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Craig Wright’s The Marionette Fallacy deserves credit for identifying several conceptual errors that
often infect public discussion of artificial intelligence. He is right that current robotics remains far more
constrained than popular media suggests. He is right that task automation is not identical to total human
obsolescence. He is also right to reject the simplistic claim that governments can print money into a
technologically abundant future without distortion or consequence. These are worthwhile points. But
they are not enough. They do not answer the real question in front of us, and that is where Wright’s
essay fails.

The central weakness of Wright’s argument is that it is aimed at the wrong target. He argues against the
idea that Al will eliminate all meaningful human labor and therefore justify universal state dependency.
That is a dramatic claim, and in its strongest form it is easy to dismiss. But the most likely danger is not
total labor obsolescence. The danger is a rapid, uneven, destabilizing collapse in key categories of
white-collar employment before new roles, institutions, or demand channels are ready to absorb the
shock.

That distinction matters. Wright relies heavily on the historical pattern that previous waves of
automation displaced some tasks while ultimately creating new industries and occupations. This is true
as far as it goes. But historical pattern is not a sufficient near-term forecast. The current wave of Al is
not simply another factory tool or isolated workflow improvement. It is increasingly capable of
attacking wide bands of cognitive, clerical, analytical, and coordination-heavy labor at once. The result
is not necessarily the end of work. It is something more immediate and, in practical terms, more
dangerous: the erosion of career ladders, the compression of middle-class income, and the weakening
of the very consumer class that supports the rest of the economy.

This is the blind spot in Wright’s essay. He treats the white-collar labor market as though it can suffer
major compression without transmitting that damage outward. That is unrealistic. In modern
economies, white-collar and upper-middle-class households are not merely employees; they are also the
demand base that sustains housing markets, contractors, restaurants, auto purchases, local services,
discretionary retail, and much of the employment ecosystem beneath them. If those households lose
jobs, lose income security, or even become fearful enough to sharply reduce spending, then blue-collar
sectors are not protected simply because a robot has not yet learned to tile a bathroom or repair a roof.
They are hit indirectly, but hit nonetheless.



That is why Wright’s analysis is too narrow. He is focused on whether machines can directly replace all
forms of human labor. The real-world crisis arrives earlier. It begins when Al weakens white-collar
earnings, hiring, and confidence; it accelerates when that contraction spreads through reduced
consumption, mortgage stress, business retrenchment, and financial fragility; and it deepens further in a
system already vulnerable to debt pressure, supply disruptions, geopolitical conflict, and political
instability. In such an environment, it is not necessary for Al to replace humanity in order to trigger
emergency conditions.

Elon Musk’s near-term abundance rhetoric fails for the opposite reason. It skips over the concrete path
directly in front of us and jumps ahead to a speculative world of prosperity, effortless production, and
income guarantees. That may or may not become plausible over a much longer horizon. It is not the
relevant frame for what comes next. Policymaking under pressure does not wait for elegant theories of
abundance. It responds to breakdown. And recent history has already shown what governments do
when faced with systemic economic threat: they improvise stimulus, bailouts, transfers, and emergency
support, regardless of what name is attached to them.

So the practical rebuttal to Wright is straightforward. He is not wrong because he underestimates the
theater of robotics hype. He is wrong because he mistakes long-run philosophical argument for near-
term economic analysis. Human labor may not disappear. That is beside the point. The more immediate
reality is that Al can still trigger a severe collapse in white-collar employment, and through that
channel, drag blue-collar labor and the broader economy down with it. In that world, the question is not
whether society chooses state intervention in theory. The question is whether crisis forces it in practice.

Craig S. Wright’s Original Paper, that this rebuttal was based upon, can be found here:

https://singulargrit.substack.com/p/the-marionette-fallacy
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