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After reading the triple revolution document I must admit that I am not convinced, neither by the 
outlook it provides nor the method it applies. Though the first part is well written and projects a 
compelling utopia, the remainder is rather unclear and disappointingly vague. Among the policy advise 
given, public investment is of course easily agreed. Also a rising share of the public sector in national 
income seems a reasonable expectation if wants and needs shift towards more social and collective 
goals. In contrast, an unqualified basic income is a controversial topic that raises many questions and 
problems that are not even touched (unfortunately, I am not an expert on this either). It is simply 
assumed that machines provide all what is needed. Somewhat naively economics (incentives, market 
coordination of demand and supply, the monetary system, etc.) no longer seems to have much purpose 
as the social coordination of individual wants and plans is simply assumed to happen (probably by some 
political control, but that is not explicated). 
  
As for the overall outlook, there are two different ways to interpret the failure of their prediction in 
1964. First, one can assume (as Martin Ford does) that the committee was simply too visionary and far 
ahead of its time. Maybe so. Alternatively, one can interpret their failed prediction to have a more 
systematic cause, which is the underestimation of economic principles in the process of social 
coordination and development. One example is the continuous adjustment of aspiration levels, which 
work against lasting abundance and secular stagnation of wants and needs. (Of course, this raises 
ecological concerns, but that would be a different discussion.) Another related example is the 
continuous emergence of new wants together with new industries and new jobs. Another is the growth 
of real income due to higher productivity and lower (quality adjusted) prices. A final example is the 
practical need of an accounting unit in social transactions. This invokes a monetary system, hence prices, 
and hence the question how these prices are formed. Even if in the future much more employment is 
owed to social, community and public objectives, wage labour is likely to be an effective means to 
organize it. At least I know little about alternative mechanisms. Sometimes people speak of coupon type 
remunerations used to obtain claims on needed goods and services. But that would again be a different 
form of money, and as compensation for labour again a kind of wage (maybe less linked to performance 
than in a market economy). 
  
My point is that economics and economic principles are deeply engrained in any society and serve more 
purposes than merely enabling the production of goods. Wage labour is an essential part of it. Writing it 
off as easily as the triple revolution committee does, would require a very strong alternative theory of 
social coordination, which is not even slightly explained. My own conjecture is that for many valid 
reasons given the importance of community goals and social activities will increase, which is a good 
thing. Necessarily, these also tend to increase the importance of the public sector over time, which can 
raise some problems. But for the foreseeable future wage labour in combination with measures 
addressing inequality and redistribution will be much needed. If however, one day we really run out of 
labour because technology takes over, the reduction of working hours is probably the most effective 
way to deal with it. In addition one needs to maintain a competitive supply of goods and services which 
guarantees that the masses benefit from lower prices and the according increase of their real incomes. 
  
Sorry if this was too long as a first feedback and does not meet your expectations. 
Despite my skeptical attitude I find the whole discussion very engaging! 
  
Best wishes, 
Michael. 


