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Preface

I have long felt that my ideas about politics were not only not being articulated by others, but that no one but me was thinking this way. I have steadfastly resisted being labeled as a member of a particular group or ideology, have never joined a political party (except for a brief flirtation with the Libertarian Party), and have voted for candidates from every possible stratum including Ross Perot for President and Kinky Friedman for Governor of Texas.

For decades, I searched for a treatise that articulates what I believe to be true about political systems—namely, that they should be judged by the degree of state control, not ideological labels. Not having found one, I finally determined to write my own. It is my hope that this book will spark a discussion that changes the course of politics in the United States and, ideally, across the world. While my paradigm aligns with libertarian values of individual freedom, it transcends any single ideology, focusing solely on state control.

This book unfolds in three parts: Chapters 1-9 explore historical systems through the anarchy-to-totalitarianism spectrum, Chapters 10-14 apply it to modern governance, and Chapters 15 and the Afterword offer steps to reclaim freedom.

This book was developed with the assistance of AI tools for drafting, graphing,, graphics, This book was developed with the assistance of AI tools for drafting and research, guided by my vision and extensive editing,

Chapter 1: Defining the Problem

In 2019, Canadian pastor David Lynn was arrested in Toronto for preaching in a public park in a predominantly LGBTQ+ neighborhood. His sermon, which included traditional Christian views on sexuality, was deemed "hate speech" by some activists, who alerted police. Lynn was charged with disturbing the peace, detained, and banned from the area, restricting his freedom of speech and religious expression. The incident sparked polarized reactions: left-leaning groups argued his words incited harm, while right-leaning groups defended his right to free speech. The legal battle drained his resources and limited his public ministry, showing how left-right divides over "hate speech" vs. "free expression" can cost someone multiple freedoms—speech, movement, and religious practice—when state power intervenes.

In 2021, Sarah Everard’s vigil in London was disrupted by police, impacting a left-leaning activist’s freedoms. The vigil, organized by feminist group Reclaim These Streets, protested violence against women after Everard’s murder. Patsy Stevenson, a left-leaning attendee, was arrested and pinned to the ground for allegedly breaching COVID-19 lockdown rules, despite the event’s peaceful intent. Photos of her arrest went viral, sparking outrage. The left decried police overreach as stifling feminist activism, while some right-leaning voices argued the police enforced public health laws. Stevenson’s freedoms of assembly, speech, and protest were curtailed, showing how state intervention in a polarized debate (public safety vs. activism) can suppress a left-leaning individual’s rights.

In 2022, Canada’s Freedom Convoy protested vaccine mandates, only to face the Emergencies Act, a state power grab. Branded “far-right” despite diverse motives, the truckers lost freedoms of assembly and speech. This case shows how labels distort grievances, enabling governments to curb liberties under the guise of public order.

At their cores, these stories illustrate how current understanding of political positioning, worldwide, lead to suppression of freedom. In order to break free from a never ending cycle of left-right “warfare”, it is necessary to understand the true nature of political systems. That is the purpose of this treatise.

Regardless of the title assigned to a given political philosophy, every governmental system adheres to one simple explanation. Envision a horizontal line. On the left end of the line is anarchy, the complete lack of any governmental system controlling the life of an individual. On the right end of the line is totalitarianism, the complete control of government over its citizens. By moving beyond the emotion-laden titles of right, left, fascism, communism, dictatorship, democracy, etc. a more clear view of the issues of governance vs freedom can be obtained. Chapter 13 debunks how labels like “left” and “right” obscure state control, fueling division.
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When you observe the graphics, some interesting revelations arise. Fascism, which is often called a right-leaning philosophy. occupies a similar position on the graph to communism. Why? Because regardless of what oppression a government exerts, it will always align farther to the right on the graph than a governmental system that allows more individual freedom. This similarity exposes the flaw in traditional labels: both systems, despite their rhetoric, prioritize state control over individual liberty, whether through economic suppression (communism’s planned economy, fascism’s corporatism) or social restrictions (both censor speech and assembly). The spectrum reveals what left-right debates obscure—state power, not ideology, drives the loss of freedom. As we’ll explore in the following chapters, this framework not only redefines historical systems but also offers a lens to evaluate modern governance and chart a path toward greater liberty.

Chapter 2: Defining the Terms

Before any discussion of solutions can occur, a clear definition of the problem and of its terms must be presented. Chapter 1 presented the problem. This chapter provides the definitions.

	Anarchy – the complete absence of any governmental system, where individuals self-organize through voluntary cooperation without centralized authority. E.g., No current nation fully operates as an anarchy, but some autonomous communities, like Rojava in Syria (2014-present), exhibit anarchistic principles through decentralized, cooperative governance.







	Totalitarianism – a system of government that exercises absolute control over all aspects of life, including economic, social, political, and cultural spheres, often suppressing dissent and individual freedom. E.g., North Korea (1948-present) and Eritrea (1993-present).







	Fascism -  An authoritarian system characterized by ultranationalism, suppression of dissent, and state-directed corporatism, where the government enforces strict control over social and political life while often preserving private property under state oversight. E.g., No current nation fully embodies classical fascism, but some regimes, like Turkey under Erdoğan (2014-present), show fascist tendencies with ultranationalism and suppression of dissent.







	Communism -a system where the state controls all means of production and distribution, aiming for a classless society, but often resulting in centralized authority that heavily restricts both economic and social freedoms. E.g., Cuba (1959-present) and Vietnam (1976-present).







	Democracy - a system of government where power is derived from the consent of the governed, typically through elections, balancing individual freedoms with state authority, often featuring mixed economic systems and varying degrees of social regulation. E.g., Canada (1867-present), Germany (1949-present), and New Zealand (1852-present).







	Dictatorship - a system where a single leader or small group holds absolute power, often restricting freedoms and enforcing control through military or political repression, with varying degrees of economic and social oversight E.g., Syria under Assad (1971-present) and Belarus under Lukashenko (1994-present).







	Theocracy – a system of government where religious leaders or doctrine directly control the state, enforcing laws based on religious principles, often limiting social freedoms while varying in economic control. E.g., Iran (1979-present) and Vatican City (1929-present).







	Oligarchy – a system where a small, elite group holds power, often prioritizing their interests over the populace, with varying degrees of economic and social control depending on the ruling class’s goals. E.g., Russia (1991-present) and Saudi Arabia (1932-present).

	Corporatism – a system where the state collaborates with select business and labor groups to direct the economy, often under authoritarian oversight, prioritizing national interests over individual economic and social freedoms. E.g., China (1949-present) exhibits state-directed corporatism through its control of major industries, and Singapore (1965-present) shows elements through government-business partnerships.

	Republicanism – a system where elected representatives govern on behalf of the people, emphasizing rule of law and civic participation, typically balancing state authority with individual freedoms, often overlapping with democracy. E.g., The United States of America (1776-present), France (1792-present), and India (1950-present).



.


	Economic Freedom – the degree to which individuals can own, use, and exchange property and resources without state interference, ranging from free markets (high freedom) to state-controlled economies (low freedom).

	Social Freedom – the extent to which individuals can exercise personal choices, such as speech, religion, assembly, and lifestyle, without state restriction, ranging from high (unrestricted) to low (heavily regulated).

	Balanced Governance – a system that maintains a moderate level of state control, ensuring stability and security while preserving significant individual freedoms, often seen in well-functioning democracies. E.g., Switzerland (1848-present) and Denmark (1849-present).
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These are by no means all inclusive, and the reader may think of others that should have been included. However, with these terms defined, we can now explore how historical and modern systems align on the anarchy-to-totalitarianism spectrum, revealing the true dynamics of governance and freedom.

Many non-Western societies embrace authoritarian systems that prioritize stability over liberty, contrasting with Western democratic values. China’s centralized economy, with state-controlled firms like Huawei and the Social Credit System, enforces compliance over freedom (Freedom House: 9/100). Middle Eastern theocracies, like Saudi Arabia, blend religious law with elite control, restricting speech and assembly (Freedom House: 8/100). These systems, rooted in cultural or historical norms, highlight the global stakes of the anarchy-to-totalitarianism spectrum. By focusing on state control, the paradigm reveals shared oppressive dynamics, urging a universal push for freedom

Chapter 3: Historical Evidence - Fascism

To understand why a new paradigm should be applied to governance, we should examine how certain historical systems have operated, under the lens of the new paragdigm

[image: image]Fascism, as defined in Chapter 2, is an authoritarian system marked by ultranationalism, suppression of dissent, and state-directed corporatism, enforcing strict control over social and political life. On the anarchy-to-totalitarianism spectrum, fascism sits near the totalitarian end due to its high degree of state control. The clearest historical example is Benito

Mussolini’s Italy (1922–1943).

[image: image]Mussolini’s regime centralized power politically, economically, and socially, leaving little room for individual freedom. After the 1922 March on Rome, Mussolini declared himself “Il Duce” by 1925, banning opposition parties and establishing a one-party state. His 1925 speech—“All within the state, nothing outside the state, nothing against the state”—reveals fascism’s totalitarian core (The Doctrine of Fascism, 1932). The secret police (OVRA) and laws like the 1926 anti-subversion measures crushed dissent, exemplified by the 1924 assassination of socialist Giacomo Matteotti, who exposed fascist electoral fraud, and the imprisonment of critics like Antonio Gramsci.

Economically, Mussolini implemented corporatism, organizing industries into state-controlled “corporations.” The 1927 Charter of Labor banned strikes and independent unions, subordinating businesses and workers to national goals. While private property existed, it operated under strict state oversight, placing fascism below the “Mixed Economy” midpoint on our spectrum’s economic freedom axis (Graphic 1). Socially, the regime censored media through the 1931 Press Laws, controlled education via the Balilla youth organization, and enforced cultural conformity through the 1929 Lateran Treaty with the Vatican, which mandated Catholic values. These policies restricted speech, assembly, and personal expression, positioning fascism at “Low Social Freedom” (Graphic 2).

When viewed through the anarchy-to-totalitarianism spectrum, fascism’s placement near totalitarianism—alongside systems like communism—challenges its traditional “right-wing” label. Its defining trait is not ideology but the extent of state control, which stifled freedoms across all dimensions. This clarity sets the stage for examining other systems, revealing patterns that traditional labels obscure.

A similar pattern emerges in Adolf Hitler’s Nazi Germany (1933–1945), where fascism also leaned toward totalitarianism. Hitler suppressed dissent through events like the 1934 Night of the Long Knives, eliminating political rivals, and controlled the economy via state-directed industries like the Reichswerke Hermann Göring, while enforcing ultranationalist social policies through propaganda and the Hitler Youth, further limiting freedoms across all dimensions.
When viewed through the anarchy-to-totalitarianism spectrum, fascism’s placement near totalitarianism—alongside systems like communism—challenges its traditional “right-wing” label. Its defining trait is not ideology but the extent of state control, which stifled freedoms across all dimensions. This clarity sets the stage for examining other systems, revealing patterns that traditional labels obscure.

Chapter 4 explores communism’s similar reliance on state control, further challenging ideological divides.

Chapter 4: Historical Evidence – Communism

Communism, as defined in Chapter 2, is a system where the state controls all means of production and distribution, aiming for a classless society, but often resulting in centralized authority that heavily[image: image] restricts both economic and social freedoms. On the anarchy-to-totalitarianism spectrum, communism sits very close to the totalitarian end due to its near-absolute state control. The most illustrative historical example is Joseph Stalin’s Soviet Union (1924–1953), a period marked by extreme centralization and suppression of individual liberties.

[image: image]Stalin’s regime exemplifies communism’s totalitarian tendencies through its political, economic, and social policies. Politically, Stalin consolidated power by eliminating all opposition. After Lenin’s death in 1924, Stalin outmaneuvered rivals like Leon Trotsky, becoming the unchallenged leader of the Communist Party by 1929. He enforced a one-party state, banning dissent through the Great Purge (1936–1938), during which an estimated 700,000 people were executed and millions sent to gulags (forced labor camps) for perceived disloyalty. The 1936 Soviet Constitution, while claiming to guarantee rights like free speech, was a facade—Stalin’s secret police (NKVD) censored media and arrested critics, as seen in the imprisonment of dissidents like poet Osip Mandelstam, who died in a gulag in 1938 after writing a poem critical of Stalin.

Economically, the USSR under Stalin implemented a fully state-controlled economy, aligning with communism’s core tenet of abolishing private property. The First Five-Year Plan (1928–1932) centralized production, collectivizing agriculture and nationalizing industry. Collectivization forced peasants onto state farms, leading to the Ukrainian famine (Holodomor, 1932–1933), which killed an estimated 3–5 million people due to grain requisitions. The state set production quotas for all industries, leaving no room for individual economic freedom. As a result, communism sits at the “State-Controlled” bottom of the economic freedom axis in Graphic 1 (Political vs. Economic Freedom), reflecting zero economic autonomy for citizens.

Socially, Stalin’s regime eradicated freedoms to enforce ideological conformity. Religion was targeted—the 1929 Law on Religious Associations banned religious education and closed churches, turning many into
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Figure 6: Communism’s
position mirrors Fascism's
high control.
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Figure 5: Benito Mussolini,
leader of Fascist Italy,
enforced near-totalitarian
control (1922-1943).





d2d_images/image010.png
Political-Economic Systems Spectrum

100
(Frea k) ® Dumocrscy
Suitzartana Cammurism
. 0 Fascam
3 w0 Switariana
§ w0
3 e
H 5
s “
E
H
] » communtam
s
o
(state-owned)
o n w w0 © 0
anarenn) Croaitanaism)
Politcal Freedom Level

Figure 1: Graphic 1: The anarchy-to-totalitarianism  spectrum maps poltical and
economic freedom, revealing systems’ true control dynamics.
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Term ‘Spectrum Position
Anarchy Far left, minimal control
Totatitarianism For right, absolute control
Fascism Near totaltarianism
Communism Near totaltarianism
Damocracy Near midpoint

Theocracy Right o center, religious control
otigareny Right of cente, ete control
Dictatorship Near totaltarianism
Republicanism Left o center

Ubertarianism Left of center, minimal control
Corporatism Righ o center, business control
Soctatism Left o conter, state control
Monarehy Right of center, royal control

Figure 3: Table 1 Key political terms and their positions on the anarchy-to-totalitarianism
spectrum.
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Figure 7: Joseph Stalin's
USSR exemplified
totalitarian - communism
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Figure 4 Fascism's position
reflects high state control





d2d_images/image018.png
Political-Social Systems Spectrum

100
(Unrestricted) @ Democracy
Switzeriand Communism
. Fascism
50 witzerians
3 Democracy S——
ki .
E 0
3
£
& 0
g Communism
H B
&
20
Fascism
0
o
(Restrictea)
o 2 0 0 50 100
(Anarchy) (Totaiiartanism)

Political Freedom Level

Figure 2: Graphic 2: The spectrum also maps poliical and social freedom,
highlighting how control impacts personal liberties.





