  Degrowth economists, for example, propose the need of improving 

mass transportation, walking, and biking access (Martínez-Alier et al., 2010).  

SSE, no-growth economists, and others promote mass transportation along with 

the need for higher efficiency products (Daly, 1990). 

7.  Sustainable development should become a central part of public and 

formal education.  Increased K–12 education can have a dramatic impact on the 

younger generation, and arguably, the benefits of educating this age group will do 

more than at the college level or beyond.  However, the same need exists at the 

college level, and all educational facilities can help in this process by modeling 

sustainable actions with ongoing efficiency programs as well as by practicing 

sustainable development with newer facilities.  Again, the need for furthering 

education in the many areas of sustainability is also promoted by several of these 
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alternative economists.  Complexity, SSE, no-growth, and other economists see 

the clear connection between education and the actions of those who are armed 

with the knowledge to make the right decisions and to educate others (Daly, 2009; 

Jackson, 2012; McGregor, 2011). 

8.  The United States should strengthen its environmental and natural 

resources laws.  The need for a strong regulatory system and for laws backed up 

by enforcement is clear if we are to protect the public from increasingly 

unmanageable air and water pollution activities.  Water pollution from runoff is 

now the leading source of water pollution in the United States (Dernbach, 2009).  

Congress should also examine and amend as needed several existing 

environmental and natural resource laws that currently are too weak or that only 

require voluntary compliance by those responsible for pollution activities.  These 

include the Toxic Substances Control Act, hazardous waste laws, and Superfund 

laws that require offenders to pay for needed cleanup activities as well as to pay 

taxes into the appropriate funds for cleanup costs (Dernbach, 2009). 

In addition, the effects of drought due to external factors such as climate 

change have made it clear that we must make substantial investments in water 

systems infrastructure to meet the needs of the 21st century.  I make the case here 

that states like California must invest in desalination plants for the needs of the 

population and must move agricultural industries away from water intensive 

crops.  This state’s continued depletion of limited water systems associated with 

fragile ecological systems has reached the point where actions in these areas are 

becoming a mandate. 
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These recommendations are in tune with several of the alternative 

economists as well.  Green and environmental economists are strong advocates 

for the enactment and enforcement of strong environmental protection laws.  

Ecological economists advocate for the protection of ecological systems as 

opposed to simply protecting certain species within an ecological system.  Laws 

meant for the protection of ecological systems, for example, are one way to 

ensure the preservation of these fragile river and mountain ecological systems 

now providing most of the water needs for California. 

9. The United States needs to play an international leadership role on 

behalf of sustainable development.  Many of the international trade agreements 

with the United States need to be examined and amended with regard to their 

impacts on natural resources.  These agreements should, for example, contain 

provisions for financial sustainable development in trade partnering countries 

with incentives to assist with beneficial sector growth and poverty reduction for 

certain countries.  The United States should also use its influence to pressure 

international organizations such as the World Bank Group and the IMF to make 

environmental protection actions a part of poverty reduction efforts around the 

globe.  In addition, the United States should ratify the Convention on Biological 

Diversity treaty to encourage national and international biodiversity strategies 

(Dernbach, 2009).  

As can be seen, these actions are similar to many of the recommendations 

of several of the alternative economists.  International trade agreements, 

combined with globalization forces, are of utmost concern to several of these 
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groups including degrowth, steady-state, ecological, and other alternative 

economists (Albo, 2007; Daly, 2009; Exner, 2014; Kovel & Löwy, 2002; 

Martínez-Alier , 2012; R. Smith, 2013).  As they have pointed out, too often these 

trade agreements end up favoring large multi-national corporations at the expense 

of the local economies, the environment, and the people in these foreign 

countries.   

10.  The United States needs to improve the information and data available 

to the public to make decisions for sustainability.  In addition to improving the 

information made available to the public pertaining to sustainability decisions,  

we also need to look at governance changes in this country.  Many of the actions 

needed to protect ecological systems and biodiversity are not possible with the 

current form of government because of special and wealthy interests acting to stop 

these kinds of programs.  As Dernbach (2009) noted:  

The president and Congress should consider establishing a National Com- 
mission for a Sustainable America to evaluate and make recommendations 
on changes in national governance, including both Congress and the 
Executive Branch, that may be needed to address these issues. (p. 10284)   
 

The constraints imposed by our current form of government are well recognized 

by several alternative economists.  As discussed earlier, both compassionate and 

caring economists see the need for social democracies, as seen in the Nordic 

nations.  Arguably, as long as those who are in power stand to profit from 

continued resource degradation and pollution activities, there is little hope that we 

can make these kinds of sweeping changes recommended in the Dernbach (2009) 

report or in many of the proposals of the alternative economists. 
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Again, we see a good deal of overlap with other recommendations, and I 

suggest these repetitions provide even more support for initiatives that are sorely 

needed in order to address the critical problems covered in this dissertation.  

There are many more reasons for implementing these actions than there are for 

not implementing them.  The existence of climate change and the ongoing 

destruction of natural ecological systems combined with the poverty we see 

around us must call us to action on many fronts.  Therefore, addressing critical 

themes such as these are not only necessary, but are a moral obligation for the 

needs of both existing and future generations. 

 Just as importantly, however, implementing actions such as these provide 

much needed employment opportunities, assist with social well-being, and help 

nations such as the United States to be less dependent on other nations.  The 

consequences of climate change, detrimental land use, continued and unabated 

resource consumption, and poverty all make the case for action now, not only as a 

preventative measure against what waits for us in the future, but for the threats we 

face today.  We must make sure that our future economy is open to any and all 

recommendations of these kinds.  The economy of the future needs to be flexible, 

resilient, and accepting of change because of the problems we recognize now and 

in order to address the problems that are yet to be brought to our attention. 

Implementation Constraints and Actions 

Clearly, many of the recommendations made by these 14 alternative 

economists groups and others are not possible in a capitalistic society, such as 

exists in the United States at the present time.  We have a federal government that 
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is for all intents and purposes broken.  It has experienced the fading power of 

traditional politics for several decades now (Alperovitz, 2013).  Therefore, 

measures such as the creation of many social welfare programs, the 

implementation of wealth taxation reform, the protection of unions, true election 

reform, the end of large-scale land ownership, the assurance that products have 

interchangeability and longevity, the adequate protection of ecological systems, 

the improvement of critical infrastructures (including use of renewable energy 

systems), and the adequate pay for care workers are just a few examples of 

societal needs that are exceptionally difficult to implement in a capitalistic society 

when neoliberal economic forces control the government.  These kinds of 

programs, however, may be instituted comparatively easily in socialistic or 

socially democratic countries, as has been witnessed in the Nordic nations. 

Given the state of the world today, the condition of our environments, 

GCC, global wealth disparity, combined with the exploitation of the poor, this 

situation then calls for capitalistic nations to be converted to social democracies.  

It is argued here that without this change in government systems, democracies 

will continue to be beholden to capitalistic, wealth, and other power interests.   

Another critical benefit of social democracies is in how each of us can do 

good for one another and those in foreign countries.  We can act holistically and 

compassionately toward both societal and ecological needs because of the 

generous nature of social democracies, which is made possible with substantial 

social welfare programs financed by higher taxes on the wealthy.  This social 

democracy government structure, it is argued, allows us to act beneficially toward 
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one another, “where doing good is like falling off a log, where the natural, 

everyday acts of work and life accumulate into a better world as a matter of 

course, not a matter of conscious altruism” (Hawken, 1993, p. xii).   

Therefore, if we design our governments to put people and our 

environment first, to hold capitalistic forces at bay, to tax the wealthy and provide 

for those who need our assistance, then we can exhibit the higher virtues espoused 

by Pope Francis (2015), compassionate economists (Inoue, 1997; Ricard, 2011), 

and Adam Smith (1776/1994), without making a conscious effort to do so. 

This transition, however, will not be easy, and it will be contested by the 

wealthy and by a host of congruent factions; however, it must be accomplished 

for the sake of humanity and the environment.  Thus, given the amount of 

resistance to this kind of change, the only option left is a revolution, albeit a 

peaceful one.  There are many needs, as shown in this dissertation, and perhaps 

the greatest need is to change what some call a government controlled by 

corporate capitalism into a truly democratic government that represents the needs 

of the people (Alperovitz, 2013).   

In addition to this conversion to social democracies, we need to establish 

and enforce national and international laws that are out of the control of wealthy 

and powerful special interests.  Therefore, we must also grant international bodies 

such as the United Nations a share of these responsibilities and empower them to 

share in the enforcement of international laws with sovereign nations as well. 

Following this, we need to redistribute the wealth across the entire planet 

and truly democratize the ownership of the wealth (Alperovitz, 2013).  As an 
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example, in the United States the top 1% have more wealth than the bottom 180 

million people (Alperovitz, 2013, p. 3)   

As another example, distributing the wealth in the United States among all 

of US citizens would result in a striking annual income of $250,000 for each 

citizen (Alperovitz, 2013).  This kind of wealth redistribution, however, is not 

what is called for; rather, the goal is to distribute the wealth worldwide in order to 

meet the needs of the poor, to build up the infrastructures across the world, and to 

ensure the protection of common natural resources worldwide.  Many of those 

recognizing these needs point to the inevitability of a peaceful social revolution in 

countries such as the United States, which may come from many disciplines, 

including several in the field of economics.  The wealthy will not give up their 

wealth without a fight, and therefore we hope it will be a peaceful fight. 

As a minimum, we need revolutionary changes to the free market system 

(Klein, 2014) and at most we need to completely dismantle capitalism (Marx, 

1867/1967).  After the Great Recession of 2008, there is so much distrust toward 

the banks, the US Federal Reserve operations, the international banking systems, 

and the corporate interests in governments; however, that several prominent 

economists have called for a social revolution to purge capitalistic corruption 

influences from government Korten, 2011).  This social revolution may take the 

form of a voter revolution (Batra, 2009) against a government controlled by the 

acquisitors and can be considered a middle path, as advocated for by 

compassionate economists.   
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Therefore, what is called for is a “monumental change . . . without a shot 

being fired” (Batra, 2009, p. 224).  In essence, Batra’s New Golden Age can be 

likened to the alternative economists’ call for a higher quality of life and a new 

measurement of well-being with the economy of the future (Jackson, 2012).  In 

the end, a government system, such as that enjoyed in the Nordic nations, fulfills 

many of the goals of returning democracy to the people and out of the hands of 

corporate interests.  This, however, is only the first step, which must be followed 

by many additional actions if the recommendations of alternative economists are 

to come into fruition. 

The obstacles to the changes proposed here are indeed formidable and 

monumental.  In fact, as long as capitalism has the appearance of working for the 

many, then the forces against change will be all the more formidable.  Capitalism 

is catastrophic by nature and there is good evidence suggesting that this system is 

once again on the verge of collapse (R. Smith, 2013).  If this doesn’t happen soon, 

then it is likely to happen in the not too distant future.  Therefore, we need a 

position to fall back on, even if the powers that be appear too strong to overcome.   

The proposals given in this dissertation may provide that fall back position 

when the next financial crisis occurs.  In this event, the worldview positions of 

compassionate economics combined with the critical recommendations of the 

other 13 alternative economic systems can be used as a framework for the 

economic system of the future. 

This fall back position, though, is not in the best interest of either society 

or the environment.  There is too much suffering in the world, combined with the 



 265 

unconscionable destruction to our natural environments.  Every day that passes 

leads to more misery, greater wealth disparity, greater resource destruction, and 

gets us only closer to the consequences of global climate change.  For these 

reasons, we need to take all the actions we can now to change the system of 

capitalism before it is too late, and before the consequences of inaction are too 

dire.  We need a social revolution in order to force the wealth interests out of our 

systems of government and by doing so provide for those with needs and protect 

environmental systems in the process. 

The appeal to the masses in favor of a social revolution can be made on 

many fronts.  Underlying the changes called for in this dissertation are values and 

beliefs that are universal, that support the needs of society, and that call for a 

return to our connection with natural systems.  We can appeal to the fundamental 

principles of all the major religious and non-religious belief systems alike.  

Arguably, every one of us has a deep and even spiritual connection with the 

natural world because this is the place we come from.  This deep connectedness is 

something we all have in common, regardless of religion or ideology.   

In addition, we can promote the universal principle of the Golden Rule, 

accepted across both religious and secular boundaries.  We are, in fact, practicing 

the Golden Rule by infusing compassion and other qualities into our system of 

economics.  Furthermore, we can call on the successes of peaceful revolutions of 

the past that have changed the world.  Finally, we can persuade the wealthy 

capitalists to relinquish their power and their wealth at the risk of losing it all.  We 
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can offer them the opportunity to relinquish most of their wealth and power or 

suffer the consequences of ending up with nothing. 

As Bernstein (2006) reminded us, there are numerous examples and 

“evidence of the power of the revolutionary spirit” (p. 81).  The civil rights 

movement in the United States is just one example of a peaceful revolution and 

the present-day Blockadia demonstrations are another (Klein, 2014).  Blockadia 

protests are peaceful events meant to physically prevent unwanted activities, such 

as oil drilling or coal mining operations (Klein, 2014).   

Another good example of the power of the revolutionary spirit is the 

American feminist movement of the 1960s, which served to break down 

workplace barriers and provided women access to higher paying jobs.  At the 

heart of the matter, however, is the fact that our governments and financial 

institutions are our own creations.  We do have the power to alter or reconstruct 

laws and institutions as needed to meet the needs of the many and to meet the 

imperatives of a changing world (Korten, 2011).  After all, human beings and our 

living environment must take precedence over these artificial creations that are 

intended to serve the needs of the living (Korten, 2011).   

Arguably, we have reached a critical tipping point, the point where we 

must control the seemingly uncontrollable forces of capitalism (Kovel, 2007).  

“Today, we are very much living in one of those pivotal world-changing moments 

in history, indeed it is no exaggeration to say that this is the most critical moment 

in human history” (R. Smith, 2013, p. 150).  Tomorrow, the situation becomes 

slightly more critical. 
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Future Research 

 Although the recommendations in this dissertation are broad in scope, it 

would be very useful to gauge the acceptance of these recommendations with a 

representative population in the United States.  The task of accomplishing this 

kind of qualitative research was beyond the scope of this dissertation; however, 

the results of this kind of survey could provide insight not only into the 

acceptance of these recommendations, but also by providing new and contrasting 

information that may open up other possibilities for change.  A comprehensive 

survey may provide the next step toward the implementation of some or all of 

these recommendations and may provide additional recommendations that are of 

equal or greater importance.  The end result of correcting the problems associated 

with today’s system of mainstream capitalism is difficult to overstate. 

Conclusion 

As can be seen above, the combined list of recommendations from the 14 

alternative economic systems examined in this dissertation is comprehensive and 

covers a host of sociopolitical, economic, and environmental needs.  The 

argument has been made throughout this dissertation that our solutions going 

forward need to be complex because we need to address complex, dynamic 

problems.  This list is fairly indicative of the complexity of the problems we face, 

that are far more than just economic problems.  In fact, it is argued here that if we 

rely on economists alone to address the problems with our systems of 

economics—which are interconnected with societal, political, social, and 

environmental issues—then we will accomplish very little, and perhaps end up 
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being worse off than we are now.  In contrast, our economic system of the future 

must rely on the acceptance of the complexity of the problems we face, our 

interconnectedness with nature and science, and we must use a transdisciplinary 

approach to solving these problems. 

Although the recommendations from the 14 economic systems are 

separated out by system, many of these systems have overlapping, almost 

identical recommendations from other alternative systems.  Therefore, several of 

the recommendations are shared by others even though they are indicated here as 

part of one system’s recommendation.  In some cases, the listed recommendations 

of one system are in fact better represented by another alternative system.  

However, the goal is to spread the recommendations out evenly and by doing so 

exhibit the power of this kind of a combined effort.  This is not a competition 

between alternative economic systems; rather, it is a comparison with regard to 

the topic of this dissertation and a way to highlight strengths and similarities.  The 

power of all 14 alternative economic systems is needed henceforth if we are to 

move ahead and correct the flaws with capitalism. 

The more important concern is how we are going to address the perilous 

consequences of continued environmental destruction, societal breakdown, and 

the far-reaching effects of global climate change.  Thus, it is proposed here that 

we need the aid of all 14 systems and that none of them acting alone can 

adequately address the many flaws of capitalism.  There is strength in numbers 

and all of these systems serve themselves well by supporting the positions of 

others where there are overlaps and general agreement.   



 269 

Consequently, rather than marginalize the value of any one of these 

systems, their strengths and the combined values of each are utilized in order to 

focus on their essential benefits to both societal and ecological systems.  As stated 

earlier, however, compassionate economics is seen here as the most important 

system to correct the flaws with capitalism.  Compassionate economics infused 

into capitalism provides the missing ingredients of compassion, altruism, 

empathy, and holism with regard to people and living environments.  These 

ingredients address the callous nature of capitalism and provide the moral 

components the founders of this system of economics intended at its inception. 

Even given the advantages pointed to with these 14 alternative economic 

systems, though, we are still faced with the obstacle of a capitalistic system that 

has too much influence over our governments.  A government entrenched with 

capitalistic interests is not capable of responding to the needs of the masses or the 

environment without first accommodating the needs of wealthy interests.  Thus, a 

social revolution is called for to move governments around the world to the 

middle path of a social democracy.  This system of governance, it is argued, 

applies the wisdom of compassionate economics and emulates economic systems 

in places that have already shown great success and promise.    
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CHAPTER 9: CONCLUSION 

 The dissertation research explores a variety of alternatives to capitalism as 

the world’s principal system of economics, and includes recommendations to 

address deficiencies with this system.  These alternatives are offered in an attempt 

to address a host of environmental and societal concerns faced today that are 

related to a neoliberal and free market system of capitalism. 

It is concluded that a combination of alternatives can be presented that will 

adequately address many of our most pressing environmental, societal, and 

humanitarian issues.  The recommendation for the ideal economic system of the 

future is to establish collaboration between 14 different alternative economic 

systems and infuse them into the present day mainstream system of capitalism.  

Critical recommendations, or golden nuggets, are taken from each system with 

particular attention paid to the recommendations of compassionate economists.   

Their recommendations, it is argued, provide the most essential 

corrections to the callous nature of capitalism, infusing the missing characteristics 

of empathy, compassion, and altruism into this system.  Compassionate 

economics is selected as the alternative economic system that best addresses the 

most pressing needs today and which corrects deficiencies in this system, neither 

intended nor envisioned by its founders.  This alternative system proposes a 

middle path between that of unrestrained capitalism, on one side, and centrally 

controlled socialism, on the other.   

Compassionate economists advocate the path of the Nordic nations toward 

a system of social democracy that provides essential and beneficial social 
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services, while still allowing for the egalitarian and innovative solutions afforded 

by capitalistic motivations (Norman, 2008).  Pope Francis (2015), the Buddhist 

community (Ricard, 2011), compassionate economists (Norman, 2008; 

Schumacher, 2011), and many others are all pointing the way toward Adam 

Smith’s vision of over 200 years ago.  We can have an advanced society with an 

advanced system of economics based on capitalism alongside the necessary 

infusion of compassion, altruism, and an Earth-centered awareness.   

This advanced society with a compassionate system of economics will 

help all of us to attain the higher virtues we are born with and called for by both 

Adam Smith (1776/1994) and by compassionate economists (Norman, 2008; 

Ricard, 2011; Steuerle, 2012; Zahn, 2013).  Furthermore, this system of 

economics is based on the principle of practicing a spiritual connection with 

natural systems along with a reverence and respect for the sanctity of life.  No 

matter how much our system of governance and our system of economics are 

advanced, our callous and separationist attitude toward natural systems will not be 

countered unless we establish a spiritual reconnection with Nature.  

It is also contended here that the environmental and societal problems 

associated with the system of capitalism are so profound that the prescriptions for 

addressing these needs cannot be obtained from one alternative economic system 

alone.  Rather, prescriptive golden nuggets are offered from all of the 14 

alternative economic systems examined here.  Each of these critical 

recommendations is meant to correct significant deficiencies in the current system 

of capitalism and, at the same time, to complement one another.  Therefore, this 
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combination of prescriptive and critical recommendations calls for collaboration 

among these systems with the common goals of correcting societal, social, 

environmental, and humanistic injustices.  The end, however, justifies the means 

and warrants this kind of collaboration in order to overcome the seemingly 

insurmountable forces of capitalism.  

Some of the recommendations of these alternative economists can be 

implemented without the need for governmental changes or the need for a social 

revolution.  We can, for example, establish many more local communities, work 

cooperatives, cohousing, rural communities with farming, B corporations, and 

non-profit businesses.  We can also each individually make highly consequential 

changes, such as dropping our consumption, lowering our energy bills, buying 

only green energy, driving less, eating much less meat, or becoming vegetarians.  

All of these actions and more can be accomplished at the local and family level 

and all of them are necessary.  In fact, we need to be doing all of these things 

now.  The larger issues of wealth disparity, environmental destruction, GCC, and 

others, however, are not addressed well on the local level.  These kinds of 

changes need national and international governmental actions. 

Unfortunately, then, as much as these alternative economic prescriptive 

changes are necessary, we are faced with economic systems and private wealthy 

interests too entrenched with governments and too powerful to overcome without 

revolutionary means.  The power of the masses, for the sake of the masses, is 

therefore needed to combat these well-entrenched wealthy interests in order to 

meet the needs of the many and to protect the environment.  This call for a 
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revolution is peaceful, however, and is likened to peaceful revolutions of the past 

(Batra, 2009; Korten, 2011).  A voter revolution may be all that is required in 

many countries such as the United States, where the wealthy interests are in 

positions of government control.  The wealthy interests, however, must be 

separated from governments and the governments must be made whole again if 

we are to have the representation needed to accomplish these necessary and 

dramatic changes.  The barriers to a new economy with the benefits described 

here are not physical, but rather, are psychological and political. 

Clearly, we have reached the point where we must do something about 

these problems.  The evil done today is the lack of action against the wealthy 

interests controlling our governments.   In fact, there is no question that we can 

impose the needed changes to our governments and our economic systems as 

suggested in this dissertation.  We have the numbers and so we have the power to 

make change.   

Thus, the first step toward making change is a voter revolution to restore 

government representation to the people and for the protection of the commons.  

This is the minimum needed to enact the kinds of prescriptive alterations called 

for in this dissertation and in order to begin the process of returning government 

back to the people it was meant to serve.  Once this is accomplished, then the 

process of altering our economy for the better may begin. 
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