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Foreword
It is refreshing indeed to read a book by young Australians on the 
obvious m erits of ‘free en terp rise’ especially as the authors have set 
an exam ple and are therefore able to say, ‘Do as we do, not do as we 
say ’. This is in m arked contrast to the philosophy which has grown up 
in Australia and is currently being preached in our schools ‘th a t the 
world owes me a living’. The world owes no one anything, the 
individual owes it to him self to make w hat he w ants of his own life.

M ost of A ustralia’s ills, as pointed out in this book, are attributable 
to our failure to stand up and be counted, to our shirking of 
responsibility and to our adopting of the g reat Australian them e 
song ‘The Governm ent O rta’. W henever confronted with a difficulty 
(mostly of his own creation), the man in the street says, ‘The Govern
m ent o rta’ do som ething about it; the employer says, ‘The 
Governm ent o rta ’ lay down guidelines to save m e from thinking; the 
shirker says, ‘The Governm ent o rta ’ keep me from the cradle to the 
grave; the student says ‘The G overnm ent orta’ give m e a diploma.

In writing a book such as th is, em phasis m ust be placed at all 
tim es on making people understand th a t the basis of all civilization 
is m ining, because everything comes from the earth . This is 
som ething which is not understood by the public, the  m edia, the 
bureaucracy, the governm ent or the opposition. It is understood, 
however, by those dedicated people in the com m unist controlled 
Unions who realize that by destroying mining they are able to achieve 
th e ir aim of destroying Australia and thereby gaining power for 
them selves out of the ruins th a t they have created. In o ther words 
‘the  quiet revolution’ beloved of Dr Cairns. Proof of this can be seen 
from  the fact th a t 65 per cent of the strikes th a t are engineered 
in A ustralia are held to disrupt the mining industry, yet only 5 per 
cent of the nation’s workforce is involved in th a t industry.

I hope this book finds its way to the classroom of every school and 
the library of every centre of so-called learning in this g rea t country 
of ours; a country which could be the richest on earth  if the  true 
principles of a ‘F ree-E nterprise’, ‘M arket Economy’ w ere allowed to 
operate  as John Singleton and Bob Howard advocate.

LANG HANCOCK





Preface
John Singleton is one of the m ost original m inds in A ustralia. Those 
who like him find they cannot help loving him, and those who hate 
him cannot fail to respect him. Despite all argum ents for and against 
his ideas, he has done two th ings th a t are of historic im portance to 
Australia.

F irst of all, he has m ade a lot of A ustralians re-think their attitude 
tow ards politics. In th is regard it is no longer possible simply to 
accept concepts of the capitalistic free enterprise system  as 
propounded by the Liberal Party on the one hand, nor the concepts 
of the  welfare state as propounded by the Labor Party on the  other.

He has pursued a course of thinking that many people would 
a ttribu te  to Ayn Rand in the United States, or Auberon W augh in the 
United Kingdom, yet he is obligated to neither.

His is a decidedly provocative way of thinking that says in effect 
th a t the ancient political creeds, right and left, th a t we have inherited 
from the old-old world of Europe, and the old-new world of North 
Am erica, are no longer able to cope with the issues that concern us as 
we move towards the tw enty-first century.

For that reason, his is a refreshing alternative in a world heartily 
sick and tired of the bickering betw een Right and Left, betw een 
en trep reneur and worker and ideologies that were largely shaped in 
the eighteenth century. His is a voice that the world can listen to 
beneficially.

The second issue th a t makes John Singleton a unique influence 
inside Australia comes under the title of ‘ockerism ’. I don’t think 
th a t John Singleton particularly identifies him self with all the issues 
th a t come under that heading (indeed, he dislikes the term ) but 
regard less of that he has, through his advertising concepts and his 
general philosophy, helped make Australians proud of being 
A ustralian.

We are often the m eat in the sandwich betw een the traditions of 
E ngland, on the one hand, and the ideals of the United States on the 
o ther, and as a result we search relentlessly for identity. John 
Singleton, perhaps more than any other Australian in the la tte r part 
of the tw entieth century, has helped Australians not only to discover 
their identity, bu t also to celebrate it.

To the purists as far as the English language is concerned, John
xv



Singleton is public enem y num ber one. But to ordinary A ustralians 
who w ant to hear issues discussed in their own idiom, John Singleton 
and his panoply of ‘Australian speaking A ustralians’ m akes a lot of 
sense .

And yet, to judge John Singleton in term s of his effect upon the 
A ustralian language, the advertising industry or new political ideals, 
is to miss the point of his m essage altogether. These are all som ew hat 
superficial and passing questions in the life of any nation. The 
fundam ental question is always one of spirituality. I em phasize 
spirituality and disregard the word ‘religion’. By spirituality I mean 
the total potential within a hum an being or within the life of a nation.

John  Singleton, with all of his secular and seem ing m aterialistic 
concerns, constantly dem onstrates, to those who know him best, that 
here  is a spiritual m an who believes in the potential of th is great 
nation. With his friend and colleague Bob Howard, I believe that 
John  has w ritten a book which will open many m inds to the  fact that 
A ustralia is asleep and i t ’s about tim e more of us woke up.

TEDNOFFS
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Introduction
There is only one th ing that will solve A ustralia’s social, political and 
economic troubles and th a t is some new ideas. As it is, all we are 
offered by our politicians are the sam e old theories with the 
occasional new colour schem e, or something equally irrelevent. All 
our major political parties, institutions, pressure groups and 
academ ics can offer are ever more ingenious ways to screw the 
system  a little m ore, or just prop it up a little longer. And while 
they muck around, our lives and our country are getting steadily 
worse: runaway inflation, record unem ploym ent, industrial chaos, 
crippling taxation are rife, all bringing w idespread misery.

And in the end the whole problem  is caused by the fact th a t, in 
A ustralia today, our governm ents are involved in ju s t about every 
im portant and unim portant aspect of our affairs. And every time 
som ething goes wrong, most of us are equally at fault in hoping, 
asking and even dem anding th a t ‘the governm ent do som ething 
about i t ’. The whole th ing is one great race by eveiy vested in terest 
from trade unionists through to big business to rip som e new 
privilege off the governm ent at the expense of any other group.

Naturally the only alternative to more governm ent is less govern
m ent. We believe that in most cases our governm ent is the  problem  
not the  solution. In this book, we look at our nation, its problem s 
and its opportunities and follow the concept of limited governm ent 
th rough to its logical conclusion.

After all, Australia has tried ju st about everything else, so what 
have we really got to lose by trying some new ideas? W hat have we 
got to lose except inflation, taxation, unem ploym ent, regulations . . .

1





AAA TOW TRUCK CO. 3
AAA TOW TRUCK CO.
You walk along the road minding your own business and you get hit 
by a truck.

Five m inutes later, eight tow trucks arrive on the scene com peting 
to see who can tow the truck away. Half an hour later, the  police 
arrive to work out w hether it was your fault or the truck’s fault. And 
two hours la ter (after you’re history departm ent) the am bulance 
arrives to see if it can be of any assistance.

If you really doubt the efficiency of free enterprise and competition 
over services designed by governm ents to be ‘in the public in te rest’, 
you should im agine yourself stretched  out on th a t road.

Im agine the difference it would make to the  tow truck driver’s 
a ttitudes if the  industry was nationalized tomorrow with all truck 
drivers becom ing salaried public servants.

Or alternately: Imagine the difference it would make to the 
efficiency of th e  ambulance business if it was subject to the same 
com petitive pressures as the tow truck business.

T hese alternatives are what th is book is all about.

ABORIGINES
E verything the governm ent touches turns to shit.

JOHN LENNON
Charlie Perkins really has a valid point when he complains th a t so 
little of the money supposedly for Aboriginal welfare actually gets 
th rough to Aborigines.

Of the grand  total of $161 million allocated in the 1974—75 budget 
to Aboriginal welfare, only $9 m illion1 went in grants to Aborigines. 
$41 million w ent to the State governm ents, supposedly on behalf of 
Aborigines. $31 million in so-called Aboriginal welfare services. 
$17 million in Aboriginal ‘education services’. $5 million for 
Aboriginal health  services. $3 million for community developm ent, 
w hatever th a t m eans. And no less than  $32 million for business 
ven tu res supposed to be of benefit to Aborigines. Including a grant 
of $30,000 to a group of Aborigines in a small town out of Alice 
Springs to buy the local pub. And to think it is not so long since 
ano ther governm ent m ade it illegal for Aborigines to drink a t all!

Total outlays on Aboriginal affairs rose nearly threefold in two 
years of Labor governm ent. The D epartm ent of Aboriginal Affairs 
doubled to 1450 staff, bu t actual paym ents to Aboriginals increased 
relatively m odestly from $5 million to $9 million, to a level of $80 per



4 ABORIGINES
A borigine, or about $400 per family. But if the  whole of the  budget 
for Aboriginal Affairs ($160 million) had been simply paid to 
A borigines, they would have got $1500 each, m an, woman and child. 
The average Aboriginal family would be above the average white 
fam ily’s earnings in Australia w ithout any of them  having to lift a 
finger. The fact that Aborigines are not the  richest people in A ustralia 
is a m easure of the extent to which th e  money supposedly spen t on 
th e ir  behalf is drawn off into adm inistration , research and services.

The Labor M inister for Aboriginal Affairs in 1975 listed eighty-nine 
research  projects funded by his departm ent, including such work as 
(incredibly) tu rtle  and crocodile farm ing, a survey of ‘the situation of 
part-A boriginal girls’ in Perth and adjacent towns, surveys of 
com m unity a ttitudes towards A borigines, and the  like.

E ven the adm inistration realized how incom petent it was (and is). 
This report is actually by the D epartm ent of Aboriginal Affairs: 
‘T here was good cause for concern by A ugust 1973 over the  depart
m e n t’s inability to cope fully with its adm inistrative obligations . . . 
the  secretary  took the unprecedented step  of calling on the  Auditor- 
G eneral in Septem ber to tell him  th a t he could no longer adequately 
control the  financial operations of his departm ent. ’2 But instead of 
being  given the  shove the departm ent got m ore staff and m ore money 
as th e  rew ard for incompetence. T heir vote went up from $55,151,810 
to $69,809,000.

The Aborigines have become a political football. They are being 
used  by politicians, em pire-building bureaucrats and many of their 
radical supporters. All the governm ent interference and legislation 
is doing Aborigines more harm  than good. People cannot be forced 
to accept, like or respect one another, no m atter who they are. Such 
th ings m ust be earned (see Discrimination). And it’s equally 
im possible to spend the problems away.

W e only m ake the following suggestions:
1. Our laws should recognize and protect individual righ ts—for all 

people and not ju st for white or black people.
2. O utside th a t, our governm ents should simply leave people alone, 

and not attem pt to ‘adm inister’, ‘regu la te’, ‘control’ or ‘ass is t’ 
them .

3. All land currently held ‘in tru s t’ for the Aborigines should be 
given to them  with absolute righ ts of ownership—including 
ow nership of any minerals in the  ground.

4. Since m ost of the land that is held in tru s t is pretty scrubby sort of 
land, and therefore not the easiest to live off, why not also give the 
Aborigines the complete Ord River Scheme land, which is rich in



ABORIGINES 5
w ater and gam e. It has cost over $80 million to develop and now 
we pay cotton growers $8000 a year not to grow cotton there.

Giving it to th e  Aborigines would ge t it off the  taxpayer’s backs and 
allow the Aborigine to live his life as he sees fit, which is the only way 
the  Aboriginal can ever achieve equality. If you w ant to do more for 
Aborigines and they w ant to accept your help then  th a t is betw een 
you and them . But w hen a governm ent decides it is popular to make 
us all help w hether we want to or no t—and w hether the Aborigine 
w ants the help or not—all that will be achieved is a division betw een 
Aborigines and whites which need not and should not exist.
1. Peter Samuel, ‘Cut Silly Government Spending and Save Us AH’, The Bulletin, 

24 May 1975.
2. Ibid.

ACADEMICS
The developm ent of knowledge is like digging ho les.1 If you dig a 
hole and don’t discover anything, e ither the hole is in the  wrong 
place, or you haven’t yet dug deep enough. Hum an nature being 
w hat it is, we are usually reluctant to accept w e’re in the  wrong 
place and so we ju st keep on digging.

An expert (or academic) is an expert because he or she understands 
a particular hole better than anyone e lse, except a fellow expert. An 
expert may have even contributed tow ards the  shape of the hole, and 
so is not usually too keen to leap out of the hole which accords him or 
her the  sta tus of expert, to sta rt digging elsew here. Thus, expert 
academ ics are usually to be found happily at the  bottom  of the 
d eep est holes.

But what if the hole is in th'e wrong place? Then no am ount of 
digging it deeper or improving it is going to pu t it in the right place. 
I t is no t possible to dig a hole in a d ifferen t place by digging the same 
hole deeper. This is the mistake too m any academics make. They are 
d igging in the  wrong places. They need new holes. For too many of 
them  (in economics, sociology, political science, social work, 
education, etc.) the common ground they are digging in (or the 
com m on prem ise they are building upon) is th a t of State intervention 
and control.

They are convinced that freedom  doesn’t work, bu t that State 
planning, control and force will. M ost new academic ideas, 
program m es and schem es dug up today call for some new form of 
S tate action— new laws, controls, departm ents, enquiries, hand
outs, take-overs, etc., etc., etc.
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If th is ground was in fact fertile, th en  surely we should be able 

to see som e results? Surely we would be able to see a record of, at 
least, steady improvement in our social, economic and political 
condition? Instead, we see increasing violence, double digit inflation, 
crippling taxation, political corruption, a burgeoning bureaucracy, 
stifling controls, social unrest, rebellion, and a general decline in 
such th ings as decency, honesty, principle, and generosity.

W e need som e new holes. And the  academ ics are the people who 
should be breaking the new ground ra th e r than relaxing in the bottom 
of th e ir  fam iliar, comfortable and increasingly irrelevant holes.

They m ight as well be only six feet deep.
1. This analogy was first stated by Edward de Bono and has been beautifully

developed by him in his book N ew Think, Avon Books, New York, N .Y., 1971.
(Published as a Penguin book under the title The Uses o f  Lateral Thinking.)

ADVERTISING
M atthew, Mark, Luke & John Pty Ltd 
Advertising Agents
Once upon a tim e there was an advertising agency called M atthew , 
M ark, Luke & John. One day a young m an had an idea and he came 
into th e  agency to discuss it. The prospect’s nam e was Jesus Christ 
and His product was called C hristianity. The prospect had a few good 
ideas to make His product noticeable in the m arket place; am ong 
them  the claim that He was conceived by the Holy Ghost and born of 
a virgin.

Fortunately , however, the agency studied the m arket and inform ed 
Je su s  th a t th ere  was nothing really new in e ither His product or His 
idea of the Im m aculate Conception. In fact, it had all been done 
before and none too successfully by a num ber of o ther entrepreneurs. 
(This is reported very graphically in Sir Jam es F razer’s The Golden 
B ough.) They suggested that it would be wiser to see w hat the 
consum er w anted and present a product to them  which satisfied that 
w ant.

T hus they w ent out into the  m arket places in the tes t country of 
P alestine and they found a m arket of slaves who wanted freedom  
and forgiveness above all else. But it was not possible to create 
such a product. They could, of course, m islead the consum er. They 
could sell a freedom  product once. But it would not work and the 
consum er would not buy it again. So the agency looked fu rther and 
recom m ended a way around the problem .

They recom m ended a great product benefit which they christened
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E ternal Life. Now here was a g reat product plus. Something that 
would appeal not to the small and unprofitable m arket of Toorak and 
Bellevue Hill, bu t something th a t would sell to the m ass m arket in 
the  enslaved Roman Empire, and in Palestine in particular. The 
consum er could be given som ething he and she w anted—freedom  
and forgiveness. And they could not be disillusioned by the  product 
prom ise because they had to die to be born again. It was a m arketing 
m asterstroke, (probably the one that inspired the first use of the 
phrase).

Now Jesus was sm art enough to know th a t having a good idea 
d id n ’t m atter unless people knew about it, were informed about it, 
w ere sold it. So He got together a team  of sales representatives 
and , being aware th a t status is often m ore im portant than traditional 
rem uneration , he called them  apostles and sold them  the concept of 
personal poverty. He had a team  of twelve apostles (originally 
th irteen  bu t th a t tu rned out to be very unlucky) and seventy-two 
disciples. And this was just to sell the idea in Palestine. T hat’s 
roughly the sam e proportion of reps to population that Avon has 
today. And Jesu s  didn’t  just have m em bers. He had positive m ethods 
too.

Once, before He was crucified by people who thought His 
behaviour immoral, He sent all His disciples and all His apostles 
around to do a huge door-to-door cam paign. And his m ethods were 
harsh . He told His reps that if anyone shu t the door on them  they 
should wipe the  dust of that doorstep from their feet and never 
re tu rn . The Encyclopaedia Britannica people might be criticized for 
th e ir sales m ethods from tim e to tim e, bu t can you im agine what 
would happen if they went around depriving people of the  right to 
E ternal Life?

It only took Jesus th ree years to g e t a pretty  good business going. 
But then , as we have m entioned, He passed away—not without a 
s trug g le—and it was left for His sales reps to take over w here he had 
left off. They were none too enthusiastic  and w ent underground. 
So Jesu s  flashed back and gave His team  the Gift of Tongues, at 
Pentecost. This m eant that P eter and the other disciples and apostles 
could then speak in their native Aram aic tongue bu t be understood 
by people of o ther races who heard  as though spoken to in their own 
tongue. It was the beginning of in ternational communications and 
the  advertising agency then becam e known as M atthew, M ark, Luke 
and John-M cCann Erickson.

But th ings still w eren’t  easy. Paul w ent to Rome and got beheaded. 
P e te r went to Rome to see w hat had  happened to Paul and was
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crucified upside down. So you can see w hat a brave m an the Pope 
m ust be.

But the product was established and successful and not only the 
product, bu t its advertising, rem ains today in every hotel and motel 
in th e  W estern world. People actually buy th e  advertising, and when 
th a t happens the  product has to be a good one.

Now the point to all this is obviously th a t advertising is neither 
good nor bad . Neither moral nor immoral. Advertising is an 
inform ation tool, to spread the new s—the Gospel if you like—of 
new products to the people. If the  product has been developed to 
satisfy an economic or emotional w ant then  the consum er will buy it. 
If it achieves neither of these objects then  the  consum er will reject 
it like he or she will reject nine out of ten  new products pu t on the 
superm arket shelves this year.

The recent publicity regarding brainw ashing, sublim inal adver
tising  and motivational research has intensified the fear th a t infallible 
m eans have now been developed whereby one man can control 
an o th e r’s behaviour, or even the  behaviour of large num bers of 
hum an beings. This spectre of ‘m anipulation’ and ‘hidden 
persuasion ’ has stalked all the lands th a t m an has ever inhabited. 
N ightm are Alice in the L’il A bner comic strip  personifies the  fear. 
Black Magic is found among m ost non-literate peoples. And th e  fear 
of it persists  in all of us. In the ancient tim es people were said to be 
possessed  of th e  Devil and in our own tim e we have gone back to 
w itches and warlocks. But our fears are now more scientific.

In the  decades following W orld W ar I we were very excited about 
th e  pow er of propaganda. We cam e close to believing that if it were 
possible to get a story in the new spapers, or on the radio, people 
would automatically believe it and act on it. It d idn’t take us long 
to find out th a t after a very short tim e people becam e so suspicious 
of propaganda that they would hardly believe the birth, death  and 
m arriage notices. But today, the fear persists th a t we, the  consum er, 
can be m anipulated without even knowing it, by appeals to deep, 
unconscious motives.

Accounts of brainwashing and sim ilar phenom ena indicate that, 
with a considerable expenditure of effort, careful control of m an’s 
environm ent (which includes isolating him and getting him into a 
s ta te  of fatigue), good intuitive psychological insight, and a great 
deal of patience, it is possible to change the beliefs of a large 
proportion of one’s victims. There is even som e th reat in the  offing 
th a t the  use of drugs and of electrodes im planted in the brain  may
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m ake such procedures more effective. But consider how rem ote this 
is from  the  notion of controlling a large society via psychological 
techniques.

Social science has taught us at least as much about the necessity 
of perm itting initiative, as it has tau g h t us about directing behaviour. 
A dvertising encourages initiative m ore than it directs behaviour. 
It is a tool of information. It is th e  good news, or the  Gospel, about 
a product. Advertising encourages initiative and competition.

May I suggest th a t the  critics of advertising also read the  Parable 
of the  Talents? The Bible has som ething to say about that too.

ALTERNATIVES
In our society, th ere  are th ree  broad areas of hum an interaction: 
social affairs, economic affairs and political affairs.

Social affairs are such th ings as codes of behaviour, sexual con
duct, modes of dress and culture. Economic affairs include such 
th ings as business activities, profits, losses, supplies, dem ands, 
w ages and so on, while political affairs include the whole range 
of legislation and regulation.

Obviously, th ese  th ree  areas are not independent of one another. 
T here is interaction within each a rea  and also betw een the separate 
a reas, and in fact, the interaction betw een political affairs and the 
o ther two has grown to such an extent that political affairs now 
dominate the other two.

Our economic and social affairs are effectively controlled by 
politics—by the vast array of governm ental regulations.

Ju s t precisely how they are controlled depends to some extent on 
who is in control of the political m achinery at any tim e.

In this regard , the  groups in control fall into two broad categories: 
Left and Right, or, in A ustralia, Labor and L iberal/N C P respectively. 
In the  broadest term s each of these  has a characteristic attitude 
tow ards social and economic affairs, and, when in governm ent, 
tend  to control them  accordingly. (These differences are, of course, 
m ore m arked in the  rhetoric of the two groups. The differences 
tend  to get ra ther b lurred in practice.)

Now it’s the curious paradox of our tim es that the  following break
up occurs in these  different a ttitudes, and thus sets up two conflicting 
se ts  of relationships among political, social and economic affairs.
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Political Affairs

Social Affairs 
Economic Affairs

Left
(Labor)

Freedom
Control

Right
(Liberal/NCP)

Control
Freedom

The Left believes in freedom  in social affairs, but control in 
economic affairs. This is seen in Labor Party support for the repeal 
of victimless crim e legislation in the areas of prostitu tion, gam bling, 
d rug abuse, sexual activity betw een consenting adults and so on, 
in th e  area of social affairs, and their support in the  area of economic 
affairs of the idea of a planned economy, through the creation of a 
socialist or com m unist state.

The Right traditionally takes the opposite point of view. In social 
affairs, the Right supports victimless crime legislation that outlaws 
pornography, hom osexuality, gam bling (except at the governm ent 
TAB), prostitution and so on, while in economic affairs it supports— 
in theory at least— a free enterprise economy.

Thus we have th is curious situation in which each side believes in 
som e freedom  and some control, bu t in opposite areas.

Just how and why th is situation arose is a subject large and com 
plex enough to require another book, but people supporting each 
side can find enough in the ideas of each to give them  a feeling of 
conviction and certainty about the essential correctness of the ideas 
they support. Each can say with some justification ‘We believe in 
freedom  and individual righ ts’ and know  with gu t level certainty 
th a t they really do.

It is this split of attitudes that m aintains the division between Left 
and Right and is the  basis of all the conflict in the th ird  area of in te r
action—political affairs. In their attem pts to resolve social and 
economic conflicts, both Left and Right have increasingly resorted 
to using politics—practising what Jam es M adison called ‘the old 
trick of turning every contingency into a resource for accumulating 
force in the governm ent’.

In this way political affairs has come to dom inate social and 
economic affairs— it feeds on the conflict.

This is the trap  that m ost alternatives proposed to solve social and 
economic problem s fall into. They seek to solve the  problem  by using 
politics. Therefore we see the growth of the ‘welfare s ta te ’ to solve 
social problem s, and the proliferation of regulations in an attem pt to 
solve economic problem s. Even the solutions of the more radical



ALTERNATIVES 11
groups make th is sort of error. The feminist groups, for example, 
w ant all sorts of political aid to solve their problem s—free child- 
m inding centres, free contraceptives, free health care, a living wage, 
and so on.

W e believe th a t attem pts such as these are exam ples of stepping 
out of the frying pan into the fire. W hat is the point of ‘solving’ the 
problem s of our so-called capitalist economy by replacing it with a 
totally controlled economy —an economy where everything is run with 
the efficiency of the  Post Office?

Equally, w hat is the point of trying to build up a highly efficient 
technological society that emotionally cripples all th e  people who live 
in it?

W e believe th a t much of the  currently existing conflict and con
fusion in our social, economic and political affairs can only be 
elim inated by a completely new approach. We believe that we have 
to break away from the old Left-Right categories and create a new 
category. This new category is what this book is all about, and it can 
be shown very simply by adapting the  previous diagram :

Political Affairs 
Left Centre Right

(Labor) (Libertarian) (Liberal/NCP)
Social Affairs Freedom  Freedom  Control
Economic Control Freedom  Freedom
Affairs

This new category of libertarianism  is a genuine alternative. It 
elim inates the in ternal contradictions of both the Left and the Right 
stands and uses the  best of both. It is a true  philosophy of freedom — 
freedom  in social affairs and freedom  in economic affairs.

The position of the  Left is to somehow believe th a t if a person can 
smoke pot, be a homosexual and speak his or her mind, then that 
person is free— even though he or she might be told how much to 
earn , what businesses to start, under what conditions to work, and so 
on.

For its part, the  Right m akes the opposite m istake (but again only 
in theory). It believes th a t if a person has freedom  of enterprise then 
th a t person is free, and th a t this rem ains the case if at the sam e time 
his or her private personal behaviour is regulated.

These are obvious contradictions, but very pervasive ones. Un
fortunately, the situation is not helped by the fact th a t most people on 
the Left m isunderstand w hat is m eant by freedom  of enterprise, and
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th a t most people on the Right don’t appreciate the far-reaching 
consequences of social regulation. W e hope that the  rest of this book 
can do som ething to throw some new light on this confusion.

By united the ideas of freedom  in social affairs and freedom in 
economic affairs, the libertarian philosophy also does something 
e lse. It almost completely (some people would say completely) 
elim inates the power of the th ird  area—politics. It frees both our 
social and economic affairs from political m anipulation, domination 
and control. It allows individual people to control their own social and 
economic affairs.1

This libertarian philosophy, based as it is on voluntarism  or 
individual freedom , can equally encom pass people who wish to live 
as communists in voluntary com m unes, and people who wish to be 
free traders and run their own business enterprises for a profit.

In fact, the only criterion of libertarianism  is th a t all relationships 
should be voluntary. In this sense it is a truly radical alternative 
ra th e r than a reactionary one.

It is a consistent application of the philosophy of freedom .
And i t’s about tim e we gave it a go.

1. It is important to remember here that by freedom in economic affairs we mean a 
free enterprise econom y and not a corporate capitalist economy. We believe that 
the evils of capitalism that so anger the left and only made possible by the collusion 
o f business and government in what is a muted economy and not a free economy. 
W e do not believe that freeing the economy from government regulation would 
simply place people at the mercy of the big corporations, etc.

APATHY
The majority of we Australians are apathetic when it comes to politics 
or social change. We are not apathetic , however, when it com es to 
com plaining about everything th a t is wrong. And, unfortunately, 
because of our short sighted preoccupation with results, or im m ediate 
gratification, we are easy m arks for smooth talking promise-you- 
anything political con-men.

Not caring about understanding  the  problem s (see Context) and 
not worrying about the longterm consequences of glib solutions, the 
average vo te r’s consciousness and aw areness has shrunk to en 
com pass only the immediate m om ent. This has happened as a result 
of m any different forces. Perhaps the m ost significant is simple 
ignorance. The average voter has no detailed knowledge of such 
th ings as economics, foreign policy, defence or even the theory of
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education. Our voting patterns are not determ ined by knowledge. 
E ither our vote is bought (by a prom ise th a t appeals to a special 
in terest) or is cast on the basis of tradition , peer group association, 
tru st, a com m onsense appraisal of w hat little we can understand, or 
the  old ‘h e ’s got a nice face routine’. (For details of w hat the 
dem ocratic process evolves into see Democracy and Bureaucracy.)

Ignorance is also a problem for the  more knowledgeable voter, 
for the  very sim ple reason th a t no one on the outside of, say, Cabinet, 
really knows w hat goes on inside. All we do know is th a t history is 
full of exam ples of politicians lying about their actions and the 
reasons for them  (see History).

A second m ajor force contributing to apathy, arising in part out of 
ignorance, is the  sense of pow erlessness th a t m ost people have. 
‘W hat can I do?’ As our society has becom e more complex, the 
institutions have grown larger, and th e  power centres have become 
increasingly m ore removed from ordinary people. The issues, too, 
have becom e far more involved—m ainly as a result of errors being 
institu tionalized and com pounded over many years, for exam ple, 
the N .S.W . milk industry or any State public transport commission.

A th ird  force contributing to apathy is disgust, or cynicism. 
Politicians have been exposed too often as liars and crooks and 
prom ises have been broken too often. It is a curious fact th a t while 
very few people like or trust politicians, we still insist on letting them  
have more and more power over our lives, which makes about as 
much sense as giving Darcy Dugan the  keys to David Jones.

One final contributing force to apathy th a t is worth m entioning is 
the conditioning processes th a t we are subjected to as we grow up. 
Particularly relevant in this regard , is the educational system .

Drawn on the  top of a s tuden t’s desk, which is, in reality, the 
prison cell of the captive inm ate of the educational institution, 
was the sketch of a tom bstone on the  face of which a studen t had 
w ritten ‘In memory of all those who have died waiting for the 
be ll’. This anguished expression of despair, silently drawn 
during one of the long and seem ingly never-ending periods of 
boredom  that all students are subjected to, vividly reveals the 
natu re  of the educational system , a system  which suffocates, 
num bs, and, in some instances, brings about the death of the 
m ind. It is these innum erable periods of torturous boredom 
th a t tu rn  students into som nam bulant robots ready to be led by 
any assertive individual who grabs a position of pow er.1

There are many other apathy pressures apart from education—the 
maze of governm ent regulations, work environm ents and social 
a ttitu des and customs, for exam ple. All of these tend to reinforce
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the  sense of powerlessness th a t m ost people feel—the sense of being 
a sm all and insignificant num ber in a powerful and largely incom pre
hensib le gam e. It leaves a feeling of helpless resignation.

It is in the light of this situation th a t the motivation behind, and 
the  im portance of all the radical alternative activities becom es 
app aren t. These activities are, am ong other things, directed at 
regain ing  individual control of individual lives, breaking down the 
im personal forces of institutions, governm ents and businesses that 
so dom inate our lives.

Obviously, som e of these activities are m isguided, bu t at least they 
indicate an increasing willingness of people to take responsibility 
for th e ir lives, ra ther than sit back in apathetic resignation. And, 
m ost im portantly, they offer people opportunities to act. They show 
th a t changes can be made if enough people get together.

P rogress will be slow, but there are many different th reads coming 
to g e th er now, that will one day coalesce to form a new direction for 
th is  country—for its politics, its cultu re, its economy. The driving 
forces behind them  are naturally young people, and naturally they 
are  th e  only fu ture there is.

W e can ’t afford to be apathetic when we realize th a t whoever we 
vote for, a politician always wins.
1. Thomas Johnson, ‘The Foundation of F r e e d o m Reason, April —May 1971.

ARISTOCRACY
Robert Michels form ulated a law of sociology known as ‘the Iron Law 
of O ligarchy’. 1 He came to it as a resu lt of observing the  rigid, 
bureaucratic , oligarchic rule th a t existed  in the social democratic 
parties in Europe in the late 1800s— an anomaly in those parties 
because they were dedicated to achieving equality and the  abolition 
of the  division of labour. This Iron Law m erely states th a t in any 
organized group activitiy, from a tenn is club to a political party , the 
people involved will separate out into a few ‘oligarchical’ leaders 
and  a large num ber of followers. T hat th is is true should be obvious 
to anyone who is old enough to read  th is book. It simply m u st  be so 
for th e  very simple reason that hum an beings are not equal in 
abilities, in terest, dedication, or even in term s of geographical 
surroundings.

If, then, the  natural inequality of ability and of in terest among 
m en m ust make elites inevitable, th e  only sensible course is to
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abandon the chim era of equality and accept the  universal 
necessity of leaders and followers. The task of the libertarian, 
th e  person dedicated to the  idea of the free society, is not to 
inveigh against elites which, like the need for freedom , flow 
directly from  the nature of m an. The goal of the libertarian is 
ra th er to establish a free society, a society in which each m an is 
free to find his best level. In such a free society, everyone will 
be ‘eq u a l’ only in liberty, while diverse and unequal in all other 
respects. In this society, the elites like everyone else, will be 
free to rise to their best level. In Jeffersonian term inology, we 
will discover ‘natural aristocracies’ who will rise to prom inence 
and leadership in every field. The point is to allow the rise of 
these  natural aristocracies, bu t not the rule of ‘artificial 
aristocracies’—those who rule by m eans of coercion. The 
artificial aristocrats, the coercive oligarchs, are the m en who 
rise to power by invading the  liberties of their fellow m en, by 
denying them  their freedom . On the contrary, the natural 
aristocrats live in freedom  and harm ony with their fellows, and 
rise by exercising their individuality and their highest abilities 
in the service of their fellows, e ither in an organization or by 
producing efficiently for the  consum ers. In fact, the  coercive 
oligarchy invariably rise to power by suppressing the natural 
elites, along with other m en; the two kinds of leadership are 
antithetical.2

Elitism  is a very unpopular term , bu t a m om ent’s thought should 
show th a t care needs to be taken to lay blam e where it rightfully 
belongs. It is the  artificial aristocracy, the coercive oligarchs, that 
deserve the  abuse. All these have achieved an elitist position 
because of g ran ted  privilege.

No one would deny Johnny R aper his position in the  Rugby League 
aristocracy as the greatest A ustralian Rugby League player, Jack 
Nicklaus his rank in the golfing elite; Sinclair Hill his position in 
Polo; Ron B arassi his position in A ustralian Rules; Sir M acfarlane 
B urnett, Dr Vem  Barnett or Dr John  G rant their em inence as 
scien tists and physicians; Joan Sutherland her special place in the 
ranks of opera singers; or Ted Noffs of the W ayside Chapel his 
elite position as the one who m ade Christianity in Australia relevant.

But we could rightfully heap abuse on elites m ade up of th e  likes 
of Idi Amin, Leonid Brezhnev, Q ueen E lizabeth, Nugget Coombes, 
Sir Lenox H ew itt—and all the  fat, half-dead businessm en who get 
rich (but spiritually bankrupt) on governm ent privileges.

N atural aristocracies are inevitable (even for the egalitarian Left, 
who have their elite, from M arx to M arcuse, Hoffman, Galbraith, 
e tc.) Artificial ones are not.
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But once again, we should take care not to throw the baby out with 

th e  ba th  w ater. No m atter whose baby it is.
1. Robert M ichels, Political Parties, The Free Press, Glencoe, Illinois, 1949.
2. Murray N. Rothbard, Freedom, Inequality, Prim itivism  and th e D ivision o f  Labor, 

Institute for Humane Studies, Menlo Park, Calif., 1971.

ART
‘Blue Poles’ cost Australian taxpayers $1.3 million.

W e do n’t think it’s worth two bob.
If som eone wants to spend their own $1.3 million on it, then , to 

th em , it is worth $1.3 million. W hat we don’t like is the governm ent 
presum ing  to spend our money for us on som ething that we don’t 
hap pen  to like. We are touched by their concern for our cultural 
deprivation , b u t w e’d rather have our money back.

Building up a large and expensive national collection m ay m ake the 
governm ent the  darlings of the  p reten tious, cardboard-cutout-people 
in th e  cocktail set, and buy off som e of the many lost and hopeless 
little m ediocrities in the art world. But if these  people love their 
a rt so m uch, and really do go into rap tu res over Jackson Pollock, 
then  why don’t  they dip into their own pockets to buy w hat they like, 
in stead  of ripping us off.

They can ’t even offer the shallow justification of the  governm ent 
acting on behalf of the majority of th e  people. The majority prefers 
traditional landscapes that m atch their carpets. And as for us, we 
p refer F rancis Bacon.

AUNTY A.B.C.
One of the few things that old Dougie McLelland did when he was 
M inister for the  Media Mafia was drive home the real danger of 
m edia monopoly in Australia. U nfortunately for Dougie however, 
the  point he drove home was not the  one he intended. He carried on 
about Packer and Murdoch and Fairfax. (Even before 11 November 
1975.) He complained that they had two licences each and owned 
new spapers as well. Tsk. Tsk. But all he really ham m ered home 
w as th e  fact th a t there was indeed a m edia monopoly but it belonged 
fairly and squarely to the governm ent itself who operate seventy-two 
A .B .C . TV stations throughout A ustralia. Seventy-two! And it is the 
governm ent who also licence and therefore control the  commercial 
stations as well.
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Every twelve m onths the good old governm ent looks at the 

applications from  the m onster commercial stations and decides 
w hether or not they should be renew ed. W hich is a pretty frightening 
way to go about trying to run a business, subject to unknown whims, 
w hen you’ve got tens of millions of dollars tied up that isn ’t much 
good for anything else.

And because the stations are subject to ‘licence’ the governm ent 
(of e ither colour) can set down all sorts of funny rules and regulations, 
for exam ple:
1. Only eleven m inutes of advertising per hour and only nine m inutes 

on Sunday, as some sort of token respect to our M aker or 
w hatever.

2. So many ‘po in ts’ for local content if i t ’s new s, more if i t ’s dram a, 
less if i t’s variety, more if i t ’s poetry reading, and so on. ‘Do as 
we tell you or w e’ll take your licence away from you and never let 
you speak to anyone again. ’

3. No cigarette advertising. ‘W e’ll cop taxes for Canberra and 
taxes for the  States. W e’ll m ake as much cop as we can out of the 
old fag caper but you only have a licence and w e’ll take it away 
from you if you dare to advertise what we dare make millions 
out o f .’

Sort of like a mini-prohibition which ju s t m eans th a t fags get 
m ore evil and therefore kids w ant to smoke them  more than 
ever, which is ju st the opposite of the in tended result, which is 
par for the course.

4. ‘Equal tim e ’ during elections so th a t even if one political party 
(either) is determ ined to take away your livelihood you m ust give 
them  tim e to state their case, even though it m eans history for 
you.

A compulsory sort of suicide (m urder?) because it’s only a 
licence and otherwise it will be taken away. A lovely position to be 
in.

5. And we (the trusted  governm ent of unim peachable m anners and 
propriety) will set down rules about good taste  and so on th a t will 
apply to all commercial channels because you work off one of our 
god-given licences; but the sam e rules w on’t apply to our seventy- 
two stations because we are beyond reproach.

And so it is th a t Graham  Kennedy gets to prerecorded in case he 
does a dreadful crow call, while anything goes on the A.B.C. and stick 
it up your bum  and go as far as you like on 2JJ. And no one, or too 
few if any, see the real points.
1. The danger of governm ent control over m edia is not im aginary but
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real. Last year a station in Tasm ania was suspended for two hours 
for running a minute over in commercial tim e. Two hours is only 
two hours bu t surely the principle is the  sam e if it were two years.

2. Doug McLelland and the p resen t conservative governm ent 
advisors seriously mooted getting  rid of one of the licences in 
Sydney and M elbourne so there  would be less com petition, and 
therefore less need to give the  public what they want, and 
therefore big advertising revenue would be autom atic for poetry 
readings and all the other th ings th a t bureaucrats would have the 
public force fed while they get p issed  on public money and do all 
the  th ings that the public also w ant to do. None of which include 
poetry readings. And the m ost im portant th ing is that the situation 
and the dangers, be they real or not, are absolutely unnecessary 
in any event.

The alternative:
1. Surely the licencing set-up should be abolished so that existing 

TV and radio stations own their licences. If they run too many ads 
people w on’t watch and advertisers w on’t advertise. If they run 
sm utty program m es, ditto.

The best of the existing licence holders will improve their 
position. The worst will go broke and have to sell up. G reat, they 
obviously shouldn’t have had the licence in the first place.

The people are the ultimate ju dg e . Certainly there is one glaring 
danger. There are insufficient radio stations and TV channels. The 
monopoly could move from governm ent to individual which is 
equally dangerous. So why cannot the governm ent also sell the 
o ther airwaves to other com petitive  parties at regular intervals.

As stations grow in num ber so there will be a natural 
segm entation of the m arket. One station will set out to appeal to 
the cultural end of the m arket and a ttract advertising accordingly 
at lower operating costs and profit accordingly. And instead of 
having six radio stations in Sydney and M elbourne we would 
gradually grow to a situation like San Francisco with 100 radio 
stations operating commercially. Not overnight, bu t starting  
overnight.

2. The A.B.C. should sell its stations, giving first options to its own 
staff. It should and would then  be forced to accept advertising 
to pay its own way.

3. O ther airwaves would then be sold, say on the basis of one every 
th ree  years, until all known frequencies are being used for the
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benefit of all and to the detrim ent of none save those who use their 
opportunity unwisely.

4. Naturally th is would apply autom atically and equally to all FM and 
ethnic radio stations, as it is patently  ridiculous that these  be given 
governm ent monopoly.

The savings would be enorm ous and im m ediate. The cost of the 
A .B .C . (in excess of $130 million per annum ) would go overnight and 
in fact the governm ent would gain from the sale of its stations. 
The cost of the  Control Boards and m ost of the D epartm ent of the 
M edia (w hatever name it now does not operate under) would also be 
saved, which would alm ost double the  saving. A round quarter o f  a 
billion dollars saved.

The th rea t of re-introduction of TV licence fees for the general 
public would be removed forever. And instead of advertisers having 
to go down on their hands and knees to beg tim e from booked out 
stations supply may again equate at least roughly with dem and. More 
com panies could advertise more economically to more selective 
m arkets (cultural, teenage, geriatric, educational, ethnic, literary, 
family, kids) with the consequent automatic benefit upon retail sales, 
productivity and thus real w ages.

But while all this logic sits there , staring out at the world, like a 
giant neon-lit sore thum b, all we do is discuss the need to m aintain 
the A .B .C .’s independence. Well right now the A.B.C. has no 
independence save that g ranted  by its governm ent paid 
com m issioners. And if governm ents do n ’t have a greater axe to grind 
with m edia, and a greater tem ptation to m anipulate m edia than  the 
m akers of M ortein then we are ra th er bad judges of the power lust 
th a t pervades politics in Australia, in the world, now, in the  past 
and forever into the future.

And those who wish to see their TV without interruption from 
advertisem ents should take up a collection of $250,000,000 per 
annum  and for that amount they could buy their own TV airwaves 
th roughout Australia and do w hatever they like with them . But at 
the m om ent none of us has the choice.
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AUSTRALIA PARTY
If you live in Glebe, wear a Solzhenitsyn beard, drive a R enault 16 
with a ‘D on’t Mine Myall Lakes’ sticker on the back, hold trendily 
‘radical Left’ opinions indicating ‘a deep concern for hum anity’ and 
‘social aw areness’, and work som ew here in the social work/w elfare 
field, then you probably vote for, or have voted for the Australia 
Party.

At best th e  Australia Party is a classier, more socially acceptable 
way to vote for the Labor Party th rough the preferential voting 
system . At best(?)







BALLET 23

BALLET
W hy don’t they just get taller girls?

THE BUREAUCRACY
The Lord's Prayer has 56 words. Lincoln 's G ettysburg Address  

has 266. The Ten Com m andm ents have 297. The fa m o u s U.S.
Declaration o f  Independence has 300. B u t a recent Price Control 

order in the United S ta tes concerning cabbages contained
26,911 words.

FACT

Im agine you are living on a desert island with th ree other people. 
For all of you to survive there are certain th ings you have to do, 
certain  needs you have to satisfy. You need food, shelter and, 
perhap s, clothing. You need to arrange for some services—water, 
sanitation and rubbish disposal, for exam ple. All the usual th ings.

A ssum ing th a t you are all fit and healthy, you would split the  work 
up betw een you, making use of any special ta lents or skills th a t each 
of you m ight have. There would be hunting, fishing, farm ing, 
foraging, building and cleaning to be done. You would trade between 
yourselves. But, no m atter which bit each did, all of you would in 
som e way contribute directly through your efforts, to your own 
physical survival and m aterial w ellbeing.

Im agine now that a fifth person is introduced into your group. 
This person does not become involved in any of the work you have 
been  doing. His function is different. He is there to prom ote ‘the 
public w elfare’—he is your first public ‘servan t’. And a busy, 
am bitious and conscientious fellow he is. He inspects your sanitary, 
living and garbage disposal a rrangem ents, and if they are 
satisfactory, gives you a certificate to prove it. He inspects your 
s tructu res. He organizes your working conditions and specifies 
hours. He lays down rules for hunting , fishing and farm ing. He sets 
aside various areas of the island ‘for the fu tu re ’ and forbids you 
to use them . H e regulates your trad ing  activities. He stipulates that 
in fu ture if you w ant to em bark on any new activity—build a boat, 
construct new homes, start new farm ing or m anufacturing 
en terp rises, knock down trees and clear land, or even simply change 
or im prove those things you already have—you have to first see him, 
tell him w hat you want to do, and convince him th a t he should give 
you a perm it to go ahead and do it. These are some of the th ings that
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th is new person introduces into your life to make th ings be tte r for 
you.

Of course, because h e ’s so busy m anaging all this, he doesn’t 
have tim e to build his own house, or provide his own food and 
clothing, so for his services he charges you fees. Henceforth, one 
fifth of w hat you produce, or one fifth of your tim e, you m ust give 
over to providing for his needs. This allows him to continue to provide 
his services. He is a bureaucrat, and this crude situation is in too 
m any ways analogous to what is happening in Australia today.

One person in five in our workforce (approaching one in four) works 
for th e  State. By and large, their functions are not productive, but 
regulatory. W here they do attem pt to be productive, the resu lts are 
nothing to g e t enthusiastic about—the Post Office, Telecom, the 
Public T ransport Commission, and so on. The bureaucracy is a 
gigan tic W ettex soaking up hum an energy, ideas, wealth, initiative, 
creativity and time.

Think of the waste that occurs every day because of it. Take time 
alone—tim e spent making applications, supplying statistics, filling 
out form s, gaining perm issions, qualifying for licences, satisfying 
conditions, standards and whim s, or, simply waiting—waiting in 
queues, w aiting on form processing, perm ission granting , law 
changes, in ter-departm ental hassles, or the mail.

If only the first public servant to arrive on the island had been 
fed to the sharks, how much be tte r off we all would be.

As H erbert Spencer said (last century), when State power is 
applied to social purposes, its action is invariably ‘slow, stupid, 
extravagant, unadaptive, corrupt and obstructive’. It shows a positive 
gen ius for m aking any human activity as complicated and as difficult 
as possible.

If we go back to our original desert island example again, there 
are two further very im portant points to be m ade:
1. The fifth person, the bureaucrat, does not depend directly on the 

resu lts  of his work for his survival. Ultimately, all five people 
depend on the skills and success of the first four in their work of 
hunting , fishing, farming or foraging. Survival im poses very 
strict lim itations on the activities of these  four people. They have 
to produce at least enough to cover their needs, and if they are to 
grow and progress, a little extra to cover that growth—in other 
w ords, they need to make a profit. If they have a crop failure, or a 
bad  hunting or fishing trip , they feel the results directly. The 
bureaucrat, however, as far as his own work is concerned, is 
rem oved from that. His ‘w ork’ only influences his income in
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directly. Because he lives off th e  work of the  others, he could go 
and  lie in the  sun all day and do very nicely. M aybe/if/perhaps 
(once every ten  years) his work could resolve a conflict th a t has 
arisen betw een the other four, and thus allow them  to work more 
efficiently, which would in tu rn  im prove his own welfare. The rest 
of the tim e his ‘work’ would only complicate and re ta rd  the 
activity of the  others, thus having a detrim ental effect on the 
welfare of them  all.

But—and this is the  main poin t—because his m aterial welfare 
is only indirectly affected by the  resu lts of his work, he does not 
have the  sam e incentive or profit motive th a t the others have. He 
does have the power to sap th e  incentive from everyone else, 
and th is ge ts worse as the society becom es more complex.

In a m odern business, decisions are m ade ultimately in the light 
of business survival. Anything business does, it does after doing 
som e sum s to assure itself th a t it is in fact going to be profitable: 
for exam ple, hiring new staff, extending offices, purchasing 
plant. All these have to be justified  on the grounds of profit 
(and although this mainly boils down to dollars and cents, it 
do esn ’t always do so. Longterm  survival m ust also take into 
account public opinion and industrial relations—two things 
businessm en ignored in the past, for which they are now paying 
the penalty).

M odern bureaucracies, on the  o ther hand, trade in a different 
currency. They trade in privilege, power, influence, status, votes, 
and , a d istan t last in most cases, public service. This is so, and 
can only be so, because they do not directly depend on the  results 
of their labour for their survival. Bureaucracies are, in a sense, a 
luxury th a t our society affords (with increasing difficulty). They 
are , in the true sense of the  word, parasites. They hinder and 
feed off the  productive efforts of others.

2. Because of the im positions im posed on them  by the activity of 
the  fifth person, the attention of th e  original four on the island is 
increasingly drawn to him. He com es to play a more im portant 
pa rt in their daily activity as regulatory  activity increases.

A fter a while, one of the four (at least) will suddenly discover 
som ething. He will see opportunity: he will become political. It 
will occur to him that if he gets on the right side of the public 
servant, he will be able to get th e  public servant to organize his 
regulations so as to secure advantages for them  both at the 
expense of the other three. As an exam ple, he may get the  public 
servant to decree th a t henceforth only he should be allowed to
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fish (he could perhaps justify it by saying it was to prevent the 
possibility of dog-eat-dog destructive competition). Having by 
th is m eans secured a coercive monopoly on fishing, he could 
then  start to dem and inequitable term s of trade with the  other 
th ree  people. Should there be a crop failure, or a bad hunting 
season, he would be in a position to really exploit his situation.

As a reaction and in self-defence, the other th ree people would 
tu rn  their attention to the  public servant and seek similar 
privileges in their own areas of speciality, and also seek ways 
and m eans of breaking down the fishing monopoly—perhaps 
by offering the public servant a be tte r deal. Perhaps even a 
bribe. It has been known to happen.

The situation quickly evolves into one w here the public servant 
functions as a privilege broker. Thus power, influence, status 
(and later, votes) come into- being as his currency, to purchase 
privilege, and with ‘public serv ice’ usually serving as little more 
than  the  shallow rationalization to justify his m anoeuvres.

There are two ways to gain w ealth . One is the economic m eans; 
th a t is, to work for, and produce w ealth. The other is called the 
political m eans; that is to peddle favours so as to have wealth 
expropriated  and given to you. Politics then  becom es the struggle for 
control of th is political m eans, with the State existing as the 
organization of the political m eans. Like organized crime. Only legal.

It should be easy to generalize from the simple island exam ple to 
our p resen t economy. The State, with its bureaucracy, serves more 
th an  ever as a broker in privilege, with all the special in terests: 
th e  big com panies, the mining lobby, the m any welfare lobbies, the 
secondary industry lobbies, the prim ary industry lobbies, the 
teachers and students, wom en’s lobbies, Aborigines’ lobbies, an ti
porn lobbies, church lobbies, e tc ., e tc .—vigorously jostling one 
ano ther for a position a t the public trough .

Politicians and public servants have for many years fed on this 
activity, with the  result that over one and a quarter million people 
are now em ployed to keep the seats warm  and shuffle all the paper 
backw ards and forwards. Its a vicious and evil process, d ishonest and 
fraudulen t in the extreme, and totally cynical in its use of high 
sounding rhetoric to justify w hat is little more than common 
thuggery . Next time you write to som eone in the bureaucracy, ju st 
to let him know which side you are on, do two things:
1. D on’t pu t a stam p on your le tte r—let them  pay it, particularly if 

i t ’s your tax return.
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2. Sign your letter—You remain, sir,

My Hum ble Servant 
Sincerely . . .

Or b e tte r still, ju s t refuse to write at all.

BUSINESS
In its initial stages, a mixed economy consists of a fe\y governm ent 
controls and an almost laissez-faire business world. But, as time 
progresses, the mix changes. The controls increase and the freedom  
begins to disappear.

The end resu lt is a controlled economy—either fascist, socialist 
or com m unist—with complete central control, no freedom  of action 
and no m eaningful property rights.

And as the  economy progresses through the stages of the mix, 
som ething else starts to happen. The problem s confronting the 
economy begin to become more num erous and more insurm ountable: 
inflation, unem ploym ent, balance of paym ent problem s, gluts, 
shortages, bankruptcies, industrial unrest.

And who, or what, cops the blam e? Free enterprise, of course. 
Evil capitalism .

But, genuine free enterprise (the real thing) cannot exist within 
a m ixed economy. They are by definition, mutually exclusive. And, if 
it w as, in fact, the partial freedom  in the economy that caused the 
trouble, then how come the trouble gets worse as the freedom  is 
reduced? Surely the opposite should happen? (See Free Enterprise).

But the trouble is getting worse and today business in Australia 
is in a sorry state. The amazing central finding of the  Jackson 
Com m ittee Report, for example, is ‘th a t there is a current bu t deep- 
sea ted  crisis in Australian m anufacturing industry’.

This is no more than most A ustralian businesses deserve.
T hese businesses have, over the  years, sacrificed their indepen

dence and freedom  in order to benefit from governm ent handouts 
and assorted  privileges. But the  tiny strings attached to these hand
outs and privileges have multiplied into a net, and, like Gulliver in 
Lilliput, the businesses are trap p ed —except in their case, i t ’s a net 
of their own making. The longterm  consequences of yesterday’s 
short-term  gains have arrived.

There is no point in business leaders saying that governm ent 
in terference in the economy m ust be accepted as a fact of business 
life, and businessm en m ust learn to live with it. You can’t live with a



2 8  BUSINESS
cancer indefinitely. It kills you in the  end. The refusal of ju s t about 
all business leaders to face up to th is fundam ental fact is one of the 
m ost deplorable and unforgivable aspects of our present economic, 
social and political crises.

A verage working people can claim th a t they d idn’t know better. 
B usiness leaders can’t.

There is, however, one th ing worse than the business leader 
w ithout the gu ts to stand up and fight, and th a t’s the person who 
accepts the system  willingly and uses it to make a quick dishonest 
buck. And the only thing worse than  th a t is business leaders with 
ne ith er gu ts nor honesty, which is m ost of them .

If it w asn’t for the fact that they will take innocent people with 
them , we could happily stand by and watch a ruth less and ju s t Nature 
m ete out the punishm ent m ost A ustralian business so richly 
deserves. Instead we just have to stand by unhappily, but 
occasionally smiling and ever so occasionally laughing out loud.
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CAPITALISM
This is one of the more m isunderstood term s in existence today, 
being used to describe everything from a total, genuine, laissez-faire 
free m arket to a modern welfare-w arfare-bureaucratic-State, such 
as exist in the U.S.A. and Australia (for G reat Britain see History).

The differences betw een a genuine (fee m arket and the capitalism 
of today are much more than a m ere difference of degree. There are, 
it is true , many similarities, bu t the differences are fundam ental 
and crucial. Because o f  these differences, anyone who supports 
genuine fr e e  market economics is as much opposed to m odem  
A ustralian ‘capitalism ' as the m ost ardent Marxist.

The only ‘capitalist’ economist th a t m ost people have heard  of is 
Adam  Smith, and in most argum ents over the  validity of free m arket 
econom ics, it is to his theories th a t reference is m ade. This is a most 
unfortunate, even if understandable, situation.

There is in existence a vigorous school of economic thought, 
called the ‘A ustrian School’ that has developed the body of pure, 
free m arket, economic thought far beyond the work of Adam Smith. 
There is no denying the importance of Adam Smith, ju st as in physics 
one cannot deny the importance of Sir Isaac Newton. But we can no 
m ore base a final judgem ent of free m arket economics on Smith than 
we can base a judgem ent of physics on Newton.

The great historical figures of the Austrian School of economic 
though t are Carl M enger, Eugene von Bohm-Bawerk, and Ludwig 
von M ises.1 They form what could be called a ‘neoclassical’ school 
of economic thought, which kept many of the  g reat ideas of the 
previous classical school of Adam Smith and David Ricardo, bu t also 
m ade many changes, some of which w ere quite fundam ental.

W e have neither the  com petence nor the space (especially the 
com petence) to go into the details of the two schools of thought. 
But we do believe it is necessary to at least point out th a t this 
distinction does in fact exist.

In terest in the Austrian School is growing all around the world 
today—particularly in the U.S.A. Notable adheren ts of th is school of 
though t are the 1974 Nobel Prize w inner, F. A. Hayek, and M urray 
N. Rothbard, libertarian economist, historian and social t h e o r i s t .2

There has never been a genuine fr e e  m arket economy anywhere in 
the world. There have only been som e close approxim ations—notably 
E ngland of the  late eighteenth and early nineteenth century, and the 
U .S.A . of the nineteenth century.

Certainly the  system of no governm ent in business and no business
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in governm ent has never been allowed to operate in Australia.

Insistence on the distinction betw een a real free m arket and what is 
usually passed off as one should not be dism issed as m ere n it
picking, for it is a central contention of the Austrian School th a t it is 
th e  governm ent intervention that has always existed  in som e degree  
th a t is to blam e for the economic problem s all so-called capitalist 
societies suffer today. In other w ords, when the  natural free m arket 
forces cannot operate because of legislative restrictions, dislocations 
in the  m arket cease to act as signals o f  trouble, and become instead, 
institutionalized transmitters of trouble. Free m arket prices, for 
exam ple, act as a barom eter m easuring the balance of supply and 
dem and. High dem and and low supply will push the price barom eter 
up , and send a signal to suppliers and investors to increase the 
supply. Their motivation for acting on the  signal is the prospect of 
b e tte r  profits. And obviously, the reverse also holds true.

However, when prices are fixed by legislation, th is system  can no 
longer operate . The connection betw een supply and dem and has been 
severed , so th a t the relative balance of supply to dem and is no longer 
indicated by the price level. It is, therefore, not only necessary 
to control the price, but also the supply and the sales. If the price was 
fixed artificially high, then suppliers, unless controlled, would rush 
to supply as much as they could in order to benefit from the high 
prices, bu t the  buyers, on the o ther hand, would react to the  high 
prices by buying less, and the resu lt would be a glut.

The reverse again holds—artificially low prices m ean few er people 
in te rested  in supplying the product and more people w anting to buy 
because of the low prices, in which case the result would be a 
shortage.

W hen the  price is fixed at the ‘r ig h t’ level, the  supply and dem and 
balance out. But this ‘righ t’ level is the m arket price—which is 
w here it would have been anyway on a fr e e  market.

This sam e situation can resu lt if, instead of fixing prices, the 
supply, or the  demand,3 are fixed by legislation (as, for exam ple the 
supply of milk, eggs, doctors, taxis, are fixed today). W hen the 
supply is fixed, w hat is created, in effect, is a coercive cartel. The 
people or organizations within the  cartel are able to exploit the 
consum ers by raising their prices, or reducing their service, or both. 
By controlling the supply and the other suppliers, they are thus 
im m une from competition. The high prices, or reduced service, 
would, in a free market, act as a signal, indicating that there  was 
a supply dem and imbalance. (The reduced service would create a 
dem and for a better service.) In the fixed cartel, these signals no



CAPITALISM 33
longer operate. Instead the reduced service or high prices transmit 
trouble, for exam ple, the high prices raise costs and hence prices in 
associated industries go up, causing such trifling problem s as 
unem ploym ent and bankruptcies. This inevitably leads to a public 
outcry and dem ands for—you’ve guessed it— more controls and 
legislation; thus ensuring more institutionalized dislocations. (For 
m ore discussion, see, for exam ple, Unemployment, Tariffs, Knee- 
jerks, Inflation, Lobbies, and Victimless Crim es.)

This is not m eant to be a detailed or an exhaustive analysis of 
all the  factors or all of the possibilities existing in these cases. Rather, 
it is simply m eant to illustrate a sim ple principle: that it is not 
possible to plan and control a m arket so as to improve on the free 
m arket, bu t it is possible to make it a hell of a lot worse. One has only 
to look at the situation existing today in Australia in the milk and egg 
industries to see very good illustrations of th is principle.

A free m arket will always tend  tow ards equilibrium . It is a stable 
system . A controlled m arket will only work if it precisely mirrors 
a free m arket—in which case it is totally unnecessary. Any other form 
of controlled m arket merely institutionalizes distortions and dis
locations which reverberate throughout the economy, creating more 
and m ore distortions and dislocations as they go.

The m arket controllers thus becom e involved in a continuous 
process of patching up these holes as they appear, bu t because 
they always seek to patch by adding  controls, they generally create 
at least two holes for every one they patch.

W e see the  results all around us—a progressive increase in 
bureaucratic  control, more and more red tape, prohibitions, 
regulations, quotas, subsidies, tariffs, boards, etc., e tc .—and on top 
of it all, more, not few er, problem s. A controlled economy, in other 
w ords, is inherently unstable.

A proper free m arket is consistent with individual freedom . 
T oday’s so-called capitalism, is not a free m arket system —it is a 
system  of privilege, a controlled m arket, and as such, is not 
consistent with individual freedom .

The free m arket economists as well as the M arxists, recognize 
the  evils, in th is regard, of today’s ‘capitalism ’, and equally deplore 
them . But, these evils are not the fault of a free m arket, because 
the m arket is no more free than you and us. And w e’re not free, w e’re 
ju s t going cheap.

1. See Bibliography.
2. Ibid.
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3. Fixing demand is the most difficult of the three. It can only be done by forcing 

people to purchase what they would not otherwise purchase, or, more likely, 
rationing those things they would voluntarily purchase.

CAUSES—NOT SYMPTOMS
Suppose you had appendicitis. How would you know? By the pain that 
is transm itted  to your consciousness by your nervous system  is how. 
Suppose that doctors were able to isolate those nerves and cut them , 
so th a t no pain was transm itted? W ould th a t fix your appendicitis? 
Obviously not. The pain is only a sym ptom  of the  problem . Removing 
the  sym ptom  in no way removes the  problem . The appendix will 
still rup ture  and kill you.

Although it is perfectly obvious th a t problem s can only be solved 
by trea ting  causes, and not sym ptom s, an enorm ous am ount of 
energy  and money is spent today on a hopeless attem pt to do the 
reverse: to solve problem s by trea ting  the symptoms. This criticism 
can be levelled at the m edical profession; the psychiatric/ 
psychological profession, econom ists, politicians, educationalists, 
law yers, m arriage counsellors, social workers, and as many m ore as 
you can nam e.

In many cases, this is done for the  simple reason that there  is no 
im m ediate alternative. But there  is a difference betw een doing it 
because there is no immediate alternative and doing it in the  belief 
th a t it actually will succeed in solving the problem . It w on’t. The 
very best it will do is buy tim e, but the tim e will be bought a t a price 
— usually a more severe problem  to be confronted som etim e in the 
fu tu re .

Nowhere is this mistake of trea ting  sym ptom s instead of causes 
m ade more regularly, nor with m ore tragic and disastrous results, 
than  in the  fields of governm ent and politics. The reason for this is 
to be found in the fact that the cause  of most, if not all, of our 
econom ic, social and political problem s is governm ent itself. It is 
understandable then, if not foregivable, that politicians should be 
loath to look too closely at the causes 

For exam ple:
Inflation: rising prices and w ages are an effect, or a sym ptom , of 
inflation, not a cause. So price and wage controls and fiddling with 
the  consum er price index by tax adjustm ents do nothing to attack 
the  cause of the problem, yet th a t is where most governm ent 
a tten tion  is directed (see Inflation).
D rugs: drug abuse is a symptom of a much deeper social problem —a
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desire by people to escape from an intolerable situation into a more 
to lerable one. Banning drugs is an attack on the symptom not the 
cause (see Drugs).
U nem ploym ent: this is a symptom of a far more complex economic 
prob lem —governm ent make-work schem es and public service 
feather-bedd ing  m ight improve the  statistics, bu t they do nothing to 
attack the  cause (see Unemployment).
Pornography: the  dem and for pornography is created  by repressive 
com m unity attitudes and anti-pornography laws. More laws w on’t 
help (see Pornography).
Education: the  root cause of m ost of the  problem s in education today 
is the  fact th a t it is compulsory. T hus, the simple spending of more 
and m ore m oney and modifying the  details of the system  w on’t 
solve the  fundam ental problem s (see Education).
Subsidies: when governm ent taxation , inflation and regulation ruin 
an industry , the  governm ent then  props it up with the aid of 
subsid ies. Again treating the sym ptom s and not the cause (see 
Subsidies).

All of these problem s are very complex, and will be difficult to 
solve under any circum stances. But if we are to solve them  at all, it 
will only be done by searching out and attacking their causes. They 
will never  be solved if we only tre a t th e ir sym ptom s. And never is a 
long, long tim e to wait.

CENSUS
In the  controversy over the 1976 census, most of the argum ent 
cen tred  around the issue of privacy. That the governm ent should 
conduct such a compulsory census was generally accepted, bu t it 
was argued  th a t it should not have in truded on people’s privacy by 
asking certain of the questions. This argum ent m issed the most 
im portant point, however. W hat was it about the questions that 
m ade them  an invasion of privacy? There are two answ ers to this 
question: (1) the  nature of the questions them selves, and (2) the fa c t  
that they had to be answered. There was very little m ention made 
of th is second point.

If you consider it, however, it is only the compulsory nature of the 
census th a t m akes the invasion of privacy possible. If it w asn’t 
com pulsory, you wouldn’t have to depend on what questions some
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nam eless bureaucrat decided should be in the form. You could make 
your own choice. Any question th a t you found offensive, you could 
sim ply ignore. Therefore, we argued  at the  tim e that hassles over 
ju s t w hat the questions were w ere of secondary im portance— m atters 
of detail only. The primary problem , and the one which should be 
rectified first, was that the census was compulsory.

In a free society, no governm ent has the right to violate the 
righ ts of the citizens. No governm ent has the right to compel its 
citizens to fill out census form s. This error is com pounded when 
you realize th a t the main reason the governm ent requires such 
detailed  information is to determ ine how they are going to plan our 
lives for us in the future: decentralization program m es, school 
building, road building, the provision of utilities—none of which 
should be done by the governm ent anyway.

Taken with all the other things the governm ent is slowly gathering 
control of, the census is just ano ther bar in the cage being built to 
hold us. Secret police, m edia control boards, progressive 
centralization of power, more sophisticated m ethods of information 
sto rage and cross referencing, relentless increases in economic 
control and social regulation—and now w e’re even required— 
fo rced  by law—to provide yet more inform ation for the governm ental 
m achine.

The maximum penalty for providing no answ ers on anything 
ever to the Australian Bureau of Statistics, is twenty dollars. We 
recom m end it to you as money well spent.

CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE
W e are the slaves o f  custom, and we have begun to hug our chains.

HAROLDLASKI
In the  Am erican Declaration of Independence, it states:

W e hold these truths to be self-evident, that all m en are created  
equal, tha t they are endow ed by their Creator with certain 
unalienable Rights, that am ong these  are Life, Liberty and the 
pursu it of H appiness. That to secure these rights, G overnm ents 
are institu ted  among men, deriving their ju st powers from the 
consent of the governed, that w henever any fo rm  o f  G overnm ent 
becom es destructive o f  these ends it is the right o f  the people to 
alter or to abolish it, and to institu te  new Governm ent, laying 
its foundation on such principles and organizing its powers in 
such form , as to them  shall serve m ost likely to effect their 
safety and happiness. P rudence, indeed, will dictate that
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Governm ents long established should not be changed for light and transien t causes, and accordingly all experience hath shown 
th a t mankind are more disposed to suffer, while evils are 
sufferable, than to right them selves by abolishing the form s to 
which they are accustomed. B u t when a long train o f  abuses and 
usurpations, pursuing invariably the sam e object evinces a 
design to reduce them under absolute Despotism, it is their 
right, it is their duty, to throw o f f  such G overnm ent and to 
provide new  Guards fo r  their fu tu re  security . . . (Our italics.)

Obviously, things haven’t  changed much in 200 years.
One of the  more common errors people make today is to confuse 

m orality with legality. Ideally, of course, what is legal should be 
m oral, and vice versa. Unfortunately, th is is not the  case. Our statute 
books are full of immoral laws, and , w hether intended or not, they do 
‘evince a design to reduce (us) under absolute Despotism ’. Choosing 
betw een morality and legality in such cases, is to choose between 
obeying on e’s conscience and obeying the law.

Henry David Thoreau, in his fam ous essay On the Duty o f  Civil 
D isobedience  said a long time ago: ‘I think that we should be men 
first, and subjects afterward. It is not desirable to cultivate a respect 
for th e  law, so much as for the righ t. The only obligation which I 
have a righ t to assum e, is to do at any tim e what I think right . . . 
Law never m ade men a whit more ju s t, and, by m eans of their respect 
of it, even the well disposed are daily m ade agents of in justice.’

M oral people take responsibility for their own actions. They do not 
hide behind the  facade of legality, or the State. A common excuse 
tro tted  out by people accused of war crim es w as/is to plead that 
they were only following orders. In a m agnificent essay called The 
D angers o f  Obedience, Harold Laski states:

. . .  for freedom  m eans self expression, and the secret of freedom  
is courage. No m an ever rem ains free who acquiesces in w hat he 
knows to be wrong. His business as a citizen is to act upon the 
instructed judgem ent of his conscience. He may be m istaken, 
bu t he ought ceaselessly to be aware that the act he opposes is, 
after all, no more than the opinion of men who, like himself, 
are also fallible.1

Laski again:
. . . the plea for inertia is always a powerful one. It enables us 
to plow our little furrow w ithout an im pending sense of con
tingent disaster. It saves us from  the grim  need to revise habits 
it is always dangerous to exam ine and, som etim es, fatal to 
destroy. Yet it can be said with certainty that the price of inertia 
is always, in the long run, the loss of a civic sense in the 
m ultitude. Men who insist th a t som e particular injustice is not
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their responsibility, sooner or la ter becom e unable to resen t any 
injustice. Tyranny depends upon nothing so much as the 
lethargy of people.2

This does not mean that we believe that everybody has carte 
blanche to do whatever they like. The bloody m inded, destructive 
lunatic fringes might claim to be following their consciences, but it 
will do them  little good, for there is another factor to be considered. 
They have to be prepared .to take responsibility for their actions. 
There is a distinct difference betw een the type of civil disobedience 
th a t Thoreau and Laski recom m end and sheer wanton destructive
ness. If we are to take our responsibility for our lives and actions 
seriously, then, our loyalty to our society should not be passive and 
com placent but active and critical.

W e hear all the tim e about the great Australian apathy. We 
A ustralians suffer from a great lack of spirit. Too many of us are 
afraid  of losing what little we have m anaged to accumulate; and those 
am ong us who have meekly subm itted  are affronted by those who 
d o n 't and so tend  to despise them . Boat-rockers are seldom popular. 
But if no one has the courage or the  conscience to rock the boat, then 
we will continue on our presen t road into a meekly accepted 
serv itude, m ade all the more ignom inious by the fact that our rulers 
will be no more than a bunch of preten tious m ediocrities.

Laski for the last time:
All over the  world little groups of active-minded men run to the 
State to urge that some particular convention be m ade binding 
upon us all, or to prohibit som e particular experim ent which, 
a generation from now, may well becom e a normal habit of 
everyday life. And the world runs to m eet its chains because the 
citizen is too afraid to venture out of the little private corner 
in which he is buried. He does not seem  to know th a t the  power 
to insist upon his freedom lies in his own hands. He is powerless 
because he is unconscious of his own power. 3

t. Harold Laski, The Dangers o f  Obedience, Johnson Reprint Corp., New York and 
London, 1968, p .7.

2. Ibid, pp.19-20.
3. Ibid. pp. 10-11.

COMMON SENSE
T here was a tim e when people only used to be afraid to say those 
th ings which nobody knew or nobody would agree with. But now  
people are even afraid to say th ings th a t everyone knows and
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everyone agrees with. Even the sm allest am ount of common sense 
would show how many governm ental impositions on our time, 
energy and property are unnecessary, absurd , or immoral. But we 
accept them  all without a whim per. Or m ost of us do.

At least the young people, by and large, have had the sense to 
s ta rt to kick a bit. They may not always kick in the right direction, 
b u t at least they are kicking.

M ost of the  stupidity we pu t up with comes from our local, State 
and Federal governm ents. Why do we put up with those agencies of 
extortion called Australia Post and Telecom for instance? Why 
d o n ’t we have more to say about the  feather-bedding and outright 
b ludging of all the bureaucrats in the  public service? Why does the 
N .S.W . Egg M arketing Board need 700 people to look after 1000 
poultry farm ers? Not only do we pay the Board’s salaries and 
expenses, bu t they add ten cents a dozen to the price of eggs! They 
make it illegal to cut prices, and illegal to com pete, and illegal to 
sell the  eggs in any other way bu t through The Board. W here’s the 
common sense in letting that go on?

How can the Queensland Governm ent keep a straight face and pass 
a law requiring that Q ueenslanders get a licence to hold frog or lizard 
races? (And th a t’s fair dinkum.)

I t’s tim e we showed some common sense and got our governm ents 
off our backs. They are a joke but the  joke is far too expensive and 
also the  joke is on us.

COMMUNISM
Comm unism is a drag— it s like one big telephone company.
Capitalism gives you a choice baby, and that's where it's  at.

LENNY BRUCE
Comm unism  has two form s—totalitarian and voluntary. W here it has 
been  tried  on a large scale—for exam ple, in Soviet Russia, China 
and C uba—communism is to talitarian.

Alexander Solezhenitsyn has graphically illustrated how Soviet 
R ussia is a brutal police state. Com m unist China is currently enjoying 
great popularity with many naive, wide-eyed rom antics around the 
w orld, who point seriously to its ‘g rea t p rog ress’ since 1949. They 
conveniently forget the many millions killed by Chairman M ao and 
his arm y in the struggle, and the  fact th a t no m atter how it is dressed 
up, the  State in China is absolutely suprem e. That is the price they
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have paid for their tiny progress. A nation of 800 million producing 
only 50 per cent more than 13 million lazy Europeans on strike in 
A ustralia is hardly great progress.

But it can and should be asked w hether or not China would have 
m ade a lot more progress as a totally free society. Even sem i-free 
countries such as Japan , Taiwan and Hong Kong all have higher 
s tan dards of living than China, and while that may not be an 
im portant criterion of progress to com fortable, middle-class culture 
trend ies in Balmain and Carlton, it is probably of pretty reasonable 
im portance to the Chinese people them selves. W hen considered in 
th is light we believe that China has only moved a little forw ard, and 
th a t at g reat cost.

Totalitarianism  can never be morally justified, and so on that 
ground alone communism is to be condem ned and rejected. However, 
such opposition to communism should not be used as the excuse for 
in terfering  with the affairs of people in other countries, such as 
V ietnam . How people in other countries solve their internal affairs 
is th e ir business—it’s certainly not the  business of busy-body govern
m ents such as those of the U.S.A. and Australia. To claim th a t it’s 
b e tte r  to stop the spread of cum m unism  in Vietnam than in Sydney 
is like walking over and beating your neighbour up because you 
th ink he m ight one day try to steal your Victa.

The central them e of all argum ents in this book is the concept of 
voluntarism . People have a right to be left alone to choose how they 
will live their lives, and this obviously includes the right to choose 
the form of social arrangem ent they want. So we should have a right 
to choose a communal or socialist lifestyle. But we should also 
have a right to choose a voluntary free trade, individualist lifestyle— 
or any other we can devise.

However, while communal living (voluntary communism) is moral, 
it is never practical on anything bu t a small scale. It is no accident 
th a t m ost communes either fail or at least have high m em ber tu rn 
overs. Nor that the more successful a commune is, the closer it is 
to being an individualistic, free trade community. H um an beings 
are not equal in any way with regard  to abilities, in terests, desires, 
needs, or any other qualities. Because of this individual diversity, 
com m unal living on a large scale is totally impractical.

However, this is supposed to be a fr e e  country, so if som e people 
w ant to live in communes, why shouldn’t they? After all, com m unes 
a re n ’t as crazy as the Flat Earth Society, or the Associated Cham ber 
of M anufactures, or the Australian M ining Industry Council, and we 
to lera te  them!
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The true danger is when liberty is nibbled away, fo r
expedients, and by parts.

EDMUND BURKE
Those who would give up essentia l liberty to purchase a little 

temporary safety  deserve neither liberty nor safety.
BENJAMIN FRANKLIN

One of the peculiarities of people is that while they universally 
adm ire men and women of g reat m oral courage (such as Sir Thomas 
M ore, Jesus Christ, Joan of Arc, Alexander Solzhenitsyn), they 
nevertheless worship compromise. Thus, if you speak about moral 
principles, of doing w hat’s righ t ra th e r than w hat’s popular, you are 
im m ediately told to grow up, to  be  ‘realistic’ or ‘practical’. In other 
w ords, becom e a pragm atist. Com prom ise. Be expedient.

On the num erous occasions th a t we have addressed Liberal Party 
Branch m eetings on the subject of the W orkers Party, we have 
alm ost invariably been met with the  Liberal Party slogan, ‘Politics 
is the  Art of the  Possible’. In o ther w ords, if you want to win, moral 
principles are your worst enem y. W ell, the Liberals have won, and it 
is tru e  that they don’t have any principles.

W hat they haven’t stopped to consider though is what happens 
now th a t they have won. They tell us th a t once they have power they 
can begin to do th ings— that is th e  justification for ditching the 
principles in the  first place. A fter all, w hat’s the use of principles if 
you never get a chance to im plem ent them ? The only problem  with 
th is little schem e is th a t having gained their cherished office under 
false pretences, the Liberals have to m aintain the false pretence in 
o rder to keep the office. And w orse, any attem pt to regain their 
principles, or to act in accordance with them , is now far more difficult 
because , in abandoning their principles, the Liberals forfeited the 
intellectual ground to their opposition. Thus, they find them selves 
increasingly trapped by their own contradictions and compromises.

There are th ree  basic rules about the  relationship of principles to 
g o a ls :]
1. In any conflict between two m en (or two groups) who hold the 

sam e  basic principles, it is the m ore consistent one who wins.
2. In any collaboration between two m en (or two groups) who hold 

differen t basic principles, it is the  more evil or irrational one who 
wins.

3. W hen opposite basic principles are clearly and openly defined, it

COMPROMISE
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works to the advantage of the rational side; when they are not 
clearly defined, but are hidden or evaded, it works to the 
advantage of the  irrational side.

Or, as Ayn Rand states in her novel, A tlas Shrugged, ‘In any 
com prom ise betw een food and poison, it is only death that can win. In 
any com prom ise between good and evil, it is only evil than can 
p ro fit .’2

The tru th  of these rules has been graphically illustrated in our 
recen t political history. The L iberal/N .C ., Labor and Communist 
P arties at base  all hold the sam e principles. They disagree over 
m atters  of degree and detail only. They all believe that the  function 
of the  State is to regulate the economy and to provide for the  welfare 
of its citizens. In other words, they all accept the principle of 
governm ent interference in the economy, and the principle of 
governm ent welfare activity. B ut obviously, the Communists agree 
with a far g rea ter degree of both than  either the Labor or L iberal/ 
N .C. Parties. Similarly, Labor w ants a g reater degree of both than  the 
L iberal/N .C . Parties.

The alternative principle of course, is not less governm ent activity 
in th ese  areas of welfare and economic regulation, bu t no governm ent 
activity. Less  concedes the principle and haggles over the  degree. 
No  re jects the  principle and all degrees. W ith this in m ind, look at 
the progress of events in Australia over the past twenty-five years.

The L iberal/N .C . Parties have achieved a steady record of retreat 
and defeat, even though for m ost of th a t tim e they held their 
cherished office. W here, indeed, are all those marvellous things 
they  assured us they would do, really, when they were in office? If, 
in a few years time, their contradictions (Malcolm Fraser notw ith
standing) finally sink them , and the  State 3 is totally suprem e who will 
say they they have acted ‘realistically’? It is then that, no m atte r how 
scrupulously the  Liberals may a ttem p t to avoid it, they will finally 
have to realize that the ‘idealists’ they now so roundly condem n were 
in fact the true  ‘realists’. But, being realistic, the realization will 
probably come too late. (See Idealism  v Crackpot Realism; Con
sistency, Context.)
1. See Ayn Rand, Capitalism, The Unknown Ideal, Signet Book by New American 

Library, New York, N.Y., 1967, p. 145.
2. Ibid, p. 149.
3. It should be pointed out that for the most part none o f these Parties— Communist, 

Labor, or Liberal/N .C.—fully realize exactly what it is they are going to get. In a 
sense, they are all blind to the implications of their policies, but nature is relent
lessly logical and will drive the policies to their final conclusion unless they are 
changed, in principle, at the base.
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CONSERVATION
The issue of conservation arises in three different areas: natural 
resources (iron ore, uranium , coal, oil, timber); nature itself 
(‘national’ parks, beaches, wildlife); and man-made structures 
(bridges and buildings).

In the  area of resources the genuine conservationists’ concern is 
with ensuring future supplies of natural resources while allowing 
curren t uses; whereas in the  areas of nature and man-made 
struc tu res the  concern is to ensure the  continued existence of things 
th a t could otherwise be destroyed for all tim e.

The m ain problem  in conservation groups today, however, is that 
alm ost all groups have been taken over by Communist leaders like 
M undey, Carmichael and H alfpenny, while the well-meaning mis
gu ided youth follow blindly. W e hope they are not yet too blind to 
read and think about the real issues.

Natural Resources
Oil If the free m arket price m echanism  was allowed to operate, 
natu ral resources would be conserved automatically. To see what 
would happen on an open, com petitive free m arket (there is no such 
th ing in A ustralia) le t’s consider a hypothetical example using oil.

T here is a huge dem and for oil today. The relative balance of this 
dem and with the existing supply, on a fr e e  m arket, would determ ine 
the  price level. Let’s assum e the supply is small and, thus, the  price 
high. People and institutions with money to invest always seek to 
m aximize the return on their investm ent (the good old profit motive). 
A fter appropriately considering the  relative risks involved in the 
various investm ent opportunities, they make an investm ent decision. 
B ecause the potential profits of oil discovery are high (because, in 
th is exam ple, oil prices are high) a huge am ount of investm ent money 
would be channelled into Australia in a num ber of areas (the higher 
the potential profits, the larger the  am ounts invested). These areas 
would be: (1) oil exploration, (2) research in and developm ent of 
b e tte r  extraction and refining m ethods, (3) research in and develop
m ent of new m eans of producing oil, (4) research in and developm ent 
of b e tte r  ways to use the oil so th a t existing supplies go further, 
and (5) research  in and developm ent of alternatives to oil, such as, 
solar, wind, sea, geotherm al and nuclear energy supplies.

Continuous monitoring of the situation by investors would 
determ ine how much money was invested in each area. This would 
vary in relation to the relative advances in each. For exam ple, if,
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as a resu lt of the exploration, a big oil strike was m ade, activity would 
tend  to drop off in the area of developing alternatives. On the  other 
hand , if no strikes were m ade, then , as the existing supplies 
dim inished, prices would rise. This would automatically lead to a 
reduction in usage and subsequent conservation o f  the supplies. It 
would also greatly increase the activity in all five areas previously 
m entioned.

B ecause th is situation would develop gradually in a free m arket, 
th ere  would not be a m ad last m inute rush when the supplies were 
alm ost exhausted. Chances are, in the event of supplies running 
out, suitable alternatives would already be available. Certainly, 
enorm ous am ounts of money would have been spent to try to ensure 
th a t they  w ere.

As always, this free market operation is structured around natural 
hum an incentives. These same incentives operate if the governm ent 
in terferes and doesn’t  allow the m arket to operate, except they 
work in a perverted way. For exam ple, suppose the supply of oil is 
runn ing  out, but the price of oil is fixed (our current Australian 
situation). The m arket would dem and th a t the price be high. But, 
for political reasons, the governm ent would ‘fix’ the  price below the 
m arket level (to prevent ‘pro fiteering’, ‘excess profits’, or ‘price 
goug ing ’). Because the price is held artificially low, there  would 
be little incentive for consum ers to reduce their consumption. 
A ppeals to their ‘aw areness’ would, by and large, be useless. In 
other words, it would be just like A ustralia is today. No new oil and 
no incentives to find any, all in th e  nam e of the ‘public good’.

And today in Australia the situation is m ade even worse by the 
added effects of inflation, excessive taxation, indecisive and incon
sisten t policy making by the governm ent, and the consistent th reat 
of nationalization or expropriation. In short, the automatic correcting 
m echanism s of the free market are short circuited and the situation 
goes instead from bad to worse. It becom es a political football and 
none of the  coaches have ever played the gam e. The normal route for 
governm ents to follow as the crisis inevitably develops is one of 
increased intervention and involvem ent.

If th is type of government in terference is allowed to destroy our 
own chances of being self-sufficient in energy, then we are thrown to 
the  mercy of a cartel such as O .P .E .C ., thus fully compounding 
an already tragic situation. And you can watch it happen right here 
in A ustralia in front of your very eyes.

In sum m ary then, the best way to conserve supplies of raw 
m aterials is to let the free m arket price structure operate. Govern
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m ent intervention has so far succeeded only in aggravating the 
situation and there is no reason to expect th a t more of the sam e will 
be of any help.
T im ber  Another im portant aspect of the  problem  of conserving the 
existing supply of any resource is the  question of who owns the 
resource. Let us consider tim ber supplies in forests. If a company 
owns a forest, that forest represen ts a capital value. If the company 
w as to systematically move through that forest and cut it to the 
g round to realize the value of the tim ber, it would destroy its capital 
a sse t and potential future earnings. No businessm an in his righ t mind 
does th a t to his own assets. Instead , the  company would pursue a 
planned and balanced cutting program m e, replanting as it went. In 
th is way, it would conserve its curren t tim ber supply and use it in 
the  m ost economical way, and at the  sam e tim e ensure a continuous 
fu tu re  supply.

On the  o ther hand, if all the tim ber company had was a lease over 
governm ent owned forest, the com pany does not have to worry about 
protecting and conserving its capital asset. So there is no direct 
economic incentive for it to scientifically cut or replant. Its only 
incentive is to cut as much as possible as quickly as possible, and then 
move on to a new lease. And th is incentive to get as much as possible 
as quickly as possible is even g rea te r when the continuation of the 
lease depends on the decision of a fickle bureaucrat or politician. The 
indecisiveness of our governm ents in their natural resources policies 
is in fact a major factor working against conservation.
The Sea  The dam aging effects of all governm ents’ refusal to allow 
private  property rights is seen clearly in the commercial use or 
non-use of the sea: aquaculture. No one can fa rm  the ocean. As far 
as aquaculture is concerned, we are still in the primitive, unproduc
tive hunting and gathering stage th a t characterized hum an existence 
on land prior to the agricultural revolution.

The developm ent of electronic fencing techniques has already 
m ade aquafarm ing feasible, bu t w ithout some system  of property 
righ ts nothing will be done and the majority of the ea rth ’s surface 
will rem ain unproductive, while th is year one billion fellow hum ans 
die of starvation.

M aybe we could send their relatives a photo of an historic, eighty 
year old cockroach ridden m onster our conservationists have saved 
for m ankind? W e’re sure they’d feel much be tte r for it.
Nature
The first th ing to be noted about current attem pts to use the
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governm ent to ensure that certain natural areas be conserved are:
(1) governm ents can’t be trusted , as they vary their actions with 
w hatever pressure is brought to bear; and (2) exactly w hat is done 
and how it is done is a num bers gam e (whereas some people may 
p refer that a nature area be left alone, others may prefer it 
‘developed’ as a more viable tourist asset). So there can be no 
security and no abstract principles by which decisions are m ade. It is 
in stead , a m atter of politics.

As in the case of natural resources, the  best principle th a t can be 
used to resolve issues of this kind is th a t of inalienable property 
righ ts. And the most efficient m ethod of allocation of all resources 
is the  free m arket.
B eaches  Currently we are told everyone owns them , which m eans 
no one does. But anyone can use them  and the costs are borne by 
taxpayers in general and local ratepayers in particular, which is 
ne ith er fair or even practical. In addition, most beaches have few, 
if any, facilities, and what lifeguard arrangem ents do exist are 
financed by chook raffles or sim ilar efforts and m anned by unpaid 
vo lunteers.

As an alternative, let us im agine Bondi Beach being owned and 
operated  by a company. (There is always the rem ote possibility that 
an eccentric billionaire might buy the  beach for his personal use and 
not allow anyone else to use it, bu t the  chance is so rem ote as to be 
not worthy of consideration. A person would be eccentric indeed to 
pay millions of dollars for such a beach and keep it for personal use 
only— and anyway there are many more beaches than eccentric 
billionaires).

If a com pany owned Bondi B each, it would run it as a profit making 
en terp rise . Facilities would be provided to attract custom ers— 
changing room s, showers, shops, carparking, bus access. The sand 
would be kept clean. Lifeguards would be contracted or directly 
em ployed, probably all week round, as a high safety record would 
be an additional attraction to custom ers. Because the  company owned 
the beach, it would set the rules for the beach—only neck-to-knee 
sw im suits perm itted, for exam ple. It would set aside areas for 
board  riding and provide facilities for board riders, such as board 
sto rage space. Because the company was in business to make a profit, 
the  policy of the  company with regard  to rules would reflect m arket 
dem and. The issue of nude beaches would present no problem —they 
would exist or not depending on w hether the dem and was or was not 
th e re .
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Take a look at the ugly concrete jungle th a t is Bondi today under 

governm ent ownership, and ask yourself if it could possibly be worse 
un der private control.

T he free m arket would also provide beach variety. There would be 
a m ajority of commercial, popular beaches, bu t there would also be 
select m em bers only, club-type private beaches. There would be 
conservative beaches and progressive beaches. There could even be 
free beaches run by companies as a public service. Large beaches 
(such as Bondi) would probably cater for popular taste , while small 
ones catered  for minorities.

Some of the  attractions of th is idea are (1) it’s a moral a rrange
m ent, (2) it offers the prospect of b e tte r beaches, (3) it provides a 
clear-cut m eans of deciding policies, and (4) it is based  on the user 
pays principle.
Parkland  Public parks should be placed on a similar commercial 
footing to th a t described for beaches. We agree it is unlikely that 
som ething like Hyde Park would continue to exist in its p resent state 
if com m ercially owned. However, not enough attention has been paid 
to w hat is perhaps a more feasible possibility, which is to develop 
w hat could easily be a larger total park area in 'th e  city proper, but 
th is a rea  being spread around as small pieces of park filling out the 
in terstices th a t exist between buildings, on corners, etc. An 
enorm ous num ber of vines, trees , flowers, grasslaw ns, shrubs, 
could be p lanted  around the city— in plazas, on shop awnings, in 
new building plans (as is currently happening in places), inside 
shops and office buildings, even on top of buildings. There is 
currently  a great revival of in terest in indoor and outdoor plants, 
particularly  as an aid to decoration. The way th a t th is is being incor
po ra ted  into new building design offers the hope that it could yet 
tu rn  our cities into garden cities.

T he b iggest obstacles to progress in th is regard are the local 
councils and their contradictory, confusing and enormously restric
tive building and development rules.

Similarly national parks and wildlife preserves should also be 
placed on a private, financial footing. If it is argued th a t not enough 
people care about them  to enable them  to be funded in this way, then 
th a t surely is the democratic decision of the population. On what 
grounds can it be asserted th a t they are ‘in the public in te rest’, 
if the  public are not in terested? There are, of course, always people 
who claim to know w hat’s best for the  public. T here’s no harm  in that. 
But w hen one not only claims it, bu t then  proceeds also to force it
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upon them , and make them p a y  fo r  it, then  one degenerates to the 
level of Adolph Hitler. He, too, thought he was doing the right 
th ing . The use of such force can never be justified.

If th e  national park is in an isolated place—as many of them  
a re —then there  would be little alternative dem and for the land and 
it would thus be relatively cheap to purchase. Ju s t as public funds 
are som etim es raised to build O pera H ouses or Americas Cup yachts, 
so too could funds be raised to purchase parks. But the obvious 
a reas for them  are those that have little alternative use potential, 
for exam ple, mountainous areas unsuitable for grazing or farm ing.

One possibility that could be explored with all property that is 
currently  public property is to convert it into public com panies. Thus 
H yde Park could be converted into a company and the shares offered 
for sale. Shares in this case could be first offered to people who work 
in th e  city area, and then to com panies. Shares in national parks could 
be offered first to conservationists, bush-w alkers, Scout groups, and 
so on.
W ildlife  Wildlife could be conserved in these national parks, or 
w ithin more commercial parks. However, species have been dis
appearing  for as long as life has existed, and the effects of such 
d isappearances tend to be overem phasized. Too often ecological 
a rgum ents are little more than  em otional rationalizations and not 
enough credit is given to the trem endous adaptability of nature.

It is m ost certainly true, though, th a t nowhere near enough 
a ttention is given within our education system  and business world 
to learning how to live in greater harm ony with nature, ra th er than 
as if w e w ere hell-bent on raping her. This is a g reat reflection of the 
dehum anizing effects of our m odern civilization (see Guerilla 
W arfare).
Man-Made Structures
The sam e general argum ent applies here as in the previous sections, 
nam ely, that anyone who w ants to conserve structures should 
purchase those structures on the open m arket. Conservation activity 
today is often a straight out form of robbery. Too often it directly 
violates property rights—always, of course, ‘for the public good’ to 
preserve ‘our national heritage '. The only person or organization 
th a t has a righ t to determ ine the fate of any piece of property, be it 
natural or m an made, is the owner of that property. T hat’s what 
ow nership m eans. For a group of o ther people to use the coercive 
power of governm ent to preserve property fo r  their pleasure, bu t at 
the  ow ner's expense and against h is /h e r  will, is an act of robbery
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and authoritarianism . Ends do not justify m eans, and the 
hum anitarian  reasons put forward by the  robbers do not change this 
basic fact.

W e agree it is a very worthwhile experience to see and enjoy 
historical places and buildings. But th a t is no justification for immoral 
acts. Furtherm ore, it is no solution to argue that the governm ent 
purchase th ese  resources and hold them  ‘in tru s t’ for the population, 
because the  governm ent m ust fund its activities through general 
taxation . A part from the im m orality of taxation itself, th ere  exists 
no relationship betw een those who value and use the resources and 
those who pay. Nor are there proper avenues for those who pay to 
determ ine ju s t w hat the money should be spent on.

The activity of conservation of our historic buildings could be 
m orally and successfully carried out by a public subscription fund 
operated  by a body such as the National Trust. Certainly the  use of 
the  coercive power of governm ent is effective, and much easier. But 
it has no moral base.
Conclusion
In any conservation activity, then , the  com bined workings of th e  free 
m arket and effective protection of property  rights will give a moral 
solution to problem s, and, in the long run, a far more effective 
solution.

Today, w hat is happening is the use of popular issues (ecology/ 
conservation) to make essential developm ent (such as mining) 
unpopular, and therefore to destroy m ankind by re-introducing the 
stone-age m entality to the nuclear age. Again you don’t have to read 
about it. You can and will see it happen  for best/w orst right here in 
Rip Van A ustralia, right before your very eyes.
I . Murray Rothbard, For a N ew  Liberty, Macmillan, New York, N.Y., 1975,

pp. 265 — 268.

CONSERVATISM
A thum bnail sketch of a conservative would show a person who 
believed in democracy, freedom , corporate capitalism, God, the 
fam ily, an effective defence force, Rotary, Lions, Apex, and the 
Young Liberals.

H e /sh e  would be nationalistic, very anti-Com m unist, and 
com pletely intolerant of other people’s sexual perm issiveness, of 
drug-taking, gam bling, hom osexuality and prostitution. H e/she  
would believe strongly in Law and O rder. Particularly O rder. And as
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h e /sh e  got older he /she  would becom e more and more authoritarian.

Conservatives should never be confused with Libertarians; and vice 
versa. Libertarians believe in freedom , suffer democracy, and believe 
in real free enterprise.

There isn ’t much similarity betw een libertarians and conservatives 
and yet, too many still confuse the two. Probably the worst offenders 
are the  conservatives them selves, who like to think of them selves as 
libertarians. Ronald Reagan for exam ple, is fond of referring to 
h im self as a libertarian. Malcolm F raser has expressed his fondness 
for Ayn Rand. Ayn Rand has expressed her fondness for Malcolm 
F raser. Obviously neither knows w hat the other is talking about.

Conservatives regularly find them selves defending either the 
sta tus quo or ‘The good old days’. They tend  to be opposed to social 
change, bu t are very much in favour of technological change. They 
m ake up a large proportion of the Right-wing, control-in-social- 
affairs-freedom-in-economic-affairs (for some), section of people 
discussed under Alternatives. W e believe they are rational- 
dom inated and hence more em otionally repressed than their Left 
counterparts. Hence the im portance of Law and Order (controlled 
freedom ), the  opposition to prom iscuity, perm issiveness, gam bling 
and so on and the tendency to authoritarianism  (always referring 
to ‘th em ’. Not ‘u s ’).

If you look through the characteristics of a conservative then 
you’ll see th a t on almost every count, they are (1) a minority and,
(2) com pletely out of step with the  whole momentum of human 
developm ent. Conservatism is quickly headed for extinction taking 
m ost business along with it. And ‘m ost’ is being conservative.

CONSISTENCY
M ost people are not consciously aw are of the issue of consistency, 
even though, in their day to day lives, they constantly dem and it. 
Children in particular dem and consistent action of their paren ts. If 
you, as a parent, say one thing today and another tomorrow, you’ll 
hear all about it.

We all dem and consistency of the people we know, of our 
em ployers or employees, of our teachers and our institutions. 
Particularly, we dem and it of our governm ents. We dem and th a t laws 
be consistently adm inistered, and that benefits be consistently 
d istribu ted .

Because people are not explicitly aware of the issue, or of its 
im portance, not enough attention is paid to consistency. Instead,



from  a personal point of view, it becom es more a m atter of con
venience, ra th er than principle. T hat is, people are often only 
consisten t w hen it suits them , and are happily inconsistent at other 
tim es. This occurs particularly w hen the needs of consistency conflict 
with a person ’s emotional prejudices or w eaknesses, such as greed. 
There is, therefore, a need to m ake people more aware of the fact 
th a t if they dem and consistency of o thers, they have an obligation to 
be consistent them selves, and th a t th is is som ething to be taken 
seriously and not as a m atter of casual convenience.

From  the study of the world around us, men and women th rough
out our history have built up a body of knowledge, and are constantly 
adding to it, correcting it and refining it. Using reason, principles, 
logic, facts and experim entation, constant effort is applied to build 
up an internally consistent, totally in teg rated  body of knowledge to 
explain our environs and everything th a t happens within it. The 
u ltim ate judge, for sciences such as sociology, economics and 
psychology, as well as sciences such as engineering, m athem atics, 
physics and chem istry, is objective reality.

From a personal point of view, to be able to act consistently, 
we have to f ir s t  develop an explicit personal philosophy, and then 
endeavour, a t all times, to act consistently with it.

For a sta rt, examine your own personal beliefs. Lay them  out and 
see w hat order there is to them . Are they ju s t a grab bag of all sorts 
of th ings th a t you’ve picked up th rough the years—a m ixture of 
tru th , m yths, rumour, prejudice, em otion, fact and rationalization? 
Have you m ade any attem pt to o rder them  into an in tegrated and 
consistent system? Are your ideas about education, for exam ple, 
consistent with your ideas about individual rights? If you believe in 
principles, w hat are those principles? Are they consistent with each 
o ther? Do you apply them  consistently?

The libertarian philosophy p resen ted  in this book is, we believe, 
a consistent philosophy, based on a few fundam ental principles.

To sum it up very simply, the  libertarian believes in the 
fundam ental principle of non-interference: th a t is, the right of each 
person to live their life free from the initiation of force, fraud or 
coercion by others, including governm ents. The libertarian stand 
on any  issue, from foreign policy to pollution, can be determ ined 
by the  consistent application of th a t fundam ental principle.

A final point that needs to be m ade, particularly in the light of 
much of the intellectual activity of today, is th a t to reason logically 
is only half the battle for arriving at the tru th . The other half is to 
sta r t from the correct prem ise(s).

CONSISTENCY 51
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In too many cases today, these  s ta rting  points are accepted without 
question , and desperately need to be re-exam ined. This is the  true 
m eaning of radical reform—to go righ t back to the roots, to question 
the  m ost fundam ental prem ises. W e need to re-exam ine many of 
the  basic concepts that we are building our society on. In particular, 
we need  to re-exam ine our ideas on the  proper role of governm ents. 
To argue over w hether or not the ta riff on im ported motor cars should 
be 27.5 per cent or 20 per cent, for exam ple, is only relevant after 
one has decided w hether any tariff protection at all is morally 
justifiab le.

C urrent problem s besetting our economy and society generally 
would seem  to indicate that it is tim e in fact it is at least urgent, that 
th is sort of re-assessm ent of our basic prem ises is m ade. N ature will 
not to lerate contradictions. U ltim ately, we have no choice bu t to 
recognize reality and act consistently with it. N ature, to be 
com m anded, m ust be obeyed.

CONSUMER PROTECTION
A n  elephant is a m ouse built to governm ent specifications.

ROBERT A. HEINLEIN
To pro tect m en from  their own fo lly  is to people the world with fools.

HERBERT SPENCER
The area of consum er protection legislation is where knee-jerk 
reflexes really predom inate. Every tim e there  is an accident, the  cry 
will go up, ‘there  ought to be a law ’, ‘it shouldn’t be allow ed’, or, 
‘th e  governm ent should stop it’.

So w e have compulsory seat belt and crash helm et laws; strict laws 
on o ther safety devices for cars; laws regulating swimming pool 
safety (and in N.S.W . the prospect of licences for pools); strict 
food quality and inspection laws; stringent tests  for new drugs; 
censorship of movies and literature; d rug bans; building standards; 
advertising restrictions; licencing of ju st about every skilled 
occupation going; really heavy, incom prehensible, guilty-until- 
proven-innocent company legislation; etc ., etc ., etc., etc., and etc.

W e have an army of bureaucrats to wield all these  mickey mouse 
clubs, our courts cluttered up with ‘victim less crim e’ offences as a 
resu lt, plus th e  ever-increasing taxation burden to pay for it all. 
Therefore it is tim e perhaps to have a closer look at the rationale for 
all th is funny legislation.
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The basic idea behind it is th a t we are fools, and that we need 
protection—or, not us really, bu t ‘o th e rs’.

I t’s always ‘o thers’, but unfortunately we are the ‘o thers’ to 
som eone else. People, it seem s, have to be protected from them 
selves, and from those unscrupulous characters out there waiting to 
rip them  off.

The problem  with this fine theory is th a t the more you protect 
people from their errors, the m ore erro rs they are going to m ake, and 
the  m ore they will expect you to protect them . Consum er protection 
legislation, then, encourages dependence, a lack of personal 
responsibility and judgem ent, and the growth of the Big Brother 
State.

W e m ight also ask ourselves w hat the legal principle behind 
such legislation is. It is that people are to be assum ed guilty until 
proven innocent—the legal prem ise of dictators, fascists and thugs. 
Licencing legislation, for exam ple, forces people to prove th a t their 
p roduct, equipm ent, or service, is not guilty of being substandard , 
before the licence is granted. S tandards force builders, m anufac
tu re rs , processors, and others, to prove th a t their products are not 
guilty of being substandard before they are approved. This is a 
com plete perversion of the law. It violates our right to freedom —in 
particular, our rights to freedom of choice and free trade.

W hat, then , are the results of this legislation? One of the most 
accepted areas of such legislation is in the field of medicine. Very 
strict rules are prescribed for the testing  of new drugs, especially 
since the thalidom ide disaster. Professor Sam Peltzman of the 
University of Chicago completed, in 1974, a massive and so far 
un refu ted  study of the results of consum er protection legislation 
adm inistered  by the Food and Drug Adm inistration in the U.S.A. He 
found th a t the 'toughening' o f  the laws follow ing the thalidomide 
tragedy  over fifteen years ago has had the fo llow ing results:
1. The num ber of new drugs brought to the m arket each year has 

been  cut by half with no corresponding reduction in inefficacious 
drugs.

2. The cost of drug developm ent has doubled.
3. Drug prices have increased because of reduced competition 

betw een drugs, so th a t the sick pay $50 million extra each year.
4. Substantial net social costs have been incurred from deaths and 

illnesses th a t could have been prevented , if the developm ent of 
new drugs had not been ham pered by the new am endm ents to the 
laws.

Peltzm an concluded that ‘consum er losses from purchases of
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ineffective drugs or hastily m arketed unsafe drugs appear to have 
been  trivial compared to the gains (formerly available) from 
innovation’.1

A nother resu lt of consumer protection legislation is that minimum 
stan dards frequently also become de facto  maximum standards as 
well. Building contractors, for exam ple, can build their structures 
‘to s tan d a rd ’ and use that as a selling point, and thus escape to an 
ex ten t, from true  m arket dem ands.

The Paul Newman, Steve M cQueen movie, Towering Inferno, 
provided a frightening example of one possibility in th is regard. 
The movie featured a new building, taller and larger than anything 
th a t had ever been built before. The architect realized that ‘s tan dard ’ 
electrical wiring would not be good enough for such a building, and 
so prescribed wire to his own specifications. The builder, however, 
to cut corners and make some money on the side, reverted back to 
the  legal standards and installed the wiring in accordance with 
them . As a result, the wiring overloaded when the lights were 
tu rn ed  on, and , in burning out, s ta rted  the fire that was the subject 
of the  m ost successful movie of 1975.

This illustrates another extrem ely common result of consum er 
protection legislation: corruption. It is widely known th a t bribing 
public officials is the easiest and often the  only way to get building 
applications approved.

The only real plus for this legislation is th a t it allows politicians 
to s tru t and posture to prove their ‘concern’ and ‘deep hum anitarian- 
ism ’. As with m ost governm ent activity, however, it is an attem pt to 
sw eep problem s under the carpet and take the quick, easy, short-cut 
solution—coercion. It never has w orked, and isn ’t about to sta rt to 
now. It m erely creates a ‘whole category of victimless crim es’ (see, 
for exam ple, Gun Control).

W hat alternatives do we have? How can we protect consum ers 
against the rip-off m erchants and dangerous products? F irst of all, 
th e re  will always be a place for the  old faithful, caveat emptor, 
—let the consum er beware. The virtue of th is is that it does teach 
people hard lessons and encourages independence and personal 
responsibility. But it is not enough. Sometimes the lesson can be 
perm anen t and fatal. The next possibility is free m arket consum er 
protection agencies—the free m arket equivalent of the current 
(and inadequate) Choice m agazine, for example. These could report 
on goods and services and provide special inspection and testing 
services for consum ers, like the N.R.M .A. car inspection service. On 
a free market, a reputation for fair and honest reports would be such
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an agency’s greatest asset.

The m ost im portant source of m oney and incentive for the provision 
of private consum er protection organizations, however, is likely to 
be insurance com panies. Their incentive lies in the fact that they have 
to pay the bills for accidents and dea ths. In order to be competitive, 
to offer the largest range of cover at the lowest possible prem ium s, 
they would need ways and m eans of reducing risks. So car insurance 
firm s would insist on certain standards of car safety before they 
insured  particular cars. Because no car m anufacturer would want it 
known that its cars were un insurab le, they would obviously co
operate  closely with the insurance com panies. In this way, the m arket 
would set standards th a t were much more relevant, flexible and 
strictly enforced than the presen t governm ent ones.

Insurance com panies, for exam ple, could not afford corruption, 
because all it would lead to would be high payouts for accidents, 
w hereas apolitican  stands to lose nothing. Not even sleep.

The sam e argum ents apply to all drugs, appliances, construction 
com panies, doctors, dentists, food processors, and so on. The govern
m ent should still have the responsibility for policing such things 
as theft, coercion and, in particular, fraud. But the governm ent 
can only morally act after the fraud has occurred. If we w ant to 
p rotect ourselves against fraud, then  we should take our own pre
cautions. We cannot seek to protect ourselves by violating the 
righ ts of o thers—for example, by enforcing business legislation. This 
only com pounds the error of governm ent interference.

W e don’t have a ‘righ t’ to ‘ad eq u a te ’ standard products, or to 
‘c lean ’ food. We only have a right to expect what we contract to 
receive. If we do not take the trouble to explicitly contract for what 
we w ant, then  the onus is on us to ensure  that what we get is what 
we w ant. It is only when the product is deliberately m isrepresented 
by the seller th a t a fraud is committed.

If a product is inadvertently defective, m ost reputable com panies, 
in fairness and to protect their reputations, will willingly exchange it 
or m ake good dam ages—within reason. This is so even today. On an 
open, com petitive market, good reputations would be even more 
valuable assets. They would also be harder to get, bu t easier to lose. 
This would be an additional factor ensuring consum er protection.

As a last resort, there is the power of the Press. This would be 
particularly so if we could get the politics out of our lives and hence 
out of the papers.

D issatisfied custom ers are well within their rights to organize 
economic boycotts and advertising cam paigns against products,
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services, com panies or individuals, provided they can substantiate 
th e ir  claims. But they should not fall into the trap  of going on to 
dem and governm ent legislation to ‘p ro tec t’ them .

This is not an exhaustive list of the  possibilities that exist for 
providing a voluntary system of consum er protection. We do believe, 
how ever, that: (1) such a system m ust be found because the  current 
system  violates the rights of both consum ers and suppliers of goods 
and services, and should be repealed ; (2) the current system  is 
largely counter-productive an d /o r ineffective anyway; and (3) a 
private system  would provide a m ore effective, relevant and flexible 
system  than the one we have now.
1. Quoted in Roger Lea MacBride, A N ew  Dawn fo r  America, Green Hill Publishers,

Ottawa, Illinois, 1976, pp. 47 — 48.

CONTEXT
There is probably no concept more widely ignored, and with such 
disastrous resu lts, as the concept of context. W hat it m eans, simply, 
is th a t in any attem pt to answer a question, solve a problem , make a 
decision, one should consider all the aspects of the question, 
problem , or decision, and not ju s t som e of them . In particular, one 
should not only consider the convenient ones. In other words, one 
should learn to see, appreciate and consider the full context of the 
situation . It is too easy to come up with, for exam ple, a solution to a 
problem  th a t looks good and works well in a restricted context, 
bu t which has implications and consequences that, in a larger 
context, will tu rn  it into a disaster. Politicians are m ost prone to make 
such m istakes. They think short term , living by expediency and 
com prom ise.

Exam ples of this error abound. On the most general level, the 
Left wing labor socialist people are so preoccupied with helping 
the  needy, the underprivileged, the  old and the sick that they tend  to 
lose sight of the  fact th a t before w ealth can be redistributed it has 
first to be produced. Thus, the m ost im portant effect of all A ustralia’s 
w elfare schem es is such heavy taxation and high inflation th a t it has 
brough t the economy to the edge of complete ruin. In the  small 
context, these  schem es are successful in helping a t least some of 
those they w ere designed to help. In the  larger context and in the  long 
run, by bankrupting the country th e y ’ll help no one and bring only 
harm .

The Right wing L iberal/N .C.P. business people, on the o ther hand,
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have tended  to devote their a ttention  to keeping business afloat, and 
have not paid sufficient attention in th e  past to the needs of individual 
people. This is particularly true with regard  to working conditions 
in businesses of all sorts. Not enough has been done voluntarily 
by business to give the average em ployee a sense of participation, 
purpose, involvement and incentive. The trade unions capitalized on 
th is, bu t they can’t see their noses e ither. Too often they dem and so 
m uch for their m em bers they bankrup t the businesses empl'oying 
them . They kill the goose and then  look for more eggs.

Taken in one context, tariffs help secondary industry. In a larger 
context, they harm  prim ary industry and all consum ers by raising the 
prices of all im ported goods.

G overnm ent deficit spending and credit expansion have the short- 
run effect of stim ulating the econom y, bu t in the long run resu lt in 
inflation, m al-investm ents and ultim ately, a depression. Similarly, 
all victim less crime legislation, consum er protection legislation and 
governm ent interference in the econom y are m otivated by short-run 
considerations, and all fail in th e  long run.

W e can see the evidence all around us. Short-run, out of context 
solutions to problem s, are unfortunately, usually popular at the  time 
they are  first im plem ented. T ha t’s why politicians love them .

CORPORATE CAPITALISM
Across the bargaining tables o f  power, the bureaucracies o f  

business and governm ent fa ce  one another, and under 
the tables, their m yriad f e e t  are interlocked in wonderfully

com plex ways.
C. WRIGHT MILLS

Corporate capitalism  is what exists in such countries as the  U.S.A. 
and Australia. In a free m arket th ere  is a complete separation of 
the State and the  economy, w hereas in corporate capitalism  there is 
very close interaction between the  two.

In a free m arket, where the  governm ent contents itself with 
ensuring  th a t no one initiates the use of force, fraud, or coercion (thus 
outlaw ing such things as theft, m urder, rape, fraud, mis
representation , extortion), the only way businesses can succeed is by 
offering the public products and services th a t it wants at a price 
th a t it can afford. Competition ensu res th a t the best value for money 
wins out—there  is a constant m arket incentive to produce the  best 
quality product at the lowest possible price. There is as much variety,
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diversity and competition as the m arket will bear. The major 
objection raised  against this idea is th a t it may start out th a t way, 
b u t eventually a few people or corporations would work them selves 
into dom inant positions and start to ‘exploit the public’. To prevent 
th is from  happening, it is said, governm ent intervention is necessary. 
(For a detailed discussion of th is, see Monopolies.) This is a very 
plausib le argum ent. However, it does not agree with historical fact.

Gabriel Kolko, an ardent opponent of ‘capitalism ’ and a revisionist 
h istorian , has done a lot of work to show that business regulation was 
not im posed on unwilling private businesses. Rather, in his words, 
‘. . . the dom inant fact of American political life at the beginning of 
th is century was that big business led  the struggle fo r  the regulation  
o f  the economy . . . nor was it possible for many businessm en to ig
nore the fact that, in addition to sanctions the federal governm ent 
m ight provide to ward off hostile criticisms, the national governm ent 
was still an attractive potential source of windfall profits, subsidies 
and resources.’ (Our italics.)1

As has already been pointed out (see Bureaucracy) the State 
rep resen ts  the  political means of obtaining wealth. For m ost of its 
history governm ent has been used as such by various vested in terests 
and p ressure  groups. Certainly, in A ustralia, we have always had 
such a system  of privilege—ever since the days of the convict se ttle
m ent and the governm ent’s creation of the  ‘squattocracy’ (the State 
or the  governm ent of the day being that of England, represented  
by the  Governor).

Looked at in this light we can see the tragic irony of calling on 
p resen t governm ents to protect us from  the dangers of big business 
or ‘capitalism ’ in general. It is not big business th a t is the enem y. It 
is the  State itself.

This does not mean that businessm en are all lily white and pure. 
They a ren ’t. Rather, it is simply recognition of the fact th a t if you 
build an instrum ent (that is, the governm ent) that can be used to 
m ake enorm ous sum s of money, and sit it down in front of an entire 
population, it w on’t be long before th ere  is a fight over who gets to 
use it. T hat’s simply human natu re—and while we m ight deplore 
the  fact th a t it is so, it doesn’t help very much. Similarly, it doesn’t 
really help to use our energies to build a bigger and more powerful 
governm ent machine, which is, in effect, w hat most reform ers are 
doing today. The only solution to the  problem  is to dism antle as much 
of the  governm ent machine as possible, and put it out of the  reach of 
those people who would seek to use it to line their own pockets.

It is the exploitation of the State by vested in terests that
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has led to alm ost every evil we currently suffer. The revisionist 
h is to rian s2 (most of whom are Left wing people and not at all 
sym pathetic to capitalism) are pu tting  together a form idable body of 
historical evidence to show th a t th is is so. But unfortunately, not 
enough of the revisionist historians are aware of the crucial 
distinction betw een a genuine free m arket and a system  of corporate 
capitalism . So they throw free enterprise out with corporate 
capitalism , and substitute for them  w hat will be in effect, if not in 
in tention, an all powerful socialist or com m unist State. Once again, 
the  S tate wins out.

Freedom , on the other hand, would not only remove the evils of 
the  S tate and such things as corporate capitalism , bu t it would also 
eventually remove all the  psychologically or spiritually debilitating 
effects of our m odern society, for here again the  main im pedim ent to 
diversity , to alternatives, and to a health ier culture, is the State and 
its a ttendan t institutions (see Guerrilla W arfare, Alternatives).

W e don’t believe th a t these points, or these  distinctions, can be 
s ta ted  too often or em phasized too m uch. It is because of the terrible 
m isunderstanding of the distinction betw een corporate capitalism 
and real free m arket capitalism th a t an enorm ous am ount of time, 
energy  and money is wasted today by the many and various groups, 
who, when all is said and done, all w ant the sam e th ing—a voluntary 
society, free of exploitation, coercion and free of the spiritual sterility, 
th a t we see all around us today. If only we look before the great, last 
leap.
1. Gabriel Kolko, The Triumph o f  Conservation, Quadrangle Books, Chicago, 1963, 

pp. 5 7 —58.
2. See the works of Kolko, Ekirch, W illiams, Horowitz, Rothbard, Barnet ahd Williams 

in the Bibliography.

CRIME
Crime doesn 't pay (at least it wouldn 't i f  the governm ent ran it).

An action is a crime if it violates th e  individual rights of another 
person or of a group of people. This, of course, necessitates the 
defining of these  rights (see Rights). The main rights are those to 
life, liberty and property. O ther righ ts, such as freedom  of speech 
and m ovem ent, can be grouped under one of these th ree. There can, 
therefore , be no such thing as ‘a crim e against society’. There can 
only be crim es against individuals. A lthough society is a group of 
individuals, ‘society’ as such has no rights. Only the individuals 
th a t m ake up ‘society’ have rights.
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The concept of crimes against society is a very m isleading one, 
because it rem oves the em phasis from  the individual to the  abstract 
group, and as such is a useful device for all sorts of political 
dem agogery.

The two m ost obvious implications of th is definition of crim e as 
only possible against individuals are that: (1) a vast am ount of 
legislation is not directed at preventing crim es, bu t instead at 
regulating  perfectly moral hum an behaviour, and (2) th a t this gives 
rise  to the  category of victimless activities called ‘crim es’. It is in this 
a rea  th a t we see the enormous gulf th a t currently separates morality 
from  legality.

An enorm ous num ber of activities th a t are illegal are by no m eans 
im m oral. It is perfectly good fun to b e t at the  governm ent monopoly 
TAB. But we are told it is illegal and immoral to make the  sam e bet 
with an individual

The subject of crime should also se t us thinking about the  proper 
role of governm ent. The original in tention was th a t the function of 
governm ent was to protect individual rights. Full stop. However, 
now th a t more government activity is directed towards regulating 
m oral hum an behaviour, governm ent itself has become the prim e 
violator of individual rights.

Victimless activities (‘crim es’) are usually thought to encom pass 
only such th ings as homosexuality, gam bling, prostitution and 
d rug use. However, they also include all o ther instances of 
regulations preventing or regulating form s of moral behaviour, such 
as trad ing  restrictions on businesses, licencing requirem ents, 
penalties for taxation evasion, and so on, ad nauseum. Whose 
righ ts are violated by prostitutes? gam blers? homosexuals? shop
keepers opening out of hours? pubs selling beer after ‘official closing 
tim e? bakers baking bread ‘out of h o u rs’?

Any and all of these transactions could involve real crime only if 
one of the parties involved reso rted  to fraud, robbery, extortion, or 
som e other form  of force. B u t while it is a voluntary trade, there is 
no moral crime. Only immoral laws.

The governm ent is the real crim inal. Exam ples, for starters: 
taxation is extortion (tax evasion is only self-defence), inflation is 
fraud  (counterfeiting) on a m assive scale, devaluation is robbery, 
national service is kidnapping an d /o r slavery; ditto compulsory 
education. Of course, there are any num ber of ‘practical’ argum ents 
against these  assertions, but no princip led  ones.

A society m ust have rules to function. We need law. But th e  only 
law we need is that which protects  individual rights. We do not need
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im posed  regulation. That is the  sign of a to talitarian regim e, not a 
free country. It is this im posed regulation that is destroying 
A ustralia.

W here regulation is necessary, it need  not be externally im posed. 
People are capable of organizing their own affairs and the  best 
incentives for sensible regulations are recognition of private property 
and the  essentia l profit motive of th e  free m arket. In any organization 
(including any society) unnecessary or ridiculous regulations 
m anifest them selves as inefficiency and lower profits, (for exam ple, 
as in public service bureaucracies; A ustralia Post; B .H .P ., any car 
com pany; in fact, any soft, fat, protected company or statutory 
board).

Because of the  huge category of victim less ‘crim es’, our govern
m ents have succeeded in tu rn ing  m ost of the population into 
theoretical legal criminals (how m any people fill out totally honest 
tax retu rns for example) and has, in fact, led to a trem endous 
increase in real crime as well.

For exam ple, take the  prohibition of booze in the 1920s in the 
U .S.A . A1 Capone, gang w ars, m assive police and political 
corruption, w ere all the result of th a t. Why? The answ er is obvious 
enough. W hen any governm ent prohibits anything people w ant (no 
m atte r how few want it), and slaps a penalty on its use, a num ber of 
economic and psychological consequences follow: (1) it becom es more 
attractive to certain people, particularly the  rebellious young; (2) the 
supply decreases because of the  higher risks in providing it;
(3) because of increased dem and, decreased supply, and higher risks 
a dram atic price increase occurs; (4) all involved become criminals 
and th is, plus the huge potential profits because of (3), resu lts in 
organized crim e with its extortion, stand over m en, gang-wars, 
and so on; (5) the activity is driven underground, which resu lts in 
such th ings as increased health risks because of poorer products 
or general lack of cleanliness; and (6) the  way is paved for w idespread 
corruption of the police forces and the  governm ents—local, State 
and Federal.

The end resu lt of such prohibition, of course, is a far greater 
problem  than  that which it was in tended to solve. The original 
problem  is still there, plus  the legal crim e. So not only are all such 
laws im m oral, they are also im practical.

A nother aspect of these  regulative laws is that they provide an 
avenue for the  persecution of one group of the  population by another. 
Why should homosexuals be hounded as they have been? Why 
should the  Reverend Fred Nile and the  Festival of Light be allowed
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to persecute people who enjoy pornography? H aven’t even (or 
especially) the  supposed Christians learned  the terror of persecution? 
Indeed , th is raises yet another curious aspect of the  laws. It is the 
laws prohibiting pornography th a t help create the pornography 
industry . It is the laws against d rugs which create the drug supply 
industry . It is the  laws th a t create th e  profits and the dem and.

Because people were for so long not allowed to see the naked 
hum an body, and the whole sexual atm osphere was so repressive, 
th ere  arose a natural and understandable curiosity about nudity and 
sex. The repression over so many years succeeded, in too many 
cases, in causing this natural desire to m anifest itself in unhealthy 
ways; th a t is, in the dem and for pornography, perversion, and 
so on. And also it was, probably, often the cause of the real crimes 
of rape and sexual assault.

An exam ination of most of the argum ents for victimless ‘crim e’ 
legislation will show th a t most of these  argum ents are based on the 
prem ise  of guilty until proven innocent. This is a complete perversion 
of the  original principle of our law, and it is a cause for g reat alarm 
to see how far it has proceeded.

If we are eventually able to rem ove the regulatory laws from the 
s ta tu te  books and completely elim inate victimless ‘crim es’, not only 
will we have a healthier, free society, bu t we will also have a safer 
one, because the  police and the courts could then  devote all their 
tim e and energies to preventing real crim es.

CRITICISM
And the rose was red
and beautiful am ong the  grass
and trees and in the earth .
And criticism cam e together, 
as criticism does, and sat around the rose, 
as criticism does, and spoke and acted 
w ithout thinking as criticism does.
And the red was too red and 
the petals w ere too soft and criticism took 
them  off and sm iled and nodded, as 
criticism  does.
And the  bud w as raw and naked
with the petals dead and criticism added,
as criticism does, ju st one more little



th ing , as criticism  does.
The bud looks ra ther ugly 
ju s t sitting th ere .
And so criticism nipped the bud, 
as criticism does.
And criticism sa t around and 
spoke and talked  and prattled, as 
criticism  does, and saw the stem  was 
thorny and criticism  said:
Ugliness has no part in nature 
and criticism said:
The world would be a better place 
if th a t thorny stem  were dead.
So criticism gripped the stem 
and broke it and pulled it from the ground 
and the thorn pricked the skin 
of criticism  and  it bled.
But did not even feel the pain.

CULTURE
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Daylight saving is a convenience that m ost people appreciate and 
enjoy. There are, however, some who don’t like it. W hat can they do? 
Do we simply say once more— ‘W ell, tough luck. You’re in a 
m inority?’ Do we simply resort to the num bers gam e again? Is it a 
case of either the  majority forcing the minority to comply with its 
w ishes, or th e  minority forcing the majority to comply with its 
w ishes? Or is there a way to accommodate both and have neither  
group force their will upon the  other? To find an answ er perhaps 
we should look at w hat we need ‘tim e’ m easurem ent for in the  first 
place.

Clearly, a m an alone on the island we m entioned earlier has no 
need  of it. N ature would provide him with the  only guide he needed: 
night and day. Until, th a t is, he started  to boil an egg, bake a cake, 
sm elt some m etal or develop a system  of m athem atics or physics. 
He would need  it then to m easure and calculate. How could speed 
be m easured without tim e, for example?

Furtherm ore, if there was another person on the island, time 
would be convenient for when they arranged appointm ents to meet 
one another. So tim e has a social function of providing a m eans of 
pu tting  order in hum an behaviour. A ppointm ents are set with time, 
w ages are calculated on time, transport schedules are ordered by 
tim e, and so on.

Given these needs for a system  of m easuring tim e, can we deduce 
th a t the governm ent, therefore, has a responsibility to determ ine 
w hat our tim e system  is going to be? Clearly, the answ er is no. 
There are m any argum ents of convenience th a t can be advanced. 
The prospect of com peting tim e system s  may horrify people. The fact 
rem ains, however, th a t in a free country, people should be able to 
choose to operate  by w hatever system  of tim e th a t they want. They 
should not have a tim e system im posed  upon them . W hat would this 
m ean? The obvious conclusion is chaos. Obvious, bu t wrong. It is in 
nobody’s in terest to have chaos, and so a system  or system s of 
tim e would be quickly worked out. How? Time m easurem ent is no 
problem . We have the technology needed to m easure tim e. F urther
m ore. there is no reason that we are aware of to consider changing 
from the units of tim e we already have (seconds, m inutes, hours,) 
although it is no doubt possible th a t a b e tte r one has been thought 
of som ew here.

The only problem  th a t is likely to exist is the  setting of the time, 
and for this the  obvious answer is for TV or radio stations to set it.

DAYLIGHT SAVING
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T hese would probably settle on a common system  for their own 
convenience. Telephone companies could set it, or someone could put 
a clock up on a tall building, but, the most simple and convenient 
m ethod on the m arket of setting and synchronizing tim e would be 
by TV and radio. It is a fair bet that today th a t’s what most people 
set their w atches by.

If they did do this, and agreed on a standard  system , how is that 
different from what we have now? In one way—there exists the 
possibility of choice. Radio and TV stations com pete for audiences. 
If a TV station, for example, figured th a t most people w anted daylight 
saving, then they could change their tim e system . If their estim ate 
was right, they would have a majority of people ordering their 
affairs by their tim e system, and tuning in to their station to check 
their time. If they were wrong, they would lose on the m arket.

If, as we have now, a small town or district som ewhere disagreed 
with them  (as they do in some areas of western N .S.W ., for exam ple), 
then  their local radio or TV station would keep the old system  to 
reflect the views of its market. The difficulties created would be no 
w orse than those existing on the N.S.W . Queensland border now 
because our governm ents disagree. The essential point is that a 
m aximum num ber of people would be satisfied, and nobody would be 
coerced—not any more than they are ‘coerced’ anywhere else on the 
m arket. There is a difference between being forced to pay ten  dollars 
for a product because the governm ent fixes the price there , and 
paying ten dollars for it because th a t’s the m arket price. There is a 
difference in principle  in the way the price is determ ined. The sam e 
applies to the setting of the time.

You might be tem pted to think that this is a big fuss about nothing 
bu t: (1) it illustrates a m atter of principle; (2) it allows dissidents 
the possibility of choice; (3) it is a consistent application of our 
principles; and (4) if we had had this system  you can bet we would 
have enjoyed daylight saving long before we did. G overnm ents 
institutionalize m istakes, w hereas the m arket elim inates them . 
M arkets respond quickly to consum er dem and, w hereas governm ents 
d o n ’t. The issue m ight be a small one, bu t the  lesson it carries is not.

DECENCY
The real test of a person’s morality is w hether or not they act only on 
the basis of legality, or rather on the basis of a sense of w hat is ‘the 
right thing'! This sense of ‘the right th in g ’ is /w as traditionally very 
strong in England (‘i t ’s just not done’, or ‘it’s ju st not cricket’).



Suppose, for exam ple, you found a loophole in the law th a t offered 
you the opportunity of legally making a lot of money, or of gaining 
a crucial advantage over your business com petitors. But, even though 
it w as legal, you felt it was somehow wrong. It would involve taking 
an unfair advantage, or the taking of som ething th a t, really, by any 
decent standard of fair play and justice, you  did not feel you were 
en titled  to. The question then, is set. Do you, legally and safely, 
take advantage of the situation, or do you do ‘the right th in g ’ and 
act in accordance with your conscience and sense of decency and 
morality?

W hile the obvious answ er is that the la tter is unquestionably the 
righ t answer, it yet rem ains a fact that increasingly in this modern 
world, people are opting for the former. That th is is so is probably 
due in no small part to a curious inversion th a t has taken place 
during  the history of m odem  dem ocracies. It was originally the  case 
th a t the  governm ent could only do those few specific th ings detailed 
in its Constitution and nothing outside those. W e, the people, on the 
o ther hand, w ere prevented  from doing only a few specific things, 
and allowed to do everything  outside them . This situation has now 
alm ost completely reversed, with the governm ent of today almost 
unlim ited in its powers, and we, the people, severely restricted in 
our freedom s— all, it m ust be noted, under the sam e Constitution. 
Such are the inroads made on the sim ple m eaning of language by 
generations of rationalizing lawyers and politicians.

As the law cam e to be more involved in regulating behaviour, the 
concepts of individual responsibility and morality came to be dis
placed by the concept of legality. Ideally, of course, legality and 
m orality should coincide, but strict adherence to that would leave 
very little scope for political action as it would alm ost completely 
elim inate the State in one stroke. Most of our laws today violate 
the  rights of som e, if not all, citizens, and are thus legal, bu t immoral.

In an essay titled ‘A Study in M anners’ 2 A lbert Jay Nock cites a 
case that all m odern politicians could take a lesson from. In 1880 
in the U.S.A., there arose a contest betw een the Federalists and 
the  Republicans for the presidency. John Jay was the Federalist 
governor of New York, and a fierce opponent of Thomas Jefferson, 
the Republican presidential candidate. It so happened that John Jay 
was in a position, by a process of which the details are unim portant, 
to stop Jefferson from being elected. Alexander Hamilton, a 
Federalist colleague of Jay ’s, urged him to act. Hamilton assured 
Jay  that, ‘in tim es like these in which we live, it will not do to be over- 
scrupulous’, and that ‘the scruples of delicacy and propriety, as
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relative to a common course of th ings, ought to yield to the  ex tra
ordinary nature of the crisis. They ought not to hinder the taking of 
a legal and a constitutional step to prevent an atheist in religion and 
a fanatic in politics from getting possession of the helm of S ta te’. 
Jay  did nothing. He did not even acknowledge H am ilton’s letter. 
Sham e, Hamilton sham e. After J a y ’s death, nearly th irty years later, 
the  le tter was found in his papers, inscribed, ‘Proposing a m easure 
for party purposes, which I do not think it would be becom ing to 
a d o p t.’

Jefferson duly won the election, an event which was so distasteful 
to Governor Jay  that he soon after retired  from public life, although 
in the  prim e of life. As Nock put it:

One rubs one’s eyes in astonishm ent. W hat an extraordinary 
reason to assign for a decision of such profound political 
significance! W hat an extraordinary standard by which to 
appraise political conduct! That an act is illegal m ight con
ceivably give some shadow of reason why a politician should 
object to it. The exceptional politician m ight even, indeed, in an 
atrabilious m om ent, object to an act because he found it immoral 
or dishonest. Objection, however, to an act which is neither 
illegal or dishonest merely because it is unbecom ing—this 
represen ts a distinction which, to pu t it gently, few politicians of 
today could be expected to draw under any circum stances, let 
alone such circumstances as pressed  so powerfully on Governor 
J a y .3

It is easy to see how far, in the course of two hundred years, our 
s tan dards of morality and decency have declined.

And le t’s not dismiss this as an am using anecdote only. Let’s not 
s ta rt in with argum ents about practicability, necessity and 
pragm atism , of political reality and ‘the  art of the possible’. This 
issue goes to the  very centre of our m odern problem s. To return 
again to early American history, Thom as Jefferson once rem arked 
th a t ‘it is the m anners  and spirit of a people which preserve a republic 
in vigor. A degeneracy in these is a canker which soon eats to the 
h eart of its laws and constitutions’. Evidence of this, unfortunately, 
we see all around us in Australia.

This does not m ean, however, a blind following of convention. 
Social custom s change with the tim es and there  is no harm  in that. 
Indeed , much th a t passes as m anners today is unnecessary, because 
they are largely em pty and mechanical gestures. But what is needed 
is a genuine respect for the values of conscience, decency and ‘doing 
the  right th in g ’.
I. Albert Jay Nock, On Doing the Right Thing, Books for Librarian Press, Freeport,

N.Y., 1971, p. 161.
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2. Ibid, p. 179.
3. Ibid,p. 185.

DEFENCE
Looked at in the  broadest perspective, the  arm s race is, in the  final 
analysis, lunacy. Missiles, anti-missile m issiles, anti-anti-m issile 
m issile m issiles, etc. Newer, bigger, more expensive, more powerful 
and more dangerous forces for destruction. Billions of dollars 
siphoned out of the  economy to build all this, and for what? 
Hopefully, for nothing. Hopefully, none of it will ever be used. After 
a few years of sitting around, i t ’s thrown out, obsolete, and replaced 
by a new batch.

And so it goes on. More waste, more international tension, more 
strateg ic  m anoeuvring and more danger for us all year by year. 
W here does it end? Is there any point in us also getting involved? 
Are there any alternatives? Unfortunately, we can only guess. 
National decisions require information, knowledge or data, but this 
we are denied. Two things, however, can be said:
1. Our Governm ent should stop beating around the bush and make 

one decision at least: they either decide to have an effective  
defence force, or none at all. Boom erangs a ren ’t much use in a 
nuclear war, so why bother. I f  we are going to have a defence 
force, then le t’s spend our money efficiently and get the most 
efficient and cheapest possible form of defence. It seem s to us 
th a t w e’d be be tte r off to scrap the Army, Air Force and Navy 
as they presently exist and swap them  all for a couple of Polaris 
subm arines.

That would make a lot more sense than playing an expensive 
gam e of tin soldiers with antiquated and ineffective equipm ent 
th a t is more often than not its own w orst enem y.

Polaris subm arines would at least make an enem y nation stop 
and think. (The H.M .A.S. M elbourne  would be more at home as 
m other ship for a Sydney-Hobart yacht race. T hat’s if the Pacific 
Ocean is big enough for bo th .)

2. In making their decision, the governm ent should consider the 
defence value of a non-interventionist foreign policy, coupled with 
an international free trade policy, a free m arket at home, and an 
open im m igration policy. Rather than m arching off on the wasteful 
and ultim ately dead-end road of the arm s race, why not consider 
attacking the  problem  of wars at its root cause?



W hy do countries initiate wars? There are only a few reasons: 
pow er (but th is has to be justified on o ther grounds to the people), 
econom ic gain and space. It could also happen that a country is 
involved in a war as a battle ground because of its indirect im portance 
to another conflict, for example, Vietnam.

Free trade, open immigration and non-interventionist foreign 
policy would strike at these root causes of war. Resource diplomacy, 
racist im m igration policies, and international political m eddling all 
m erely aggravate them . Unfortunately for us they also provide the 
avenues for stru tting  and posturing by our own political roosters—for 
exam ple, our ‘g reatest ever’ foreign affairs expert, E. G. W hitlam .

Because of our huge natural resources, we could make overseas 
nations dependent on us for raw m aterials. Not only would this 
provide an incentive for each of them  to prevent others from cutting 
off their supplies, it would mean that they had less to gain by waging 
an expensive war. Any raw m aterials they w ant they could get on the 
open m arket without the necessity of a war. Each would have a vested 
in te rest in defending us against aggression. And every other nation 
would realize th is fully. There is no be tte r way that Australia can 
practically be defended than by others because they need  us.

In addition, open trade and im m igration, along with a policy of 
political non-interference, would be forces decreasing international 
tension and building strong international ties, all of which make a lot 
m ore sense than sitting, apprehensive and fearful, in a barricaded 
natu ral foxhole hoping like hell that no one pushes the wrong button.

And naturally being able at long last to trade and thus to develop 
our resources, our own internal economy would skyrocket back on its 
feet. The m ining, prim ary and secondary industries would all benefit 
im m ediately and immensely, and the problem s of unem ploym ent, 
economic stagnation and inflation would be largely overcome.

And all it takes is a little com m onsense and a governm ent with the 
m oral courage to step aside and let the tw entieth  century happen. At 
least before the twenty-first starts.
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DEVALUATION
W hen a governm ent decides to devalue its currency, w hat it is doing 
is reneging on its debts. It is like a bankrupt company deciding to 
pay its creditors fifty cents for every dollar the  company owes them . 
In th is sense, devaluation amounts to fraud an d /o r theft.

W hen the Australian Government devalued the currency by
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17‘/2 per cent on 29 November 1976, it effectively said to overseas 
creditors, ‘W e’ll pay you the full am ount of money we owe you, in 
dollar term s, bu t those dollars will be worth 17V2 per cent less than 
w hat they were'. This is the sam e thing th a t inflation does to our 
m oney here in A ustralia—it destroys or erodes the value of our 
m oney. A dollar today does not buy as much as it did in 1966. I t’s 
the sam e dollar—it ju s t has less value.

This can best be illustrated by an exam ple: Imagine you own a 
bookshop and you want to buy some books from America. You 
approach a particular American book publisher and place an order. 
In placing this order there are two th ings to consider. You only have 
A ustralian dollars with which to buy them , bu t the Am erican’s books 
obviously have an American dollar price on them . Suppose it is 26 
Novem ber 1976 and the price of the books is US$12,331. To work out 
how much this is in Australian dollars you have to use the foreign 
exchange rate for the U.S. —Australian dollar. This exchange rate 
can be determ ined by a variety of m eans.

In Australia now, the exchange rate is se t by the Federal Govern
m ent, or, in particular, a group consisting of the  Federal T reasurer, 
the Governor of the Reserve Bank, the Secretary of the Treasury and 
the Secretary of the Departm ent of the Prim e M inister and Cabinet.

On 26 November 1976, one Australian dollar was worth 1.2331 
A m erican dollars (A$l =  US$1.2331). Using this, you could 
determ ine th a t your books would cost you a neat A$10,000. In other 
w ords, A$10,000 =  US$12,331. If everything else was satisfactory, 
you would have reached agreem ent with the American publisher to 
buy the books, and the two of you would have drawn up a contract of 
sale. Now comes the im portant part. You would have decide w hether 
or not the contract was to be written in Australian or American 
dollars, and w hether or not any clause was inserted into the contract 
to cover the possibilities of devaluation, revaluation, inflation or 
sim ilar contingencies. This is im portant because of the effects of, 
for exam ple, a devaluation.

On 29 November 1976 the Australian Governm ent decided to 
devalue the Australian dollar by \7V i per cent. In our exam ple, this 
m eant that the exchange rate was changed from A$1 =  US$1.2331 
to a new rate of A$1 =  US$1.0174. In o ther words, the value of the 
A ustralian dollar is reduced relative to th a t of the American dollar 
(and all other foreign currencies) by 17 Vi per cent.

If. in our exam ple, your contract was w ritten in Australian dollars, 
it would m ean th a t you still owed the Am erican publisher A$10,000, 
bu t th a t instead of being worth US$12,331, it was now  only worth
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US$10,174. The poor old American has lost US$2,157, and you have 
m ade a lucky gain. If the contract was w ritten in American dollars, 
you  would still owe US$12,331, and this would now cost you 
A$12,120. This time the American would get his money and you  
would be down A$2,120. Such are the dangers of international trade.

For future trad e—trade that takes place after  the devaluation— 
the consequences are that foreign im ports will cost more in 
A ustralian dollars (and so our own dom estic m anufacturing industries 
will be better able to compete), and our exports to other countries 
will be cheaper in their  currencies (and so our exports will be more 
com petitive on international m arkets).

Our example was that of an import contract w ritten before the 
devaluation, and we saw that a contract w ritten in Australian dollars 
resu lted  in a gain for you, w hereas a contract w ritten in U.S. dollars 
resu lted  in a loss. Export contracts w ritten before  the devaluation 
would work in reverse. W ritten in U.S. dollars (or any other foreign 
currency) they would result in a windfall gain for A ustralians, but 
export contracts written in Australian dollars would result in a loss 
for A ustralians. (For a revaluation, the  opposite of a devaluation, 
the  reverse is true  for all cases.)

But why should a governm ent ever have to revalue or devalue a 
currency anyway? W hen the governm ent fixes the value of the 
A ustralian dollar for purposes of foreign exchange, w hat it is doing is 
fixing the price  of the Australian dollar. As we have detailed else
w here in this book, whenever prices are fixed, th ree  main th ings can 
happen : they can be fixed too high, too low, or ju st right.

If the price of the Australian dollar is fixed too high (e.g. 
A$1 =  US$2), this makes our exports too expensive and foreign 
im ports too cheap. The result of this is a lot of money flowing out of 
the country to purchase imports, but little flowing in through sale of 
exports, and so a ‘balance of paym ents’ problem  develops.

If the  price of the Australian dollar is set too low (e.g. 
A$1 =  US50 cents), this makes our exports too cheap, and foreign 
im ports too expensive. The result this tim e is a flow of money into the 
country because of export sales, bu t little money flowing out because 
of im port expenditure. This m ight not be so bad except that we need  
certain  imports and because these are now expensive our internal 
costs are pushed up and result in price rises, then  wage rises and 
ultim ately more inflation. For exam ple, one im m ediate resu lt of the 
Novem ber 1976 devaluation, was a rise in the price of all im ported 
goods, such as cars, electrical appliances, cam eras, paper, food, 
which will in tu rn  push up the price of o ther goods and services
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th roughout our economy.
To avoid these problem s, the price fixing authorities have to 

a ttem p t to set the  price of the A ustralian dollar at the  ‘rig h t’ price, 
and keep it there . How successful they are can be determ ined by 
w atching our balance of paym ents position, and the dom estic con
sequences of our foreign trade. (In Novem ber 1976, our dollar was 
overpriced, and the balance of paym ents position reflected this, so 
the  governm ent decided to devalue.)

The problem s associated with governm ent price fixing are the 
sam e as they are in any other area of price fixing. The solution to 
th ese  problem s is also the sam e: th a t is, the governm ent should 
allow exchange rates to freely float and not attem pt to fix them  at 
all. (After the November 1976 devaluation, Liberal Party T reasurer 
Phillip Lynch described the m ethod of determ ining the dollar 
exchange rate as a ‘m anaged float’. Such a contradiction in term s is 
absolutely typical of the way the Liberal Party thinks—compromising, 
pragm atic, political double talk.)

The m arket should be left free to ‘fix’ the  price of money ju s t as 
it could correctly ‘fix’ the  prices of all o ther commodities. W hen the 
governm ent fixes the exchange rate , the  law of supply and dem and 
cannot operate.

A floating exchange rate would always tend  to keep trade betw een 
A ustralia and any foreign country in equilibrium . If our exports were 
not m atched by im ports, for exam ple, the balance of paym ents 
position would automatically cause the  exchange rate to. change to 
m ake our exports more expensive and im ports cheaper, thus setting 
in m otion natural price changes that would restore the balance. If 
the exchange rate is fixed, this cannot happen , and the drain out of 
the  country is allowed to go on

Our domestic m arket has difficulty in settling down in the arbitrary 
and inflexible governm ent constrained situation. Planning and 
developm ent are not helped by the fact th a t the governm ent can at 
any tim e ruin an enterprise by an arbitrary change of the  rules in 
m id-gam e, such as by a sudden devaluation.

A fixed, or rigged, governm ent controlled m arket is inherently 
unstab le , and lurches from crisis to arb itrary  and sudden corrective 
m easure and back to crisis, with the jolt getting  worse each tim e. A 
free m arket— a real free m arket— is inherently stable, with the 
natural forces of supply and dem and bringing into operation 
autom atic corrective activity im m ediately the market starts  to deviate 
from its equilibrium  position.

Another aspect of the  whole question of governm ents fixing the
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price of our money is that it places politicians—in particular, the 
T reasu rer—in the position of having to tell direct, b latant, outright 
lies to the Australian people—and, for that m atter, to the world. For 
exam ple, when Sir Stafford Cripps was Chancellor of the Exchequer 
in Britain (a fancy nam e for Treasurer) in 1949, on at least twelve 
separa te  occasions he categorically denied th a t the British Govern
m ent was going to devalue the pound. Then, hard on the heels of 
th ese  denials, on 18 Septem ber 1949, he announced a devaluation 
of the  British pound. The worst part about th is is that a responsible 
person could not have done otherwise. If he had indicated th a t the 
B ritish Governm ent was considering such a devaluation, trade would 
have been disrupted , and the speculators would have had a field day. 
Devaluation by a governm ent has to be kept secret, and politicians 
therefore  m ust look us straight in the eye and, with full knowledge 
of w hat they are doing, tell a direct, total lie.

W e can see then, the triple evil of governm ent fixed exchange 
ra tes  and their consequent devaluations an d /o r  revaluations:
1. They rob som e people of their money and property, and arbitrarily 

redistribute this to others.
2. They prevent the smooth operation of the  m arket and help create 

such little irrelevancies as inflation, unem ploym ent, prices and 
wage rises, shortages, economic distortions.

3. They place politicians in such a position that they have no choice 
bu t to deliberately deceive and m islead the people they were 
elected to serve.

O ur T reasurer, Phillip Lynch, and other senior Liberal Party 
m in isters, repeatedly denied that they intended devaluing the 
A ustralian dollar in the weeks leading up 29 November 1976. They 
had to.

The only way out of this dilemma is to have a free floating exchange 
ra te . If the governm ent doesn’t fix it then they would not have to lie 
about changing it. Devaluation, therefore, provides us with yet 
ano ther exam ple of the stupidity, immorality and complete futility 
of a ttem pts by governments to improve on the functioning of a 
genuine free m arket.

DISCRIMINATION
M ost of the activity currently being directed towards elim inating 
discrim ination m ight be well intentioned, bu t it will be self-defeating. 
Consider the following points:
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1. All people should be equal before the law. No law should dis

crim inate on grounds of race, religion, colour, age or sex. In other 
w ords, the  law should recognize and protect the equal individual 
righ ts of all people. However, while th is is simple in concept, and 
probably agreed by all, it gets very m uddled in application. For 
exam ple, th ere  are in existence literally thousands of laws which 
are discriminatory in one way or another. M eans tests  dis
crim inate, as do licencing laws, tariffs, standards, wage 
legislation, welfare payouts and eduction standards, to nam e but a 
few.

2. However, private individuals and /o r organizations do have the 
righ t to discrim inate. This is a point th a t is being increasingly 
ignored, or denied. Implicit in the right to own property is the 
righ t to use and dispose of th a t property as one sees fit, provided 
only that one at all times respects the  equal rights of others. 
Thus, you have the right to decide who you will allow into your 
house, who you will lend your car to , and who you will hire to 
work for you. We may disagree with your reasons for choosing 
who or w hat you choose, but we cannot morally force you to 
change your decision, no m atter how irrational it m ight be. If 
you only allow Jew ish people into your hom e, or only lend your 
car to beautiful women, or only hire black Catholics to work for 
you th a t’s your business. After all, it is your home, your car and 
your business! It cannot be argued that, for exam ple, by only 
hiring black Catholics, you are infringing the equal rights of the 
o ther applicants. If more than  one person applies for the job, you 
have to choose betw een them  on som e  basis, all of which can be 
said to be discriminatory. If you choose the  most skilled applicant, 
you are discrim inating against those with lesser skills. If you 
choose the most highly qualified applicant, you are discrim inating 
against those with lesser qualifications. All choice involves 
discrim ination.

Obviously, if you are a businessm an, you would be a fool to 
choose only black Catholics. It would be more in your in terest 
to base your choice on skill or com petence, than colour and 
religion, and th a t’s what you would in fact, do.

But the point is th a t you should not be fo rced  to hire anyone 
on any grounds except your own. If any o ther grounds are forced 
on you then  your right to freedom  of choice has been violated, as 
has your righ t to property. If we don’t like your choices, then we 
can try to persuade you to change, even pay you to change. We 
can refuse to work for you; we can refuse to deal with you. If
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enough people do this you will have a choice to m ake—change or 
go bankrupt. You will almost certainly change.

3. It is not possible to legislate prejudice out of existence. You 
cannot force people to like one another. Any attem pt to do so will 
only create hate.

4. There will always be some prejudiced people around, no m atter 
how perfect a society may be. But, by and large, m ost people will 
be guided by their self-interest, ra ther than  their prejudices.

So, even though you m ight prefer black Catholics, if you have 
to choose betw een a lowly skilled black Catholic and an extrem ely 
com petent and highly skilled white P ro testan t, you know which 
one you would choose, and which one m ost people would choose. 
It w ouldn’t be the black Catholic.

5. W hich all goes to show that, in the final analysis, th e re ’s only one 
way to get anything in this world, and th a t’s to earn it. Short 
cuts don’t work in the long run. Legislative short cuts usually 
d o n ’t even work in the short run.

People cannot be forced to accept, like or respect others, even if 
th e y ’re Prime M inisters or Governor Generals.

D.L.P. (DEMOCRATIC LABOR PARTY)
Betw een 1949 and 1954 the Australian Labor Party alm ost completely 
destroyed Comm unist Union power in A ustralia. But then the A.L.P. 
outlaw ed its industrial groups, which caused fifty-one Labor Party 
politicians to resign from the Party and commit political suicide in 
pro test.

This split resu lted  in the formation of the  D.L.P. and it was through 
the preferences of the D.L.P. th a t the Liberals were able to retain 
office for the next twenty years. But unfortunately there were not 
enough Jack K anes to go around and the D.L.P. becam e more and 
m ore the tool of Roman Catholic bigots who were involved with anti
pornography and other irrelevancies while the real issues were 
forgotten by the  public and m ost of the P arty’s m em bers and 
supporters as well.

But the th ing none of us should ever forget is th a t in 1954 exactly 
fifty-one Labor M em bers of Parliam ent in Australia (including one 
P rem ier and fourteen M inisters) com m itted political suicide on a 
point of principle: to fight the Comm unist strangling of the  Labor 
trad e  union movement.

It will take many more political actions of principle if the Australian 
trad e  union movement is ever to work again for the real benefit of
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its m em bers. So far there  has been no o ther sign of any principle, on 
any  subject, by either of the major P arties before, during or since 
1954.

DEMOCRACY
A  m an can ethically tap only his own resources. A  thin veil 

called democracy cannot conceal plunder. Coercion by a 
majority is no less reprehensible than that perpetrated  by a 

tyrant, even i f  its application is less bold and bloody and bright.
JAM ES W. MULLER

The State is the great fic tion  by which everyone  
tries to live at the expense o f  everyone else.

FREDERICK BASTIAT
Democracy is inherently immoral. In theory, democracy m eans 
governm ent by the people—Lincoln’s fam ous ‘of the  people, by the 
people, for the people’. In practice, th is m eans rule by num bers. 
According to dem ocratic practice, we hold elections, and vote into 
office, by majority vote, representatives to, supposedly, do our 
bidding.

This never works perfectly, even by dem ocractic standards. We 
have had many instances of minority votes electing governm ents, 
and the  concept of m andates is a very nebulous one anyway (see 
Political Parties, Elections). B u t the basic aim o f  democracy remains 
that o f  majority rule.

On the surface this sounds plausible, bu t, in fact, it rests on a 
false dichotomy. The assum ption is that we have to choose betw een 
a m inority ruling a majority, or a majority ruling a minority. If that 
was all there was to it, then it would seem  more ju st to have the 
m inority subm it to the wishes of the  majority. However, the 
dichotom y rests  on the assum ption there  are only two possibilities, 
w hen in fact there  is a third: neither group rules the other. In other 
w ords, have all individuals free and autonom ous, subservient to no 
group, no m atter w hether a majority or a minority.

In this third case, the fundam ental principle of non-interference 
would be the guide, for, if all people are free, then a necessary 
im plication of th is is that no person, or group of people, may interfere 
with the freedom  of another or others. If they do, then the  initial 
condition of all people being free is violated. The intended function 
of th e  elected m em bers in a democracy was simply to ensure that 
such freedom  from interference was in fact m aintained. In this



situation , no majority or minority would rule. Individual people would 
rule their own lives and all associations would be on the  basis of 
voluntary consent. Any problems to be solved would be solved by 
voluntary co-operation. This would be a truly free society—free 
because the people were free from external coercive dom ination by 
any form  of State (King, Queen, Em peror, L ib/Lab, etc ., etc.).

An im perfect constitution, has allowed politicians to lay the 
foundations for our m odem  corporate State. Alexis de Tocqueville, 
a very famous European historian, visited the United States soon 
a fte r it achieved independence, and, w hen asked for his com m ents on 
th is new democracy, with incredible foresight replied, ‘Democracy 
in Am erica is doomed when the people learn to vote them selves 
m oney from the  public tro u g h .’ This, of course, is exactly w hat has 
happened  in all democracies. Instead of electing representatives 
to perform  the very strict peace keeping role, envisaged by those 
who fram ed their constitutions, faults in these  constitutions have 
allowed wider scope. It w asn’t long before vested in terest groups 
began  to look to using the  governm ent as an instrum ent for achieving 
personal gain.

The early American Constitution, for exam ple, gave the U.S. 
G overnm ent the  power to levy taxes, run the  Post Office, regulate 
foreign and in terstate  trade, establish post roads, and, most 
im portantly, g ranted  the State a monopoly on the issue of m oney and 
allowed it to fix its value and the foreign exchange rate (Article 
1, Section 8). It also contained some dangerously am biguous words 
and phrases, which have subsequently been used to justify all 
m anner of evils— ‘promote the general w elfare’, for exam ple—as 
did the Declaration of Independence— ‘that all men are created  
e q u a l’ probably being the  main offender.

T hese early, lim ited, powers of governm ent, and am biguous term s 
such as those m entioned, have gradually been used as a lever by 
vested  in terests to progressively broaden and extend the powers of 
governm ent.

As soon as a constitution is adopted or a law passed , at least four 
d istinct things happen: (1) the majority of people obey them ; (2) a 
sm all minority disobeys them; (3) a substantial group sets to work to 
figure out loopholes in them or ways to get around them ; and
(4) a substantial group sets to figuring  out how to use them  to their 
own advantage. This is simple hum an incentive at work.

W ith this gradual increase in the influences of governm ent, people 
have indeed learned how to ‘vote them selves money from the public 
tro u g h ’. The democratically elected governm ent no longer simply
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keeps the peace. A quick look through the sections in the front of 
your local telephone book dealing with Federal, State and local 
G overnm ent will give some idea of the range and variety of govern
m ent activity.

O ur governm ents are increasingly moving to regulate all aspects 
of economic and social life in this country, and now represen t the 
m ajor enem y of our individual freedom . Because o f  the power o f  
these  governm ents, the democractic process has been given a very 
dangerous twist. Instead of a majority vote simply electing people 
to keep the peace—something that would only be a source of 
in terference to crim inals—majority vote is now being used to 
d istribu te privilege and enforce conformity on all Australians. It is 
being m anipulated and used to give enorm ous power to a few people. 
Politicians buy the votes of vested in terests (which are often 
represen ted  by organized pressure groups or lobbies) by distributing 
privilege. This is how people vote them selves money from the public 
trough . This is how the State has becom e an organization of the 
political m eans of gaining wealth.

In this situation, group is set against group, person against person 
industry  against industry, As an exam ple, our secondary industry 
was long ago granted  the privilege of protection by tariff. This in 
tu rn  raised the costs of our prim ary producers by preventing them  
from purchasing cheap supplies from overseas. But, primary 
producers have to sell their product on the open world m arket, so 
th ese  high costs severely disadvantaged them . To survive, the 
prim ary producers pressured the governm ent and were granted  the 
privilege of subsidies. They don’t particularly want subsidies bu t the 
governm ent w on’t redress the situation by abolishing tariffs. Both 
groups then cop it from the tax paying consum er, who pays both the 
high prices th a t result from the situation and the taxes necessary to 
support it.

U nfortunately, all the groups waste their tim e and energy fighting 
one another instead of taking on their common enemy and the 
original cause of all the trouble—the State. This is modern 
dem ocracy—pressure group warfare, with the State acting as a 
d istribu tor of privilege. Thus, through the democractic process, 
organized and vocal pressure groups are able to gain some advantage 
at the  expense of others. Furtherm ore, by claiming to have a 
‘m an d a te ’ for all the policies in its election platform , the governm ent 
of the  day enshrines the notion that half the  people plus one have the 
right to kick the  rest around. (It never  has a ‘m andate’ because not 
all voters accept the total platform. This is one of the vicious aspects



80  DEMOCRACY
of party  politics.) We are thus being conned into accepting the 
to talitarian  idea that might m akes right. But tru th  and principle do 
not necessarily have anything to do with num bers. One million people 
have no more righ t to enforce their will on one person, than th a t one 
person has to enforce h is /h er will on them . If they did, then it could 
indeed be said th a t a lynch mob is democracy in action.

W hat we see in the W estern world today is a m ost evil and vicious 
perversion of the  original idea of democracy. Instead of being limited 
to keeping the peace, to protecting individual rights, the State has 
becom e an instrum ent of tyranny. It is w hen the  State has th is power, 
th a t we see the inherent immorality of the democratic process, the 
dom ination of one group of men by, in theory, at least, a larger 
g roup. The solution to this dilemma is not necessarily to rid ourselves 
of dem ocracy. Rather, what we have to do is to strip the State of its 
excess power and regain the original idea of democracy: that is, to 
have a governm ent, elected by the people, which only has the power 
to protect the rights of all the people, and has no power to grant 
privileges to som e  people at the expense of others.

DRUGS
O ur drug problem  is very largely the creation of short-sighted, 
though well-intentioned, governm ent legislation. As was discussed 
previously (see Crime) drug taking is a victim less activity. In other 
w ords, if som eone wants to take drugs, and someone else is willing 
to sell them , a trade takes place. Provided there is no fraud 
perpe tra ted  by the  seller, no rights are violated and so no crime is 
com m itted. It could well turn out that the  person taking drugs will 
end up a hopless victim of his own vice, bu t he is not a victim of a 
crim e. Since the  function of the law and governm ent should be to 
concern them selves with crimes only, it should in no way be involved 
in the  ‘protection of people from them selves’ (a Hitlerian concept) 
or the  welfare of drug victims. This la tter task can (and is already) 
b e tte r  handled by voluntary agencies like the W ayside Chapel in 
Sydney.

Governm ent legislation, as previously re itera ted , is immoral and 
im practical. It tu rns innocent people into crim inals, and is the chief 
cause  of the drug industry. It drives the industry underground, 
enorm ously increases prices, reduces supplies, increases dem and 
(the attraction of the forbidden fruit), provides a profitable industry 
for criminal activity, corrupts police forces and parliam ents, and



DRUGS 81
pushes many unfortunate people into a life of real crim e—robbery, 
burglary, and worse—in order to finance their increasingly 
expensive habits.

As in many other areas of activity, m ost attem pts at solving the 
‘drug problem ’ trea t only the sym ptom s, and do little to ge t at the 
causes. The obvious first questions to be asked, in general, and in 
particular, are: Why do people take drugs? and W hy does this person 
take th is drug? Equally obviously, there  is going to be a unique 
answ er for each person, but it is, perhaps, possible to isolate certain 
com m on elem ents in these  various causes.

W e believe the  central reason is a desire to escape, tem porarily 
or perm anently , from a high stress situation to a lower stress 
situation. In this regard, there is little difference betw een a desire to 
ge t drunk, a desire to get high, or a desire to get stoned. Therefore, 
if we can in any way reduce stress we will be contributing in a 
m eaningful way to the solution of the drug problem  (and alcoholism 
and m any other social problems). In th is regard , m ost legislation 
sim ply compounds the problem because it increases the already 
exhorbitant am ount of external regulation that we suffer under. It 
shows a brutal m isunderstanding of the  very nature of the problem , 
and is nothing more than an out of sight, out of m ind, sweep-the- 
dust-under-the-carpet type of ‘solution’.

As the am ount of social, political and economic regulation 
increases, and m odern life becom es increasingly more complex, 
m ental stress, too increases. Add to th is irrational family environ
m ents (part of a vicious circle of neurotic paren ts playing neurotic 
gam es with their children) and an authoritarian education system, 
and it is little wonder th a t many young people are tu rn ing  to drugs, 
or at least opting out of conventional society.

N ature is ruthlessly logical. Cause and effect apply as inexorably 
to psychology as to physics.1 Our legislators can continue to ignore 
th is fact but they will not be able to ignore the consequences.

Finally, it should be reiterated once again th a t legislation aimed 
a t banning drugs is based on the  authoritarian legal principle of 
guilty until proven innocent. This is seeping into our laws to an 
alarm ing extent, and should be challenged and stopped at the  first 
possible opportunity.

1. See, for exam ple, the brilliant work o f Arthur Janov, as detailed in such books as 
The Primal Scream, The Primal Revolution  and The Feeling Child. (For publication 
details see Bibliography.)
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EDUCATION
Education is the  m odern cure-all. It is thought of as the barrier that 
has to  be sm ashed through before poor or underprivileged kids can 
make good. Because of this too much em phasis is placed on 
qualifications and education in our society today. We are so concern
ed with force feeding education to our kids that w e’ve forgotten 
som ething. W e’ve forgotten th a t our children aren’t m indless robots, 
bu t real, living, flesh-and-blood hum an beings. They have minds, 
need s, and wills of their own. But we, in our wisdom, have m anaged 
to construct an education system  that m ounts a brutal attack on all 
th ree . W e then  have the hide to turn around and resen t the fact 
th a t our children don’t appear to appreciate w hat it is we are doing 
for them . I t’s probably because they are so painfully aware of what 
we are doing to them , that children are a little confused about what 
it is we are supposed to be do ing/o r them .

T hat our educational system  is not producing the goods is by now 
com m on knowledge. Business people are increasingly concerned 
about the lack of basic skills, such as the abilities to read, write and 
effectively com m unicate, dem onstrated by many school and 
university graduates. The dissatisfaction of large num bers of young 
people with the  education system  is also obvious. How many would 
a ttend  if they d idn’t have to? Schools are being burn t down and 
vandalized. (The sam e does not happen to libraries, which are 
voluntary  places of learning.)

Educationalist John Holt has for m any years been a trenchant 
critic of m odern educational system s:

W hen you tu rn  education into a race, which is essentially what 
we do, you have to have m any more losers than  w inners. T hat’s 
how races work. W e really have to aw ard 100 loser labels in our 
schools for every winner label we pu t on. The trouble with 
putting  loser labels on people is th a t they begin to feel like 
losers, and think like losers, and act like losers, and hum an 
growth s to p s .1

M odern education has led to a com plete breakdown of the old 
educational networks th a t used to exist in culture and communities. 
The standard response to children’s questions to parents is likely to 
be ‘ask your teach ers’.

In A ustralia, as elsew here, m ental illness is becom ing enormously 
m ore prevalent. There is an epidemic of unhappiness, of people 
not knowing w hat they want to do, w hat occupation they want. 
Eventually, they drift into some job or o ther, bu t because of a basic 
lack of in terest, don’t do it well. All th is and more is happening.
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W e see it, have experienced it, know it, and naturally do nothing 
about it.

Learning is the m ost natural function known to us. W e start 
learn ing  the m om ent we are born (if not before). W e have to learn to 
survive.

Young children are the  most inquisitive beings im aginable. ‘W hy?’ 
is th e  m ost constant word tossed at paren ts. Babies learn with all 
th e ir  senses—touching, tasting , listening, seeing, feeling 
em otionally (as distinct from touching), and talking (or attem pting 
to).

W hy is it that after a few years in school, this all changes, and 
children  have to be fo rced  to ‘learn?’ Is th is inherent in children, or 
is it the  educational system  th a t is at fault? Why does it take a 
Jap an ese  baby only eighteen m onths to learn the Japanese language 
and an excellent studen t in Australia at least four tim es th a t long to 
learn  next to nothing about the sam e language from ‘experts?’

T he fault lies in the system. Our p resen t educational system  
perform s th ree functions (or is supposed to). They are: (1) growth 
and learning; (2) a jail function; (3) a sorting and grading function 
(keeping the children off the streets and out of their p a ren t’s way.) 
The reason th is sort of system gets into trouble is th a t (1) is incom
patib le  with (2) and (3). The jailed children m erely learn the gam e.

The following lengthy but im portant quote from Thomas Johnson, 
illustra tes this perfectly:

Any system  which is based on force m ust have the  im plem ents 
necessary to apply this force to keep the  victims subdued. In 
the  educational system  these im plem ents are the  grades and 
degrees.

The grade is the scholastic gun which is placed in the hands 
of the instructor, thus giving him full control over his charges. 
Having th is powerful weapon, the  instructor can dem and that 
the  students follow his every com m and, for the students know 
th a t if they choose to do otherwise, if they should choose not 
to waste their tim e with nonsensical busy work, if they choose 
to challenge a pronouncem ent of the teacher, if they should 
desire to write a composition in a m anner to their own liking, 
th a t is, if they should decide to express their individuality 
through independent thought and action, they can be shot down.

Students also realize th a t if they do not go along with the 
system , if they do not completely subm it their wills to others, 
th a t they will be denied th a t certificate of graduation, which in 
presen t day society is most essential in obtaining a desired 
position.

Thus, we can see today millions of youths being forced into, 
or ‘voluntarily’ entering, scholastic prisons which we
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euphem istically call schools, w here they are exposed to a 
constant environm ent of force and fear, where they quickly 
learn th a t hypocrisy is the nam e of the  gam e, th a t w hat really 
counts is not w hat one knows or w ishes to know but how to 
figure out and please the m aster of the  class. W here they readily 
come to realize th a t every other s tuden t is a natural enem y who 
may jeopardize a studen t’s academic standing and that the 
studen t who gains the greatest success in the  system  is the one 
who is the  most subserv ient, the one who becom es the  docile 
follower of rules, who jum ps at every com m and and sacrifices 
his will to th a t of instructors and adm inistrators.

As John Holt (in The Underachieving School) has unm is
takably clarified: ‘School is a long lesson in How to Turn Yourself 
O ff.’ He correctly asserts th a t in the  schools ‘W hat children 
really learn is Practical Slavery’.

Drawn on the  top of a s tu den t’s desk, which is, in reality, the 
prison cell of the captive inm ate of the  education institution, was 
the  sketch of a tom bstone on the face of which a studen t had 
w ritten ‘In memory of all those who have died waiting for the 
be ll’. This anguished expression of despair, silently drawn, 
during one of the long and seem ingly never-ending periods of 
boredom  th a t all students are subjected to, vividly reveals the 
nature of the educational system , a system  which suffocates, 
num bs, and in some instances, brings about the death of the 
mind. It is these innum erable periods of torturous boredom  that 
tu rns students into som nam bulant robots ready to be led by any 
assertive individual who grabs a position of power.

The silent majority that is so often referred  to does exist, and 
it is silent because it consists of hum ans who have been 
dehum anized, whose minds have e ither been tu rned down (in 
which case the individuals choose to restrict their thinking to 
a few areas—their work, hobbies or o ther areas of special 
interest) or tu rned off and who quietly recede into their own 
frightened corner of our world— and alm ost beg for some 
authority to tell them  what they can and cannot do. It is only 
natural th a t individuals who were subjected to twelve to sixteen 
years of a completely controlled, dictatorial environm ent, as 
they were in school (as students, they w ere most assuredly the 
silenced  majority), would continue to rem ain silent as adults.

The only reason that the entire world today is not a complete 
dictatorship is the  saving fact th a t studen ts are only in school 
five or six hours a day, and thus in their free tim e (when they 
are released from the scholastic cages) a num ber of them  are 
capable of developing some degree of independence and self
esteem , which m eans, some degree of m ental m aturity. And it is 
these few individuals that are responsible for m aintaining those 
vestiges of freedom  that rem ain in the world . . .

. . .  a classroom is one of the most im m oral, the  most inhuman, 
environm ents in existence, for it ignores the chosen, the  under
stood, and the rational, and simply dem ands compliance of the
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students to the m aster and his com m andm ents. The proceedings 
of a dogmatic classroom are mystic rituals devoted to the 
slaughter of m an’s m ind .2

Our modern schools kill im agination, kill initiative, kill the ability 
to m ake decisions and judgem ents, and m ost of all kill the desire 
to learn and the love of learning. W e should not be surprised to 
find this. If the governm ent makes a m ess of running the postal 
services, the railways, the buses, welfare system s and the  economy, 
it is very unlikely that it would do any be tte r with education.

The reasons for this failure are fundam entally the sam e as for 
governm ent failures in other areas. Governm ent has m ade effective, 
open com petition impossible, has prevented  the m arket from 
operating , and has substituted instead the  use of coercion. Private 
schools are very difficult to open. There are num erous governm ent 
requirem ents that they m ust satisfy for example, (idiocies like 
window area m ust be a ‘certain percentage’ of floor area, to ilet and 
playground facilities m ut be ‘adeq uate’, and so on). Taxation and 
inflation make the  accumulation of capital difficult. And schools are 
not im m une from economic factors such as ra tes, land and building 
costs, m aterial costs, wage costs, m aintenance costs, book costs, 
and all the o ther economic aspects of life. All of these have effectively 
preven ted  the  opening of an enorm ous num ber of alternative private 
schools, and have thus discouraged diversity, experim entation, 
innovation and developm ent.

The governm ent has effectively created for itself a coercive 
monopoly on education which it holds onto in com plete defiance of 
m arket dem ands. The elimination of all restrictions on the  opening 
and operating of private educational alternatives is a m ust. It would 
at least give us some outs, and some real choice.

By far the greatest lesson we have to learn though, is the 
fundam ental tru th  of the old saying ‘You can lead a child to school, 
b u t you can’t make him learn’. All today’s education system  has 
done is to make children hate learning and knowledge, and to 
justifiably lose respect for their parents and social institutions. If 
you owned a store, and the governm ent guaran teed that a certain 
num ber of people would, every day, spend a certain am ount of money 
in your store, w hat would happen? (Assum ing that the am ount you 
would receive was enough to satisfy you.) W hat would happen to 
your store, your service and your attitude? Nothing is w hat.

And that is the situation in our schools. The teachers are 
gu aran teed  classes. The schools are guaran teed  custom ers by the 
zoning regulations and compulsory attendance laws. As a result,
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there  is no m arket function relating w hat is offered by way of 
facilities, teachers and syllabuses to the dem ands of the m arket. We 
are forced to accept w hat we get. This is why compulsory schooling 
has to go.

W ithout compulsory education, bad teachers would be left without 
classes, bad schools without pupils. In order to attract good teachers 
and pupils, schools would at long last have to look at their product. 
They would have to develop relevant syllabuses, the most attractive 
teach ing m ethods, and supply good facilities. Because the 
com pulsion was no longer there, the disruptive students would leave 
school and the students th a t were there  would be th ere  because they 
w anted  to be there . The psychological benefits alone to the students 
(and teachers) would be enormous.

Of course, it will be argued that there are paren ts who don’t care 
about their children. We agree, but question w hether or not the 
w holesale slaughter going on in our schools today can be justified 
on the  grounds th a t it provides an education of dubious value to a few 
who otherwise m ight not get one. There are plenty of concerned 
people and organizations about, who would attem pt to help such 
neglected  children. Let’s not compound the problem  by ruining the 
re st of the children as well.

Our governm ents will spend over $4,000 million this year on 
education. I t’s tim e we asked w hat we are getting  for it. Let’s start 
trea ting  our children as having the sam e righ ts as other people. There 
is a m arket need  for education. M odern industry cannot survive 
w ithout a constant supply of engineers, scientists, accountants, 
solicitors, etc. There is every incentive for industry to support 
schools. A privately owned and operated free m arket educational 
system  would supply whatever type and quality of education there 
was a need for. T hat’s how the open, com petitive m arket works.

Com panies would inevitably supply scholarships, loans, 
appren ticeships and cadetships that would allow even the poorest 
person a chance. It is also highly probable that some companies 
would own and operate their own schools, especially for the children 
of th e ir em ployees. Learning should be an enjoyable process. It can 
be if we build the system  to suit people instead of the other way 
round. 3
1. John Holt. ‘Deschooling Society’, Reason. April —May, 1971.
2. Thomas Johnson. ‘The Foundations of Freedom ', Ibid.
3. See Bibliography for a reading list. In particular we would draw your attention to

the works of A. S. Neill and John Holt.
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ELECTIONS

The Governm ent consists o f  a gang o f  m en exactly like you  and me. 
T hey have, taking one with another, no special talent fo r  the business  
o f  governm ent; they have only a talent fo r  getting  and holding office. 

Their principal device to that end is to search out groups who pant 
and p ine  fo r  som ething they c a n ’t  g e t and to prom ise to give it

to th e m . . .
N ine times out o f  ten tha t prom ise is worth nothing. 

The tenth time it is m ade good by looting A  to satisfy B. 
In other words, governm ent is a broker in pillage, and every election 

is sort o f  an advance auction sale o f  stolen goods.
H. L.  MENCKEN.

There is nothing else to say.
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FAMILY
M uch is said about the beauty and necessity of the family unit: 
the building block of modern society. W hile it may be true that the 
family unit has the potential to be a source of g reat happiness and 
satisfaction, experience shows th a t this is m ore often the exception 
than  the  rule. For the  majority of people, getting m arried and, 
especially, having children provides som e very rude shocks. 
Suddenly, i t’s not all ride off into the sunset and live happily ever 
a fter playing m others and fathers with beautiful doll-like babies.

In fact it is probably safe to say that a majority of families today 
are m iniature ty rannies, in which people actively tea r  one another 
apart, or, at best, live lives of quiet desperation . In this regard, 
the  divorce statistics are likely to be only the  tip of the  iceberg. 
Children are used as little more than slaves (‘Get me a glass of 
w ater . . . ’) and too often become the subject of vicarious living on 
the  part of one or the other of the parents, for exam ple, the frustrated  
fa th er who drives his son to be a champion football player. (I have a 
driving ambition for my son to play for A ustralia. He has a driving 
am bition to be an artist. I hope he wins. J .S .)

John  Holt has said th a t the secret of A.S. Neill’s success at Neill’s 
School, Summerhill, was:

a benign indifference . . . Neill is so helpful and sustaining to 
th ese  children, for th is reason am ong others, they don’t have to 
worry about him. They don’t have to worry about w hat he 
th inks. They don’t  have to worry about disappointing him; he 
h a sn ’t any g reat expectations for them , hasn’t  anything he 
w ants them  to become or do, so they can’t disappoint him  by not 
becom ing or doing it. They don’t  have to worry about w hat he 
w ants; he doesn’t  w ant anything, not from them . He likes them , 
m ore or less, as they are .1

Holt contrasts Neill’s attitude of benign indifference to a family 
with two children he m et some years ago.

Their father loved them , was proud of them , was fiercely 
determ ined that they were going to be good—not ju s t well- 
behaved, bu t upright, virtuous, strong, brave, and so on. In this 
sense, and for these reasons, he was strict and dem anding. 
But although they were only four and six, and were fond of him, 
he had already begun to lose them . He had become less a 
person than  a force to be reckoned w ith—to be tricked or evaded 
w henever possible. The weight of his attention, hope and 
concern, was more than they could carry. They were already 
trying to get it off their backs. They were already beginning 
to show him a different face from the one they showed the 
w orld .2
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This is a tragedy that is acted out day by day in many families. 
H olt again:

. . .  as long as we don’t  abuse our power intolerably, or weary the 
children with our constant struggles to assert it, m ost of them , 
m ost of the  tim e, are willing, perhaps even too willing, to 
accept it. M ost of the quarrels betw een adults and children that 
I see are needlessly provoked by the  adults fo r  no other reason 
than to prove what the child never fo r  a m inute doubts, that 
they are Boss . . . and so, struggling frantically to m aintain an 
authority which was never really in question, we may erode it, 
b it by bit, until suddently it is gone, and we wonder in surprise 
and agony where it went. The child no longer cares. He has felt 
the  sting or weight of our displeasure for so long th a t he can no 
longer feel it. (our italics.) 3

T hese exam ples contain elem ents th a t are to be found in most 
fam ilies. The family unit does have its values, bu t too often they are 
not realized. Instead, children are e ither ruined for life by the 
com bined efforts of family and school, or finally succeed in getting 
out of them  both, but only after a Tong struggle th a t leaves very 
deep  scars. As always, the only ultim ate re turn  to the  sanctity of 
the  family unit is to be found in be tte r understanding and more 
freedom .
1. John Holt, Freedom  andBeyond, Delta Books, New York, N.Y., 1972, p. 21
2. Ibid, p. 22
3. Ibid, p. 54.

THE FAMILY OF MAN
Ted Noffs, already well known across A ustralia for his work at the 
W ayside Chapel in Sydney, is the  Founder and Director of the  Family 
of M an.

Through his work at the W ayside Chapel, Ted Noffs has gained a 
differen t view of the world to th a t of m ost, if not all, of his colleagues 
in th e  Church. W orking in Kings Cross, working mainly with young 
people, and in particular being heavily involved in trying to help the 
victim s of drug abuse, has brought Ted Noffs face to face with the 
hum an problem s caused by our m odern world—problem s that 
probably would not be confronted by clergym en in solid suburban or 
country parishes.

It was his attem pts to try to solve these  problem s within the 
traditional framework of religion that led Ted Noffs into the first of 
his many conflicts with the Church. Because he believes th a t people 
are more im portant than institutions, Ted Noffs was not afraid to
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look for new pathw ays. It was his constant search for understanding 
and answ ers th a t led him to the concept of th e  Family of Man.

H e was one of the first to realize the im portance of a lternatives and 
the  role that young people would play in bringing about social 
change. These alternatives do not seek to destroy existing institutions 
or archetypes. Rather, the alternative-oriented person seeks to build 
a parallel system  which can co-exist with other system s. After a 
while, it will becom e evident that e ither the alternative or the 
archetype best satisfies the needs of th e  particular situation, and 
the b est will grow while the other dies. In this way successful 
alternatives em erge quite naturally and spontaneously.

Based on his experience in his m atter, Ted Noffs has been led to 
isolate three principles which guide young people in their decisions 
to create  alternatives. These principles are:
1. Sensitivity tow ards other hum an b e ing s.
2. An aw areness of the  need for naturalness and simplicity in hum an 

relationships, and th is naturalness and simplicity m ust always 
be found within the  alternative institution.

3. The alternative is generally flexible and experim ental as opposed 
to the rigidity of the archetype. The archetype is, to a larger 
extent, an institution that has arrived. The alternative is an 
institution in the process of structuring and formation.

The Family of M an has been created to provide a spiritual 
a lternative—an alternative to those form s of religion th a t are too 
inflexible to live. Ted Noffs wants to see religion m ade much more 
relevan t to the needs of hum anity—needs which he sees as being 
deep and desperate today because of the failure of existing religions 
to satisfy them .

He sees the Family of M an as being open to everyone, and 
standing for the following principles:
1. Obedience to Truth above all else.
2. Involvement with hum anity’s deepest needs.
3. A recognition of the unlimited potential of the  individual.
4. The pursuance of world unity as a realizable goal.
As Ted Noffs him self puts it:

The Family of M an is not m eant to be a synthesis of world 
religions and philosophies, but ra ther to be a catalyst of 
differences for the purpose of achieving unity in the face of 
m ankind’s dilem m a.

It is not another religion or philosophy, bu t an attem pt to give 
a purpose and direction at those points where religion and 
philosophy appear to be im potent in our p resen t age. Each 
person should be able to see the Family of Man as the  vehicle
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through which his religious, or political, or philosophical ideal 
m ight find fulfilment.

In today’s world—particularly am ong youth—there is wide
spread disillusionm ent with outworn traditions and useless 
symbols. W ithin the framework of the  Family of M an we seek 
to create new and meaningful traditions and create new and 
meaningful symbols for our own and fu ture ages.

It is not the goal of the Family of M an m ovement to destroy 
symbols and traditions. Outworn institutions are doing this 
them selves. W hat we are seeking to do is to Build upon the 
past. We come, then, not to destroy what has been regarded 
as sacred in the past, but to seek to bring to fulfilm ent the 
best dream s and aspirations of m an.1 

O ur views on young people, alternatives and the  future can be 
found elsew here in this book. If you read  them  you will see the  great 
sim ilarities betw een our views on these  m atters and those of Ted 
Noffs. More and more people, following various pathw ays, are 
coming to these same conclusions. T hese ideas rep resen t a common 
desire  by people in a sense, to find them selves, and to live quiet and 
unspectacular lives free from external interference.

Ted Noffs is a man who doesn’t sit about and whinge about the 
sta te  of the world. Nor does he ignore it. Rather, he is involved with 
it, actively questioning, seeking, and growing through his valuable 
work with both the Wayside Chapel and the  Family of M an.
1. From Alternatives, a newsletter by Ted Noffs, W ayside Chapel, Potts Point, N .S.W .

FASCISM
fascism  1. Often cap: the principles o f  the Fascisti; also: the  

m ovem ent or governm ental regim e em bodying their principles.
2a. any program m e fo r  setting up a centralized autocratic national 

regim e with severely nationalistic policies, exercising regimentation  
o f  industry, commerce, and finance, rigid censorship and forcible  

suppression o f  opposition; b. any tendency towards or actual 
exercise o f  severe autocractic or dictatorial control (as over others

within an organization).
UNABRIDGED—WEBSTERS THIRD NEW INTERNATIONAL

DICTIONARY
The major technical distinction betw een fascism and socialism- 
com m unism  (excluding  the totally voluntary varieties) is th a t under 
socialism-communism, the centralized autocratic national regim e not 
only regim ents or controls industry, com m erce and so on, it also owns 
them . Under fascism , the pretence of private ownership is kept up.
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But th is is totally m eaningless because central to the concept of 
ow nership is the  right of control and disposal, which is not recognized 
un der fascism.

It should be obvious that our Australian society is at p resen t more 
fascist than free. W e have an alarm ing degree of ‘centralized auto
cratic national’ governm ent, exercising an alarm ing am ount of 
regim entation of industry, commerce, and finance. Plus we have 
governm ent censorship through licencing requirem ents for all TV 
and radio, prohibition of pornography, censorship of film s, and 
m ore, bu t so far only a few exam ples of forcible suppression of 
opposition—for exam ple, M urphy’s infam ous dawn raids, and the 
occasional gerrym ander.

The Australian trend  is definitely tow ards m ore and more fascism, 
with the  only probable alternative being a (non-voluntary) socialist 
S tate. E ither way in the  short term  we can expect more centralized 
governm ent control and less freedom .

The Country Party, possibly, is a shade more fascist than the 
Liberal Party, and both are more fascist than  the  Labor Party. The 
Labor Party tends more to (non-voluntary) socialism-communism 
than  fascism.

The only opposite of fascism then, is the  ideal of full civil liberties, 
real free enterprise, limited governm ent, individual rights and a non
in terventionist foreign policy. In practice the difference betw een 
fascism , communism and socialism: Labor/Liberal-N.C.P. is one of 
sem antics only.

FESTIVAL OF LIGHT
The prude is the libertine w ithout the courage to fa ce  his naked soul.

A. S. NEILL
Puritanism: the haunting fe a r  that someone, somewhere,

may be happy.
H. L. MENCKEN

There is nothing wrong with people having different opinions—the 
world would be a dull stagnant place w ithout them . It is also only 
natu ral and healthy th a t people with different opinions try to bring 
o thers to see their point of view. But w hat can never be forgiven is 
any attem pt by people to force their opinions on others by legislative 
coercion. This, no m atter what its motivation, is an act of fascism .

There is no difference in m ethod  betw een the Festival of Light, 
and Adolf H itler and Stalin. All seek, or sought, to use the power of
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the  State to determ ine what people think, see, hear and read. The 
only differences are squabbles over degree and content. B ut the  
m etho d  is the same.

W e do not doubt the sincerity, or the good intentions, of the 
Festival of L ight’s leaders or m em bers. W e m ight even accept some 
of th e ir argum ents. But we totally oppose th e ir attem pt to force  the 
com m unity to accept them .

No one i§ forced to go to pornographic movies, read  pornographic 
lite ra tu re , take drugs or indulge in sexual perm issiveness. If, 
som ehow, they are forced, then there is a legitim ate case for govern
m en t in terference because the use of such force is a real crim e. But, 
by and large, people indulge in non-Festival of Light fun and gam es 
of th e ir own free will (see Crime).

If F red Nile, Freida Brown, Mary W hitehouse, et al, don’t  like 
pornography, for exam ple, then they should simply stay away from it.

FITTEST—SURVIVAL OF THE,
This concept has fallen into disrepute these  days. It is said to be 
cruel, heartless and elitist. But if it is a m istake to concentrate on 
the  ‘fitte s t’ while ignoring the not so fit, it is equally wrong to 
concentrate on the  not so fit while ignoring the  ‘fitte st’. It is merely 
the  opposite side of the same coin.

M odern technology has provided us with the m eans of providing 
for those who cannot provide for them selves. W hether or not we do 
th is adequately, of course, is another question. But the relevant 
point here is th a t in Australia we do have the  capacity to do so; 
a t the  m oment. If the mass of the  population was living at a bare 
subsistence level, we would not have th is capacity. It is only because 
we have raised the  standard of living of the  m ass of the  population 
th a t we have the  fat to absorb th is type of dem and comfortably.

U nfortunately, hum an m emories are very short. There is an 
alarm ing tendency today to accept the  productive capacity of our 
society as a natural fact, or as if it w ere a law of nature. It seem s 
to be accepted th a t we can alter our social structure at will without 
a ltering  the abundance of our food supply or the existence of all 
those  little m anufactured luxuries we now look upon as necessities. 
In o ther words, there is a tendency to believe th a t the  problem s of 
production have been solved. All th a t rem ains is to solve the 
problem s of d istribution. Particularly, it is thought, we have to bring 
about a more equitable distribution, to take from the  ‘hav es’ and to



FITTEST—SURVIVAL OF THE 97
give to the ‘have no ts’.

No one could doubt the excellent hum anitarian motivation for 
th is desire. No normal person enjoys seeing hum an misery and 
suffering, particularly if it is unnecessary. But we should not allow 
ourselves to becom e so blinded by our good intentions to redistribute 
the pie that we forget about what created the pie in the first place.

M odern production is not a natural fact. It is the resu lt of volitional 
hum an effort, and as such is a fragile th ing. In any society, it depends 
for its existence on a willingness on the part of the individual people 
to work. The g reater the incentives th ere  are for people to work, 
the  g reater are the effort and the capacities th a t they bring to the 
task . Like it or not, that is human nature.

Furtherm ore, while simple effort expended on learned tasks is 
sufficient to keep the productive machine ticking over, it is not what 
built it, nor is it sufficient to improve or change it. The great advances 
in hum an civilization have been brought about by the efforts o f  a 
relatively fe w  exceptional people—Aristotle, Jesus Christ, Galileo, 
Newton, the Curies, Edison, for exam ple. W e should not forget this. 
In th e ir well intentioned efforts to redistribute the pie successive 
A ustralian governm ents have, by high taxation, excessive regulation, 
and crippling inflation, severely reduced the  incentives to work for 
m ost Australians. Unless this is changed, and the incentives 
resto red , the long term  prospects for our economy are lousy to worse. 
And if our economy collapses, how will th a t possibly help the old, 
the sick, the handicapped and the underprivileged?

On a broader scale, we m ust take care not to remove w hat could 
be called the ‘pain functions’ from life. If people are insulated from 
feeling the consequences of their m istakes, there is a tendency for 
them  to keep on making them , or not to care about m aking them . 
U nless m istakes carry real consequences, or at the  very least, the 
th rea t of such consequences, there  will be no incentive for anyone 
to worry about anything. She’ll be right m ate.

In the long run, removing the consequences is a cruel ra ther than a 
hum ane action. It allows weakness to becom e institutionalized in 
the hum an race, and sows the seeds for the long term  destruction of 
all hum an kind.

Thus, while we need not be as cruel in our application of the rule 
of the  survival of the fittest as the anim al world is, it nevertheless 
does carry its m essage. Australia, the world, m ankind, will pay a 
heavy price if it ignores the laws of na tu re . And the paym ents are 
only ju s t starting.
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FLUORIDATION
The governm ent has a coercive monopoly on the supply of w ater. The 
governm ent in its wisdom decided th a t fluoridation w as/is  good for 
us, and so forced it upon us. To argue over w hether or not fluoridation 
is in fact good for us is to com pletely m iss the po in t in this case.

The question is not w hether or not fluoridated w ater is good for 
us, bu t w hether or not the governm ent has a right to fo rce  us to drink  
it. Or should we have had the righ t to make up our own m inds?

Private companies could provide w ater at least as well as the 
governm ent, and if other governm ent enterprises are any guide, far 
be tte r. If private companies supplied w ater without any governm ent 
granted  privileges  (particularly, without governm ent granted  
franchises to be sole suppliers in certain areas) then they would 
have to consider what their custom ers w anted. Competition. If they 
d id n ’t give us, as custom ers, w hat we wanted w e’d go elsew here 
for our w ater.

If a company could find sufficient custom ers, it could  provide 
fluoridated w ater. Similarly for won-fluoridated w ater, or w ater 
with blue bead s of bleach or anything else we wanted.

W hat the  various companies would probably do, of course, is 
simply provide standard old w ater through the mains (so they could, 
for exam ple, share common supply lines with other com panies), 
and trea t the  w ater to the custom ers specifications at the supply 
point: the  house, factory, farm , or wherever.

The essential point, however, is th a t we should be able to choose. 
The governm ent should not be able to force anyone to drink 
fluoridated w ater, (or any other kind of water) regardless of w hether 
it is good or bad for us. Compulsory fluoridation is a classic exam ple 
of the  inherent immorality of democracy—rule by num bers.

Even if it is a good idea, and even if 51 per cent of people agree, 
who has given them  a greater right than the other 49 per cent? The 
governm ent, th a t’s who. Again. I t’s immoral and com pletely 
unnecessary.

FOREIGN INVESTMENT
Politicians hate foreign investm ent. I t’s tim e we started ‘to buy 
back the fa rm ’ they say. But w hat with?

It is a simple fact that Australian com panies don’t have the  capital 
requ ired  to develop our resources on their own. Lang Hancock tried 
to raise the  money locally to develop our iron ore deposits. It was only
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after he failed to raise the money here that he went overseas.

W e have to make up our minds about w hat we want. If we w ant a 
good standard  of living, full em ploym ent and a healthy economy, 
then  we m ust allow our industry to develop, rather than do our best 
to ham string  it at every tu rn . We have the resources, but we do not 
have the capital, which includes knowledge. Other countries have the 
capital, bu t do not have the resources. We need them  as much as 
they need us and everyone can see it except the good old A ustralian 
G overnm ent.

But before overseas companies will do it, they need security. 
Nobody invests billions of dollars ju st for fun and at unnecessarily 
high risk. Thugs like Idi Amin are not looked upon as good risks. 
And A ustralia today would be rated at least a level or two behind even 
U ganda by international financiers. At least with Amin a m ulti
national company would know w here it stood.

FREEDOM
I'm  the one that's g o t to die, when i t ’s tim e fo r  m e to 

die— so le t m e live m y life— the way I  w ant to.
JIMI HENDRIX

W hat do you  suppose will satisfy the soul, except to walk fr e e
and own no superior?

WALT WHITMAN
Freedom means doing what you  like, so long as you  d o n ’t 

in terfere with the freedom  o f others. The result is self-discipline.
A. S. NEILL

H urt no man. Then do as you  please.
LEGEND: KING PAUSOLE

The concept of freedom  comes out of the concept of equal rights for 
all people. If all people have an equal right to freedom , then  it 
follows th a t no person has the right to impose on another’s freedom . 
This is not a qualification of the right to freedom —it is an implication 
of it. Anyone who disagrees with this can only opt for a system  of 
unequal rights (that is, privileges) or none at all (that is, the rule of 
b ru te  force).

It should be obvious that the only way to maximize the freedom  of 
all people is to accept the concept of equal rights. The concept of 
equal rights defines freedom  and also sets strict limits to it. It will be 
argued  th a t this is a contradiction in term s—that freedom  m eans 
having no limits. Such a concept, however, is impossible. Nature
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itse lf im poses limits—we have to eat, drink, breathe, sleep. Living 
se ts  its own limits.

If you lived alone on a desert island, you would not be lim ited by a 
concern for o thers, but you would still be lim ited by nature. W hen we 
live to gether in a society, we can only hope to maximize our freedom , 
not extend it indefinitely.

It is our contention that the concept of equal rights for all, and 
specifically the concept of equal freedom  for all (with its implication 
th a t no one can then impose on ano ther’s freedom), is the  way to 
m aximize freedom  for all people in a social context.

There will be many who will argue that people would not be able 
to handle real freedom . And indeed it is natural that when we are 
deprived of som ething we want for a long tim e we will over-react 
w hen we finally do get it. For exam ple, the  reaction of a m an who has 
alm ost died of th irst will be to drink the entire keg in his refrigerator; 
the  over-reaction of people on hearing the news about the  end of 
W orld W ars I and II; the over-reaction of the  Swedish people to the 
lifting of all censorship restrictions in their country relating  to 
pornography. Given enough tim e, however, this over-reaction 
passes.

W e should realize, though, th a t w hat the final result will be, will 
depend to a large extent on the severity, the  particular form , and the 
tim e of the  original deprivation. Freedom should not be b lam ed fo r  
the over-reaction. I t  is the original deprivation that is to blame.

An enorm ous num ber of people find such things as spontaneity, 
eccentricity, non-conformity, and em otionalism , extrem ely th rea ten 
ing. They all represent a lack of control, and as such cannot be 
to lerated . It is this thinking that leads to an em phasis on ‘good, 
old-fashioned discipline’ in schools, crack downs on hippies and other 
non-conform ists in society, and fascism  in governm ents. Paren ts and 
teachers dom inate and control children; men dom inate women; 
wom en dom inate men; bosses dom inate employees; public servants 
dom inate helpless citizens; politicians dom inate the people— every
w here we see people struggling for control, power, dom ination. No 
w onder young people in particular are being driven to opting out, 
or open rebellion.

As has been stated repeatedly throughout this book, we believe 
th a t the answ ers to all our problem s are to be found in the application 
of th e  real principles of freedom . This m eans not only freedom  from 
th e  State, but also freedom  from domination in the family, the 
school and our work. W e need to consider not only the m aterial and 
physical aspects of freedom , but perhaps most im portantly, the
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psychological aspects. The entire future of our civilization depends 
on m ore people getting a better understanding of the issue of 
freedom , of its consequences, and its requirem ents. Which doesn’t 
say much for our future.

FUTURE
I f  any.

R.H. and J.S.

The fu ture belongs to the forces of diversification: the ‘small is 
beau tifu l’ people the  alternative society, the  back-to-nature, back-to- 
values m ovement, the non-bureaucratic, personal-involvement- 
orien ted  business organization, people with a new attitude to 
m aterialism , technology, science and nature.

Our Australian society caters well for m an’s m aterial needs, but 
caters very little for m an’s psychological needs. This is why the future 
belongs to these  forces of diversification. More and more people— 
particularly the young—are reacting against the sterility, the 
uniform ity, the conformity, the m aterialism , the authoritarianism , 
the  corruption, the exploitation and the  complete lack of real m eaning 
and value in our present society. They are building alternatives, 
e ither within or outside of, our presen t institutions and custom s. 
They refuse to join the rat-race and the millions of psychiatric cases 
caught up in it.

In a profound sense, this is a reassertion of the self. Perhaps it 
w as the effect of two world wars and a catastrophic depression 
th a t m oulded the attitudes of recent generations, allowing them  to 
accept their own progressive dehum anization. W hatever the reasons, 
m ore and more people are today rejecting the m eaningless lures of 
security, social acceptability, s tatus, qualifications, and safety. They 
are opting instead for m eaning, for personal enjoyment, and self
developm ent. They do not want lives ‘of quiet desperation’.

If you are tem pted to defend our presen t social system  as being 
psychologically fulfilling, how do you intend explaining the huge 
num bers of mentally ill, the millions of quietly suffering neurotic 
and trapped  men and wom en—housewives, professional people, 
w age slaves. The alcoholics, the drug addicts, the pill-poppers, 
the juvenile delinquents, the ‘prob lem ’ children? Just how many 
people today do lead happy and fulfilling lives. How many do .you 
know? Or how many people simply exist, ra ther than really live?

W e all have psychological needs th a t have to be fulfilled. If these
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needs are not m et then we suffer. Unfortunately, our p resen t society 
simply does not offer the m eans for fulfilment for the m ajority of 
the  people in it.

It is this general disillusionm ent and growing knowledge of the 
reasons behind it that is giving, and will continue to give, force to 
the  m ovem ents for diversification.

‘There is a revolution com ing’. It is a tragedy that it has taken so 
long. It will be a personal tragedy if you are not a part of it. (See 
A lternatives, Guerrilla W arfare, K nee-Jerks.)
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GAMBLING

You can't win them  all.
GOUGH WHITLAM 

DAMON RUNYON 
You can.

MAO TSE TUNG 
HOLLYWOOD GEORGE

I t’s hard  to think of an area in which governm ents are more blatantly 
hypocritical than in gam bling. Gam bling is bad for us, unless it’s 
with the  TAB or governm ent run lotteries and pools, or governm ent 
licenced poker m achines and bookmakers.

Why is it okay to bet at the TAB toilets, but not with a local S.P. 
bookie? Or at the carpeted, air-conditioned casino with free meals 
and drinks thrown in?

The answ er to these puzzling questions is to be found in two things: 
One is the pressure group juggling that makes up our m odern 
political process. Politicians juggle the money in terests (casino 
ow ners, organized crime, bribed public officials), against the an ti
gam bling lobbies of the Churches, Festival of Light, M rs G rundies, 
and so on. This keeps the politicians in office. The only losers are 
the  gam blers. The second thing to look at is the governm ent income 
statistics. Last year, (1975-76) gam blers paid $342,000,000 in 
gam bling taxes. This was almost exactly double what it was a m ere 
th ree  years previously: $172,000,000 in 1972-73.

The governm ent should repeal all its immoral laws against 
gam bling and recognize the right of every person to dispose of their 
own property—including money— as they see fit. Gambling is a 
victim less activity. It cannot ever be called a moral crime. It should 
be neither illegal nor taxed.

But we don’t like the odds.

GOVERNMENT
To be governed is to be watched, inspected, spied upon, directed, 

law-ridden, regulated, p en n ed  up, indoctrinated, preached at, 
checked, appraised, seized, censured, commanded, by beings 

who have neither title, nor knowledge, nor virtue. To be governed  
is to have every m ovem ent noted, registered, counted, rated, 
stamped, m easured, num bered, assessed, licensed, refused, 

authorized, endorsed, admonished, prevented , reformed,
redressed, corrected. 

P. J. PROUDHON, 1849.
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W e have stated elsew here what we believe the proper role of 
governm ent is—to protect the rights of all inhabitants within a 
country. We have s ta ted  that the governm ent can hardly be said to 
be doing this if it is itself guilty of violating the rights of its citizens. 
W e have further pointed out the fact th a t over the years, govern
m ents have gradually acquired more and more power over us all, 
both socially and economically, and that today, governm ents function 
prim arily as d istributors of privilege.

There is no need to go further into the theory of governm ent here. 
W hat we will do instead is point out some of the  details of our govern
m ents, so that we can all see ju st how extensive their power and 
influence are.
1. Look through the sections on Federal, S tate and local governm ent 

in your telephone directory. If you live in the country, do it the 
next tim e you are in the city.

2. Buy copies of the  Budget papers when they are released each 
year.

3. Buy copies of the  Year Books—Federal and State.
4. Look through the odd governm ent report, for exam ple, Taxation 

Comm issioners Report, Jackson Committee Report on M anufac
tu ring , Vernon Committee Report on the Post office, H enderson 
Comm ittee Report on Poverty.

If you ju st look th rough a selection of these papers and documents, 
yo u ’ll be amazed at w hat you find.

For exam ple, this year (1976-77) our three levels of governm ent, 
F ederal, State and local, will spend about $30,000,000,000, most of 
which is raised by taxes. These governm ents will employ one and a 
qu arte r million public servants to sit around shuffling paper and to 
generally  obstruct the  business of decent and innocent people. Their 
activities in Sydney, for exam ple, cover som e nineteen pages of the 
telephone directory and, as anyone who has tangled with them  
knows, are scattered all over the city. Getting detailed inform ation 
out of them  is like getting blood out of Ayers Rock.

The 1975 Australian Government Directory lists some 374 D epart
m ents, Authorities, Commissions, Boards, Comm ittees, etc ., of the 
F ederal Government alone. The old Departm ent of Agriculture (now 
the D epartm ent of Prim ary Industry) for exam ple, has listed under 
its heading three Bureaus, four councils, eighteen committees, 
two corporations, nine Boards, one Institute and one Authority. So 
m uch for our free en terp rise prim ary industries.

This Departm ent had the responsibility for adm inistering some 
ninety-one different Acts of Parliam ent that relate to Agriculture—
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such as the Butter F at Levy Act, the Chicken M eat Research Act, 
the Dried Fruits Export Control Act, the Egg Export Control Act, 
the Honey Industry Act, the  M eat Industry Act, the  Pig Slaughter 
Levy Act, the Processed Milk Products Bounty Act, the Tobacco 
Industry Act, the W haling Act, the W heat Industry Stabilization 
Act and the Wool Industry  Act.

It is also in teresting to note th a t Federal Prim ary Production 
tax estim ates listed in the latest Budget Report for 1977 are as varied 
as follows: Apple and Pear Export Charge ($10,000) Apple and Pear 
Levy ($532,000), B utter F at Levy ($1,572,000), Canned Fruit Export 
C harge ($155,000), Canning Fruit Charge ($108,000), Dairying 
R esearch Levy ($363,000), Dried Fruits Export Charge ($209,000), 
Dried Fruits Levy ($47,000), Honey Export Charge ($24,000), Honey 
Levy ($160,000), Livestock Slaughter Levy—Eradication of Disease 
($7,800,000), Livestock Slaughter Levy—Cattle ($4,368,000), 
Livestock Slaughter Levy— Sheep and Lambs ($1,589,000), Meat 
Chicken Levy ($157,000), M eat Export Inspection—Overtime 
Charges ($2,002,000. Last year this was $15,915,160!), Pig Slaughter 
Levy ($420,000), Poultry Industry Levy ($11,500,000), Tobacco 
C harge ($523,000), W heat Export Charge ($60,065,000), W heat Tax 
($1,650,000), Wine G rapes Charges ($1,080,000), and Wool Tax 
($81,200,000)—a to tal of $175,533,000. The total estim ated income 
fo r  the Primary Industry  D epartm ent is $213,762,000. Its total 
estim ated  expenditure is $351,254,000. Of this, $38,360,500 is 
allocated to pay the salaries of the 3112 people on the staff of the 
D epartm ent. It is difficult to compute ju st how much the primary 
industries actually receive back in the form of direct and indirect 
assistance to offset all the taxes that they pay, because both the 
taxes and the benefits are channelled through many different 
D epartm ents.

However, we hope we have illustrated to some degree, the 
complexity of the industry situation, and the enorm ous degree of 
governm ent-industry interaction. This is what is today called 
free enterprise by the National Country Party. It is blatantly obvious 
th a t it is, in fact, no such thing.

Federal Governm ent Budget statistics for 1976-77 show that 
salary payments for an average of 218,071 staff are covered under 
A ppropriation Bill (No. 1), at a total salary cost of $2,364,715,000. 
This includes 69,485 people in the Perm anent Forces (army, navy, 
airforce) and 31,026 Civil Personnel in the Defence Departm ent, 
with a total salary bill of $1,062,827,000. These figures do not include 
the expensive First Division Officers, Holders of Public Office,
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Ju d g es , Parliam entarians, and a host of other Federal employees. 
Indeed , Forecast, an economic new sletter published by economist 
Roger Randerson, sta tes that at 30 June 1976, governm ent employ
m ent statistics were as follows: Federal, 458,500; State, 773,000; 
local, 121,300. Total of 1,352,800. This would indicate th a t the total 
salary bill for our arm y of bureaucrats would be over $14,000,000,000.

If we consider th a t $13,000,000,000 of this is non-military 
spending , we can ge t some in teresting com parisons. Permanent 
naval fo rces num ber 16,241, (salary cost $174,428,000), perm anent 
arm y forces num ber 31,648 (salary cost $342,032,000), and 
perm anen t air fo rce  num bers 21,596 (salary cost $244,216,000). 
Our non-defence bureaucrats, then, cost the equivalent in salaries 
o f  around seventy-five o f  our navies, or thirty-eight o f  our armies, or 
fi fty - th ree  o f  our airforces.

L et’s hope the next war is a paper war. I t’s our only chance.
The Australian Taxation Office will employ an estim ated average 

of 12,580 people (7071 in Production (?), 1497 in Accounting, 2328 in 
Enforcem ent, 309 in Valuation and 1375 in Executive (M anagem ent), 
at a cost in salaries of $125,681,000. Costs of running the Taxation 
Office—telephone bills, paper costs, printing costs, e tc .—are all 
extra  on top of that.

The Federal Government has also m ade provision in the  1976-77 
b u dg e t for the paym ent of $1,373,200,000 in Public Debt Interest. 
Ju s t w hat the size of the Public Debt is is difficult to determ ine, 
bu t we estim ate that it is around $20,000,000,000, and rising.

In his, as usual excellent article in The Bulletin  last year, Peter 
Sam uel detailed som e of the more extraordinary expenditures of the 
then W hitlam Government: $8987 to surfriders’ association for the 
national cham pionships currently held at Victor Harbor, South 
A ustralia; $9532 to the  Parachute Federation for a trip to W est 
G erm any; $2695 for the Indoor Bias Bowls Association; $3200 for the 
Hockey Associations’ adm inistrative expenses; $11,150 for archers to 
go to Switzerland; $1434 for yachting; $1202 for the Ski Patrol 
Association; and $33,224 for various Rugby events. As Samuel 
com m ents:

Labor certainly did not start it, but they have m ade the handout 
industry the fastest growth area in the Australian economy. 
W ith your money, taken forcefully out of your pay packet or 
added to the cost of the beer and petrol and household goods 
you buy, politicians are buying the subservience and political 
indebtedness of a whole range of community groups, and 
organizations. They are aided and abetted in this political 
operation by bureaucrats building their personal prosperity



and careers on the tax-financed governm ent departm ents, 
commissions, councils, authorities, offices, organizations, 
boards and com m ittees, being spawned to advise, adm inister 
and generally exploit the national pork-barre l.1

Because the governm ent apparatus is growing so complex, the 
old D epartm ent of U rban and Regional Developm ent produced a book 
of fifty-seven pages called ‘Australian Governm ent assistance to 
local governm ent projects— sources of funds and how to apply for 
th e m '. Apparently, th ere  w ere (are?) eighteen Federal Government 
agencies running thirty-five program m es for local governm ent 
alone. Samuels goes on to quote the following:
• The then Prime M inister (Mr W hitlam) listed six Federal Depart

m ents apart from the  D epartm ent of Aboriginal Affairs which were 
(are?) running program m es for Aboriginal advancem ent involving 
nine in terdepartm ental com m ittees.

• The then Head of the  Industries Assistance Commission, M r Alf 
R attigan, identifying no fewer than  twenty-six Federal Agencies 
significant in economic policy, com pared with only eight existing 
in 1965.

• T hat there  existed at least sixteen Federal Agencies involved in 
w elfare, making cash paym ents, running research program m es, 
adm inistering services, these being split on functional lines, 
client lines, and territorial lines. And th ings haven’t changed. 
Last year, as quoted by the Taxpayers Association Journal— 
Taxpayer—the Federal Governm ent spen t $100,000 on the  anti
sm oking cam paign and $496,000 on tobacco research.
This is the Federal G overnm ent alone. Add to it the  boondoggles of 

the State governm ents and the maze of local governm ent rules and 
regulations and you begin to see what m odern governm ent is all 
about. It is also easy to see why the taxation levels have to be so 
h igh—the more governm ent does, the more it costs.

If you look through the regulations governing any business—the 
Com panies Act, the licencing requirem ents, health restrictions, 
stan dards, building codes, local governm ent ordinances, trading 
regulations, the Corporate Affairs and Trade Practices restrictions 
e tc ., e tc ., etc., and e tc ., you’ll begin to see that i t ’s am azing that we 
are able to do anything.

W e are being drow ned in a swam p of pettiness. Unless we decide 
to do som ething about it, this situation will continue to get worse. 
Our basic choice is to decide w hether or not we want a still bigger 
governm ent, or alternatively, a sm aller one. If we w ant a sm aller one, 
then  we have to s ta rt actively cam paigning to get it.
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For anything to be done, however, more and more people need to 
be educated  about the  issues involved. As people becom e aware of 
th e  futility of expecting governm ents to solve problem s; of the 
dangers of increasing the size, cost, and power of governm ents; of 
the  enorm ous size and power governm ents have already; and the 
a lternatives to the sim ple knee-jerk reflex, then we m ight start to 
get som ewhere. W e also might get nowhere. But it used to be 
A ustralian to give it a go. At least we should all do that.

The American new spaperm an, H. L. M encken, said what has to 
be th e  last word on governm ent:

It (the Government) has taken on a vast m ass of new duties 
and responsibilities, it has spread out its powers until they 
penetra te  to every act of the citizen, however secret; it has 
begun to throw around its operations the high dignity and 
impeccability of a State religion; its agents becom e a separate 
and superior caste , with authority to bind and loose, and their 
thum bs in every pot. But it still rem ains, as it was in the 
beginning, the common enem y of all well-disposed, industrious 
and decent m en. 2

1. Peter Samuel, ‘Cut Silly Government Spending and Save Us A ll’ The Bulletin, 
24 May 1975.

2. H. L. Hencken, 1926. Quoted in Albert J. Nock, Our E nem y the State, Free Life 
Editions, New York, N.Y., 1973, p. 2.

GUERRILLA WARFARE
Occasionally, a book comes along that puts its finger on the pulse of 
the tim es, that touches the right nerve. It is invariably a best seller. 
Not everything in the book need be right, but if you read it long 
enough and don’t nit-pick, you can isolate the chords that evoke the 
sam e positive response in so many people.

In th is regard, 1970 was a vintage year. It saw the  publication of 
Robert Townsend’s Up The Organization; Charles A. Reich’s The 
G reening o f  America; and Alvin Toffler’s Future Shock. All were 
best sellers, and all, in their own way, addressed them selves to the 
sam e problem : the artificiality, the sterility and the deadening effect 
of m odern life.

Reich lists a num ber of aspects of this m odern problem : disorder, 
corruption, hypocrisy, w ar, poverty, distorted priorities, law-making 
by private power, uncontrolled technology, destruction of the en
vironm ent, decline of democracy and liberty, pow erlessness, the 
artificiality of work and culture, the absence of community and the 
loss of self. None of these  are new to us. W e know them  from our
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day to day experience.
To quote Reich:

Work and living have become more and more pointless and 
em pty . . .  for m ost Am ericans, work is m indless, exhausting, 
boring, servile and som ething to be endured while ‘life’ is 
confined to ‘tim e off’. . . .  The great organizations to which most 
people give their working day, and the apartm ents and suburbs 
to which they re tu rn  at night, are equally places of loneliness 
and alienation . . . Friendship 'has been coated over with a 
layer of unpenetrable artificiality as m en strive to live roles 
designed for th e m .1

Today in Australia m ost people live lives of quiet desperation. 
W e know these th ings, bu t we don’t understand them . If we did we 
would know what m otivates the alternative society people, the 
counter-culture, the rebellious, the hippies, the radical Left—call 
them  w hat you will. More than anything else this is what they see, 
and w hat they reject. And while in many cases we may profoundly 
d isagree  with the directions their rejection takes, we cannot disagree 
with their motivating reasons.

‘Beginning with school, if not before’, says Reich, ‘an individual 
is systematically stripped of his im agination, his creativity, his 
heritage, his dream s and his personal uniqueness, in order to style 
him into a productive unit for a m ass technological society. Instinct, 
feeling and spontaneity are suppressed by overwhelming forces.’2

Think about it: in the  privacy of your own mind, ask yourself some 
questions about your own life. How often do you  do w hat you  really 
w ant to do? How m any people do you  really relate to? How many 
know you, understand you?  How rich is your  life? Or how sterile is 
it? Put aside for a m om ent your social front, your defences, and 
ju s t for yourself, and to yourself, ask how much are you enjoying 
being alive? Or even are you alive?

The fundam ental m istake being made today in ju st about every 
a ttem p t to improve our society and help people, is to consider the 
problem s as fundam entally m aterial ones instead of organic ones. 
T hat is, we make the  m istake of thinking problem s can be solved 
th rough material changes: spending more money, providing more 
benefits, generally reorganizing our societal furniture. In the house 
th a t hasn ’t  been built yet. That this has not worked reflects the, 
fundam ental m isunderstanding of the true nature of the problem. 
The problem s are inside us, not outside us. They are hum an, 
psychological, even spiritual. They are organic.

Because of the  scientific and industrial revolutions th a t have taken 
place, we now have the  capacity to satisfy our m aterial needs, and,
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by and  large, we are doing so. But in building up our technological 
and industrial society, we have neglected to care for our spiritual or 
psychological needs. So, increasingly, we are being reduced to 
num bers, to be ordered and shuffled around in a Orwellian 1984 
w orld. And, increasingly, we see the inevitable psychological 
re su lts— m ass neurosis, dissatisfaction and unrest, and a general 
decline in standards of ethics (particularly in business) and workman
ship. People are ceasing to care as they feel more helpless and 
insignificant.

W hat we need to introduce into our daily lives is more variety, 
m ore richness, more purpose, more opportunity, more diversity, 
m ore challenge, m ore point. W e need less regim entation, less 
bureaucracy, less standardization, less domination, less alienation, 
less control, less exploitation. In two words, what we need are 
(1) freedom , and (2) tim e.

Freedom  w on’t fix everything im m ediately. But given tim e, with 
freedom , people will work out their own solutions, and our own 
solution will work far be tte r (for us) than any im posed solution 
could ever hope to. Again, we know  these things, but we don’t 
un derstan d  them . W hy is an old steam  engine more in teresting than 
a m odern diesel locomotive? Why is Hong Kong more interesting 
than Canberra? W hat is the attraction of Paddy’s M arkets, the 
Flea M arkets, or for th a t m atter, Kings Cross? W hat is so fascinating 
about eccentrics? Variety. Diversity. Life. Needless to say, 
appreciation of the im portance of these last th ree things involves 
a to tal reversal of the  dom inant trends in our society, where all the 
m om entum  is being directed towards centralization, standardization 
and general sterility.

W hat, then, can we do to change things? For a start we can all 
take part in enjoyable, moral, non-violent guerrilla warfare: 
dism antling our organizations where we are serving them  leaving 
only the  parts where they are serving u s .3 It will take millions of 
such subversives to make much difference. But it can be done. And 
it has already started.

Each and every one of us, at work, at play, at hom e—in every 
conceivable facet of our personal lives—has num erous opportunities 
to question, to prod, to provoke, to change. To stop existing and 
sta rt living. Look around the faces you see tomorrow morning. It 
would seem  that the hardest thing in the world to do is to do what we 
really want to do.

But, for any change to be effective it is essential that we should 
resis t the tem ptation to call on the State to help change our lives
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because the State will hear and take our call, and tw ist it to serve 
its own ends. Instead, our activity should be directed towards 
dism antling the State and building up alternatives outside it, alter
natives based on co-operation rather than dom ination, and trade 
ra th e r  than expropriation.

W e only have one go at life. At least your one go should be worth 
som e kind of fight. O therwise you’re already dead and no one even 
noticed you come. Or go.
1. Charles A. Reich, The Greening o f Am erica, Penguin Books, London, 1971, p. 15.
2. Ibid, p. 16.
3. See Robert Townsend, Up The Organization, Coronet Books, London, 1971.

GUN CONTROL
The issue of gun control provides an excellent illustration of many of 
the points discussed in th is book.
1. Gun control is a classic exam ple of the knee-jerk reflex. If some 

people are killed with guns—particularly if they are important 
people, such as J . F. Kennedy or M artin Luther King—the cry 
immediately goes up to control or ban guns.

This is the obvious simple solution and it has great appeal to 
sim ple minds. The only problem with it, though, is th a t it is 
dangerous, immoral and w on’t work.

2. Gun control is dangerous because it is based on the principle of 
guilty until proven innocent, and where governm ents begin to 
act on that prem ise, the door is wide open for totalitaranism . We 
are all assum ed to be potential crim inals, and have to ‘prove’ 
th a t we a ren ’t before we are given perm its to own certain types 
of guns.

The innocent and the guilty are all lum ped together, and, like 
little children, go cap in hand to the ‘teach ers’ in the bureaucracy 
to get perm ission to buy and use guns. If we have been ‘good’ 
we get our merit in the form of a gun perm it. Now we are free 
to be bad because we have been good(?)

3. Gun control is im m oral because owning and using the weapons 
affected by the controls becom es, in most cases, a victimless 
activity. Using a gun is only a ‘crim e’ when its use violates 
som eone e lse’s righ ts: if it is used to commit m urder, robbery or 
rape , for example. But i t ’s the violation of rights th a t is the crime, 
not the owning of the gun.

Of course, it is b e tte r to prevent crim es from occurring, rather
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than  simply cleaning up the m ess after they have occurred. But, 
there  are moral m eans of self-defence and immoral m eans. For 
exam ple, there are two possible ways to prevent your house from 
being burgled: (1) lock the rest of the population up, so that 
no one is free to burgle it; or (2) put bars on the windows and locks 
on the doors. The form er method is immoral, and the  la tte r moral.

The sam e applies to crimes involving guns. We should  take 
steps to defend ourselves, but if we take immoral steps then we 
ourselves become guilty of violating the rights of others and we 
ourselves become the criminals. Gun control laws belong in the 
‘locking everyone u p ’ category.

Everyone has a right to buy guns and to peacefully use them. 
T h a t’s free trade and freedom  of action—-no rights violated. 
To say that someone m ight use guns to commit crim es is to use the 
reasoning of a Stalin, a Hitler, or any dictator since tim e began. 
To have people put away because they might do som ething is 
hardly compatible with a free society.

4. The knee-jerk gun control solution is ineffective because it simply 
do esn ’t work. Crim inals will always get guns.

All gun control does is effectively disarm  the crim inals’ victims. 
(For the same reason, it also makes it easier for a governm ent to 
tu rn  totalitarian). In the United States, for exam ple, the State of 
New York has what are supposed to be the  toughest gun control 
laws in the country (underthe  Sullivan Act). B utin  1971 it had one 
of the highest records for homicides, per head of population, ot all 
the S tates—far h igher than, for instance, Arizona, which has been 
criticized for its lax gun laws.

Senator Bill Richardson, of the California Senate, a couple of 
years ago published some statistics: from 1958 to 1967, major 
crim es in the whole of the U.S.A. solved by tracing registered 
guns num bered exactly six. Six  crimes solved in nine years in the 
entire U.S.A. Hardly a good return  on the tim e, money and energy 
involved in the registration process.

Senator Richardson noted that the only real plus for registration 
was that it was som etim es useful for recovering stolen guns. There 
is no reason why gun owners shouldn’t continue to register 
th e ir guns voluntarily, with, for exam ple, their insurance 
company.

Gun control laws, then, may appear on the surface to provide a 
plausible solution to violent crime. But closer exam ination shows 
gun control and licencing laws are wanting in alm ost every 
respect.
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Guns do not commit crim es. People do. To say that guns should 
be outlawed to preven t crim es is the sam e as outlawing cars to 
p reven t road accidents, closing banks down to prevent bank holdups, 
or banning m arriage to stop divorce. Professional criminals will 
always get guns, even if they have to make them  them selves.

Crim es of passion can be ju st as easily com m itted with cricket 
b a ts , carving knives or bare hands. M aniacs who want to kill will 
always find a way.

Only tyrants fear th e ir subjects owning firearm s. Free men do not 
share  the fear.
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HISTORY
Events such as W atergate have m ade one thing clear at last, and that 
is th a t we, the public, know very little about what really goes on in the 
dirty world of politics. And that little that we do know usually finds 
its way into circulation by devious and painful m eans.

The veil of secrecy th a t surrounds the operations of governments 
all over the world m akes life very difficult for historians. They may 
know that a certain event occurred, but usually can only guess at 
how. Their guesses, of course, are very likely to be influenced by 
th e ir particular point of view. Thus, a M arxist may in terpret an event 
one way, a conspiracy-theory adheren t may find another, and an 
apologist for a particular governm ent may find yet another. There are 
alm ost as many theories as there are historians.

Out in the community, the various vested in terest or idealogical 
groups will search out those works that reinforce their own beliefs 
and begin to champion them . And those mysterious people 
som ew here in the education system , who decide what is going to be 
s tud ied  in our State schools, will make their decisions as to what 
constitutes ‘correct’ or ‘official’ history, and decree that this be 
tau g h t as the gospel to all our helpless children in the government 
monopoly schools.

Out of this process there arise certain viewpoints which are 
widely held throughout the community, which are probably best 
viewed with a very healthy cynicism. For exam ple, who is prepared 
to say that they know the real stories about the events leading up 
to W orld W ars I and II, Korea, Pearl H arbour, Vietnam, Timor, 
Rhodesia? W hat’s the real story behind the assassination of 
P resident Kennedy? Who knows what Henry K issinger talks about 
as he trots about the world? W hat is the  currency in which he 
tra d e s—money, countries, people, military bases or what? W hat does 
our own Prime M inister talk about in his secret chats in Moscow, 
Peking or W ashington? W hat do the C .I.A .,the F.B.I. and even our 
own A.S.I.O . do?

It can probably be said, then, that history is at least twenty-five 
years behind the tim es. By the tim e that num ber of years have 
p assed , the principal players will have departed from the scene, and 
som e secret docum ents will begin to be declassified and made 
available to historians. Then, and only then, can some certainty creep 
into the history of the period. Old theories will be proved or 
disproved, and the books rew ritten.

From  all the available m aterial, we make our own choices. All we
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can do is be as objective and as fair as possible (if we are after 
the tru th , that is, and not simply looking for some convenient 
rationalization for our prejudices). If we are after the tru th , we 
cannot simply believe everything we read. We have, somehow, to 
arrive at a basis for trusting the viewpoint and the scholarship of 
particu lar historians.

As the views expressed in this book are almost always contrary 
to those popularly held, it is probably not surprising th a t we should 
line up behind the group of historians whose views are equally 
contentious. This group of historians is known as the Revisionist 
School.

W hat may be surprising to some readers is th a t they are mainly 
‘left w ing’ historians. They are, for exam ple, such people as Gabriel 
Kolko, William Applem an Williams, David Horowitz, Jam es 
W einstein and W alter LeFeber. Or others, such as Harry Elmer 
B arnes, A. J. P. Taylor, M urray Rothbard, A rthur Ekirch, Garet 
G arett, J . Richard Barnet, Jam es J . M artin, T. S. Ashton and Charles 
Beard.

T hese people specialize in debunking m yths, and in particular 
they outline the ways in which ruthless, greedy and am bitious men 
have used the State to further their own ends, regardless of the 
cost in hum an energy, suffering or even life itself. They lay out the 
m anoeuvring behind the World W ars and the Cold W ar. They 
analyse and condemn the im perialism  of G reat Britain and the U.S.A. 
They strip the corporate State of all its camouflage and reveal it for 
w hat it is—a gigantic machine of expropriation and oppression.

They detail the ways in which businessm en have used the govern
m ent to gain special privileges, and the way politicians have deceived 
the voters about their real intentions and reasons for doing things.

Perhaps one of the most shocking exam ples of both the differences 
betw een ‘official’ and revisionist history, and the terrifying callous
ness and immorality of politicians, is to be found in the real story 
beh ind Pearl Harbour. ‘Official’ history would have us believe that 
the Japanese , in 1941, m ade a totally unprovoked, surprise attack 
on Pearl H arbour, thus involving a reluctant U.S.A. in World W ar II.

Revisionist history presents a very different picture? It details the 
economic em bargoes that the Roosevelt Adm inistration placed on 
Jap an , thus depriving Japanese  industry of necessary raw m aterials. 
It details the m onths of diplomacy prior to Pearl H arbour as Japan 
sought a peaceful resolution of these trade problem s. It points out 
th a t the Americans had cracked the Japanese diplomatic code, and 
how top ranking American officials then knew of Japanese intentions
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to break off diplomatic relations with the U.S.A., thus signifying the 
ou tbreak of war.

It points out th a t Roosevelt and his senior military and naval 
advisors were aware of the im pending attack on Pearl H arbour hours 
before it occurred, and how they did not warn the naval and military 
com m anders at Pearl H arbour until hours after  the attack had 
occurred.

Revisionist history then details the shabby attem pts by the 
Roosevelt adm inistration to cover up their m onstrous actions, and 
how they made scapegoats of the Pearl H arbour com m anders. It 
details Roosevelt’s eagerness to get America into World W ar II, 
the unconstitutional agreem ents his adm inistration en tered  into with 
the  British and their Allies, and the necessity of m anoeuvring Japan 
into firing the first shot so as to overcome the anti-war feeling 
prevalent at that tim e in the U.S.A. (as well as to avoid the  problems 
they would face should their unconstitutional agreem ents become 
known).

And all these by a Roosevelt elected in 1940 on the promise: 
‘I give you one more assurance. I have said before, bu t I shall say it 
AGAIN and AGAIN and AGAIN. Your boys are not going to be sent 
into any foreign w ars.’

The docum entation of these  Revisionist claims, and the argum ents 
they assem ble, are overwhelming.

For a world that has recently w itnessed W atergate, the Lockheed 
scandals, the fall of Willi Brandt in Germany and Prime Minister 
Tanaka in Japan, and A ustralia’s own Loans Affair of the Whitlam 
era , the  revelations of the  revisionist historians should not come as 
a surprise. But such is our infinite capacity for self-delusion, they 
probably will.

1. For the story on Pearl Harbour, see in particular Harry Elmer Barnes, Perpetual 
War fo r  P erpetu al Peace, Greenwood Press Publishers, New York, N.Y., 1969; 
Harry Elmer Barnes, Pearl Harbour A fter  a Quarter o f  a Century, Arno Press 
New York, N .Y ., 1972; and Adm. R. Theobald, Final Secret o f  Pearl Harbour, 
Devin-Adair. Old Greenwich, Conn., 1954. For a list of Revisionist History books 
on other topics, see  Bibliography.

HEALTH
Contrary to popular belief, we do not have a right to good health, 
or to adequate health  care. There is no difference in principle 
betw een claiming such a right and claiming the right to have a good 
car, a swimming pool and a trip  around the world every Christmas.
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The only difference is emotional prejudice. Among the few rights 
th a t we really do have, is the right to freedom . Furtherm ore, this 
is a right possessed at birth by all people, and provided we do not 
violate the rights of others and thus becom e a criminal, it is a right 
we should retain throughout our lives.

One implication of the  right to freedom , is the right to voluntary 
trade  and that righ t includes tow truck drivers and another group 
called doctors.

A doctor has a skill that he or she trades on the m arket place ju st 
like barbers, plum bers, engineers, carpenters and scientists. They 
all have a right to trade freely for w hatever they can get, or for less 
if they want. To say th a t one person has a right to medical care is to 
imply that another m ust provide it. Since medical care can only be 
provided by other people, there is no logical alternative. But, if a 
doctor m ust provide that care, then he or she is literally a slave, and 
can no longer be said to enjoy a right to freedom  or to trade. There is 
no logical way out of this dilem m a while it is m aintained th a t people 
have a right to adequate health care.

This issue is not a m atter of sem antics, or simple nit-picking, for 
if we abandon our principles, and in particular, our righ ts, then by 
w hat criterion do we make future judgem ents? If someone kidnaps 
our children and m akes slaves out of them , on w hat grounds do we 
p rotest?  (Particularly, what happens if they are put to work on 
hum anitarian projects, such as building hospitals?) The problem  with 
the  issue of health care is th a t emotions get in the  way and cloud 
rational thinking.

There is no reason why people should not get together in voluntary 
organizations and make w hatever arrangem ents they can agree upon 
for the  provision of health care, but there  is every moral (and 
practical) reason in the world why doctors should not be legislated 
into slavery to provide it. One person’s need is not a claim on another 
p e rso n ’s life.

It cannot be said if a governm ent is elected by popular vote on the 
platform  of providing a comprehensive health schem e th a t it has a 
‘m an d a te ’ to do so. The most that could be said is th a t it has a right 
to organize one for those who specifically voted for it, and only at 
their expense. A governm ent should be designed to protect the rights 
of all citizens, and not violate the rights of one group to satisfy the 
dem ands of another. Rights are not allocated by popular vote, nor 
can they be morally violated by it.

In the  current debate over the issue of health care, the medical 
profession is not entirely blam eless. After all, they do enjoy the



governm ent granted  privilege of a licence to practice, are members 
of a governm ent backed cartel and have allowed the facilities of most 
hospitals to pass into the  hands of various governm ents without 
p ro test or com petition. The num ber of people who qualify as doctors 
are strictly controlled by the restrictions on the setting up of, and 
entry  to, medical schools which we all pay for through our taxation. 
And professions such as chiropractic, naturopathy and herbalism 
have had great difficulty in getting established, and what success 
they have had has been largely in spite of activities of the ‘free 
en te rp rise ’ medical profession.

Still, doctors are only hum an; they even die ju st like the rest of us. 
W hatever makes us think we have a special right over their special 
skills? Or them  over us?
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HOMOSEXUALITY
Homosexuality is a victimless activity. It should not be a crime. How 
can anything w ithout a victim be a crime?

People have a righ t to engage in any form of voluntary sexual 
activity, and the sooner this right is recognized, both in law and in 
com m unity attitudes, the better it will be for all of us—homosexual 
or not. One group of people in society has no more right to prevent 
ano ther group from being homosexual than the homosexual group 
has to force everyone else to be homosexual. The fact that 
hom osexuals have been persecuted in many societies is yet another 
exam ple of the abuse of the majority rule, dem ocratic process.

People who do n ’t fancy homosexuality don’t have to engage in it. 
You don’t have to mix w ith, work with, trade  with, play with or in any 
way associate with hom osexuals. That is your right. But you have no 
righ t to persecute them  or force them  to cease ‘be ing ’ homosexuals. 
The idea is absurd anyway. Nature cannot be changed to fit into an 
equation. If a person is homosexual, h e /sh e  is hom osexual. How can 
any law  ever hope to change that?

HUMAN NATURE
It is often said of the  ideas that we are presenting in this book that 
they are far too idealistic. People, we are inform ed, are basically evil 
so our ideas can never work.

Nothing could be further from the tru th . It is precisely because 
hum an nature is basically good that our ideas will work, and
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to talitarian, or voluntary socialist or communist ideas will never work.
A fundam ental law of hum an behaviour is th a t people act on the 

basis of incentive. The form of the incentive varies from person to 
person , but it is always there. Some are m otivated by a desire for 
m oney or m aterial th ings, others by service to others, or by a desire 
to lie in the sun. W hen they are faced with a choice, they act on the 
basis of the largest incentive. This may involve a choice between 
satisfying the dem ands of one’s conscience or gaining material 
advantage, or a choice betw een im m ediate versus later pleasure, or 
w hatever.

A further implication of this is that the  greater the incentive is, 
the g rea ter is the am ount of effort expended to achieve it. Again, the 
effort could be physical, m ental, or in the form of risk or material 
investm ent.

W hether we like it or not, th a t’s the way people are. No m atter 
how our society is structured, politically and economically, this 
fundam ental rule of hum an behaviour will apply. It applies today in 
Soviet Russia, as well as in the U.S.A. and Australia.

However, people acting on their various personal incentives does 
not always result in maxim um  progress, cultural or m aterial. It will 
only do so if the incentives are sufficient to encourage people to 
expend the effort necessary to bring about progress. For example, 
if all people receive the same reward for work, regardless of 
productivity, then there will obviously be a tendency for those 
capable of higher productivity not to extend them selves to the limits 
of their capacities (that is, to bludge). Why bother, if they ge t nothing 
extra in return?

Socialists and com m unists, of course, believe that this type of 
a ttitude  is an aberration, and can be changed. W e don’t believe it 
can. There has to be some sort of payoff. While it need not 
necessarily be m aterial, it usually is for m ost people.

W e believe th a t only a free society, in which people choose their 
own form of life—either as free m arket traders, or voluntary 
socialists, or social welfare workers with private organizations, or 
w hatever they choose—offers the opportunity for all people to 
maximize their wellbeing. Any attem pt to enforce equality in areas 
o ther than before the law, will either fail, or plunge the country into 
a totalitarian state. This will happen precisely because people are 
as they are.

If we have a society in which everyone gets the sam e income and 
standard  of living regardless of who they are or w hat they contribute, 
a num ber of things will certainly happen. (1) Some people will either
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stop work completely or do less than is sufficient to keep them selves, 
and thus will become a burden on others. (2) Those with greater 
abilities than average will have no incentive to produce more than 
average—and so a majority of them  will contribute far less than their 
capacity. And (3) many will leave and go elsew here, where there 
is m ore incentive and rew ard. As more and more people become 
dependent on o thers, and as those others either bought one-way 
tickets to the U.S.A. or worked less and less, the standard of living 
of all of us would drop and the economy decline. If the governm ent 
of the day refused to change its policies, it eventually would be 
forced to prevent those who wanted to leave from leaving; and force 
those who would no longer work voluntarily to work. In other words, 
such a society would degenerate into a totalitarian State. In other 
w ords the Rip Van Australia 1977 Express.

A free m arket, on the other hand, works on the opposite principle 
to enforcem ent. It rew ards those who work in direct proportion to 
th e ir contribution. M any factors, apart from effort expended, enter 
into this equation— success at calculating the needs of the market, 
for exam ple. A person may do very little work, bu t hit upon an idea 
which leads to a product or service that is in g reat dem and. Thus, 
for little physical effort, he or she reaps a large reward. It is this 
possibility  that provides the incentive fo r  others to use their minds 
to constantly im prove, experim ent and strive for be tte r things. 
Provided the governm ent stays out of the m arket and doesn’t 
d ispense privileges to a favoured few, resources are allocated most 
efficiently, and rew ards flow where they are most deserved.

It is no accident th a t those periods in hum an history where human 
freedom  has been g reatest have also been the periods of greatest 
economic and scientific advancem ent—namely, during and following 
the  Industrial Revolution in Great Britain, and from independence in 
the U.S.A. (1776) up to about 1900. This is not to say these were 
periods of com plete freedom  and perfection. They were far from it, 
bu t they were closer to it than had been the case up to then or has 
been  the case since.

A nother thing th a t can be said about hum an nature is that when 
people are left alone, they are fundam entally good. We have no 
reason to be otherwise; ju s t as animals who have had no contact 
with hum an cruelty or destructiveness are often quite trusting and 
alm ost tam e. People become ‘b a d ’ as a reaction. U nfortunately, it 
is probably true to say that a modern welfare state like Australia 
is m ore destructive of hum an values than an outright dictatorship. 
At least under a dictator, an oppressed people are united against
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a clear and common enem y and hum an values survive and even 
prosper. But under a welfare State, where everyone com petes at the 
public trough for ‘benefits’, person is pitted against person, group 
aga inst group, industry against industry. Under these conditions, 
envy, greed, jealousy, bitterness, hate and fear prosper. There is 
no united front, no cam araderie, no common struggle. There is only 
p ressu re  group w arfare, and b itter divisiveness.

People do not begrudge others rewards that th ey ’ve earned, but 
we all begrudge people ‘th e ir’ privileges which we all have to pay for.

There is inside people—not all of them , but enough—a fundam en
tal desire to be free, that will not and cannot be elim inated. It may be 
suppressed  for generations, bu t it always lives on and needs only the 
righ t opportunity to reassert itself. There never has been a dictator
ship th a t has lasted indefinitely.

F ree people are capable of organizing them selves to solve 
problem s of welfare, education, housing, food production. They are 
not only capable of it, bu t can do it in every regard  far better than 
any bureaucratic State will ever be able to. That is because freedom 
is the  only state fully compatible with hum an nature. Recognition of 
th a t fact is not only idealistic—it is most profoundly realistic.
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IDEALISM VERSUS CRACKPOT REALISM

In our society, people who talk about goals, or ideals, or visions, 
or utopias, are usually called idealists. As you know, it is not a 
compliment. If you w ant to compliment somebody, you call him 
a realist. Or, be tte r yet, a hard-headed, even a hard-nosed, 
realist. A hard-nosed realist says, ‘I don’t m ess around with all 
this vague, woolly, abstract idea kind of stuff, I’ve got problems 
to solve. I’ve got to take these  problem s as they come, you know. 
I’ve got to get things from the “ in ” basket to the “ ou t”  b a sk e t.’ 

And, indeed he does. But you can’t be a realist unless you are 
also an idealist. You can’t find sensible solutions to day-to-day 
problem s unless you have some kind of vision or sense of w hat it 
is you really want. If I were to say to you, ‘W hat’s the best road 
out of C am bridge?’ you’d say to me, ‘W here do you want to go?’ 
If I said, ‘Oh, I don’t  care where I go, I ju s t want the best road’,
I can think of a lot of th ings you might call me. You wouldn’t 
call me a realist. Now our country, indeed our world-wide society 
. . .  is full of so-called realists—what C. W right Mills called 
‘crackpot realists’. They stagger and lurch from crisis to crisis— 
do you know enough physics to know what Brownian motion is? 
Ju s t generally, w hat m athem aticians call ‘drunkards walk’.
I think we have to have goals before we think about tac tic s .1

W e who believe in the ideas presented  in this book are often called 
‘id ea lis ts’. W e often hear the sentence ‘Your ideas are terrific, but 
th ey ’ll never work’. W hether you are an idealist or not, will depend 
on your answ er to one sim ple question: Can a wrong idea be m ade to 
work in the long run? The only possible answ er is a resounding, 
absolute NO. If it could be m ade work, then contradictions could 
exist. W rong ideas and right ideas both work. Two plus two equals 
four and two plus two also equals five.

If we say th a t wrong ideas can work, then the whole structure of 
scientific knowledge would collapse. There is, however, a more 
central problem . To say th a t wrong ideas work, is to u tte r a contra
diction anyway. W hat does ‘w rong’ mean?

In science, we can show that things are wrong by carefully 
designed experim ents. If it doesn’t  work, we conclude it’s wrong. 
Philosophically and scientifically, the ideal and the practical are one 
and the sam e thing. They are both that which is correct, or right, or 
true . By and large, th a t is generally accepted. W hen it comes to 
econom ics, politics and social affairs, however, we do an about face 
and declare that nothing is absolute, everything involves com
prom ise, and that the ideal is impractical. But why? Does nature have 
one set of rules for science, and another for the  affairs of people?

W e certainly do n’t believe so. W e believe that there are principles
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to govern hum an behaviour. There are laws of economics, and these 
cannot be violated without consequence. The empirical evidence that 
th is is so is overwhelming. Our present society most truly is in a 
s ta te  of ‘drunkards w alk’, and it gets worse every day. Surely that 
m eans som ething? That som ew here, we have m ade a fundam ental 
error?

N ature, th a t is, reality, is a hard m aster. There is nothing we can 
do to change its basic laws. We have no choice. W e m ight wish and 
hope that the law of gravity w on’t work when we fall out of a window, 
or th a t the laws of economics will suspend them selves and allow us 
to prin t money without consequences, but they w on’t. They are 
im pervious to our desires. ‘N ature, to be com m anded, m ust be 
o b ey ed .’ Never a truer, more idealistic, more realistic, sentence has 
ever been spoken.

Therefore, the ideas presented  in this book are idealistic. But they 
are also realistic, because they are consistent with the  facts of reality, 
and natural principles. Because they are idealistic, they are the only 
ideas that, in the long run, have a hope of succeeding. Short-term  
expediencies may allow us to buy tim e, but not without a price. 
N ature always collects her due.

Because wrong ideas cannot be m ade to work, why bother trying? 
In th is sense, we are idealists, because we are realistic enough to 
know that anything else bu t the ideal is ultim ately pointless.
1. John Holt. 'Deschooling Society’, Reason, April —May, 1971.

INFLATION
Lenin is said to have declared that the best way to destroy the  
Capitalist System  was to debauch the currency. . . Lenin was 

certainly right. There is no subtler, no surer means o f  
overturning the existing basis o f  society than to debauch the 

currency. The process engages all the hidden forces o f  economic 
law on the side o f  destruction, and does it in a m anner which 

not one man in a million is able to diagnose.
JOHN MAYNARD KEYNES.1

Alm ost everyone and everything has been blam ed for inflation: 
trad e  unions, rising prices, tariffs, oil sheiks, big business, m ulti
nationals, ordinary people, rising costs, etc., etc ., etc. Confusion, 
how ever, still reigns suprem e, and inflation goes on. Before someone 
or som ething can be blam ed for inflation, it is necessary to know
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w hat inflation is. As has been discussed before (see Causes—Not 
Sym ptom s) inflation can be identified by its sym ptom s, bu t can only 
be cured by attacking its causes.

The most obvious sym ptom  of inflation is a decline in the pur
chasing power of m oney—or, in other words, rising prices. It is 
im portant to realize that these  rising prices represen t only a sym ptom  
of inflation, and are by no m eans a fundam ental cause. All attem pts 
to control inflation by controlling prices will ultim ately fail. It is also 
im portant to note th a t a general rise in price levels2 m eans the same 
th ing as a decline in the purchasing power of money.

W hat is a price? It is the exchange rate existing betw een a 
commodity and money. If tom atoes are a dollar a kilo, this m eans 
th a t a kilo of tom atoes is worth a dollar of money, or a dollar of 
m oney is worth a kilo of tom atoes. W e could equally say ‘I bought a 
kilo of tom atoes for one dollar’ or ‘I sold a dollar of money for a kilo of 
to m atoes’.

If, for exam ple, there is a drought, and the supply of tom atoes 
drops because the farm ers crops were destroyed, what happens? 
Ju s t as many people still w ant tom atoes, bu t there  are fewer to go 
round. Thus, with a short supply of tom atoes, they becom e more 
valuable. Therefore, if the  value of the money is the sam e as it was 
before, we would have to give more of it to get the sam e kilo of 
tom atoes—perhaps two dollars—and so the price would rise.

But, ju st as the value of tom atoes can change with changes in their 
supply (if th ere  was an over-supply of them  the price would drop), 
so too can the value o f  m oney  change. If the  supply of money is 
increased , its value drops. If the  supply decreases the value of money 
increases.

W hat would happen if the supply of tom atoes rem ained the same 
as it was when they were a dollar a kilo, bu t the supply of money 
increased? There would be the sam e result as before—because 
th ere  is more money about, the value of the money falls. If the value 
of money falls, we have to give more of it to buy th ings—or, another 
way of pu tting it, prices rise.

In real life, this doesn’t happen suddenly, overnight. The process 
is quite involved, as the  extra money enters the  economy at a few 
points and slowly percolates through. It causes increased dem and, 
which causes higher prices, which in tu rn  raise costs, leading to 
still h igher prices. The end result though, is a generally  higher 
price level, generally h igher wage level (wages are only them selves 
a price: the price of labour) and a general decrease in the purchasing 
pow er of money.
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So we can see that there  are at least two obvious causes of price 

rises. The first: the fluctuation in the supply of or dem and for 
tom atoes will affect only tom atoes and not necessarily o ther products. 
T hat is, variations in the supply of, or dem and for, particular goods 
or services will not cause general price increases for m ost, if not all, 
goods and services. The second: inflation is such a general increase 
in all prices. And only fluctuations in the supply of money can cause 
such general price fluctuations. If money becom es less valuable then 
th a t affects all transactions involving money.

Of course, if there is both a general increase in the supply of money 
and  a corresponding general increase in the supply of all goods and 
services, then not much would change—the balance would be the 
sam e. But the increases in the supplies of goods and services are 
never uniform —some increase more than o thers, some even decrease 
— and money supply increases generally far ou tstrip increases in the 
supply of goods and services.

Some approximate figures for Australia (from the Australian 
B ureau of Statistics) for the ten  year period 1964/65 to 1974/75 
show the following:
Commodity Percentage change in production
W heat (tonnes) 13 increase
M eat (tonnes) 28 increase
New homes (number) 15 increase
Ingot steel (tonnes) 55 increase
C em ent (tonnes) 34 increase
New cars (number) 29 increase
Beer (litres) 57 increase
Tobacco and cigarettes (kg) 19 increase
Electricity (kwl) 107 increase
Wool (kg) 2 decrease

Average 35.5 increase
Money Supply 216 increase
Consumer Price Index 75 increase
W e can see that w hereas the supply of these goods only rose by 
35.5 per cent, the  money supply increased by 216 per cent. W e would 
expect, then, the 75 per cent rise in prices m easured by the Consum er 
Price Index.

It should not take too much imagination to realize th a t there 
cannot be a general increase in prices and w ages unless there is an 
increase in the money supply. If there was not an increase in the 
m oney supply, any increase in one sector would have to be m atched
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by a decrease som ewhere else. If you have the sam e am ount of money 
to spend  each week on food, and the price of tom atoes rises, you have 
to e ither buy fewer tom atoes, or the sam e num ber of tom atoes but 
less m eat, or less som ething else. You can 't spend m oney you  
h a v e n ’t got.
A  real life example: A further in teresting real life example of the 
effects of money supply increases on the purchasing power of the 
m oney is to be found In a comparison betw een Guatem ala and 
Brazil, over the years 1957 to 1967.

G uatem ala, in 1957, had a money supply of 120 million quetzales. 
By 1967 this had only risen by a very m odest 31 per cent to 157 
million quetzales. Such a low increase could easily be covered by 
production increases, and so it’s not surprising to find th a t the 
purchasing power of the  quetzale f e l l  by only one p er  cent in that 
period.

Brazil, in 1957, had a money supply of 291 million new cruzeiros. 
By 1967, this had grown astronomically by 6633 per cent to 19,593 
million new cruzeiros. Not surprisingly the purchasing power of the 
new cruzeiro fe l l  to two p er  cent o f  w hat it had been in 1957. (Like 
A$1 becom ing worth two cents.)

This clearly shows the relationship that exists betw een the size of 
the money supply and the value of the money. The obvious questions 
to be asked are (1) Who increases the supply of money? and (2) Why?

The answ er to the  first is easy, because we have only one currency 
in A ustralia—the ‘legal te n d e r’ Australian dollars and coins, which 
are controlled, ultim ately, by the Australian Governm ent. Only the 
governm ent has the power to increase the money supply in this 
country. They are able to do this through the Reserve Bank and 
the banking system  generally. (For more detail on this, see Money). 
Because the money is not ‘backed’ by any tangible commodity, such 
as gold, they can do it a t their own discretion. There are political 
lim its, and ultim ate economic consequences, bu t no hard and fast 
objective limits such as those th a t would be set by a 100 per cent gold 
backing (which, of course, is why politicians hated, and still hate, 
the gold standard).

The answ er to the second part of the questions is more complex. 
W hy do they increase the money supply? The simple answ er is: for 
political reasons. We have described elsew here, at some length, the 
m odern political process whereby various pressure groups compete 
at th e  public trough for handouts of governm ent privilege. In many 
cases, this privilege is in the form of m oney—particularly in the fields



of w elfare, and education. The popular part is the  handing out of the 
m oney. The unpopular part is the collection of the  money in the first 
place, before it is handed out. There are a num ber of short-term  
options for doing this open to the governm ent—taxation (direct or 
indirect), loans (here and overseas), profits from governm ent en ter
p rises (for exam ple, Australian Post (?)), or the money printing 
p ress , and credit expansion through the  banking system.

Since the only real w ealth we have is in the goods and services 
we produce, ultimately all these  options boil down to one: the money 
has to come out of production. Loans have to be repaid out of greater 
fu tu re  taxation. However, money taken out of production by taxation 
— direct or indirect—is always unpopular and, therefore, lim ited at 
any tim e. The limits rise from year to year, of course. If someone 
had suggested  to our great-grandparents that they should pay half 
of th e ir  earnings in taxation, there would have been an instant 
revolution— but th a t’s what we pay now. W ithout a bloody w him per.

Today, the dem ands on the governm ent for money continue to 
increase, as more and more people develop their knee-jerk reflexes; 
as m ore and more ‘long-run’ consequences of previous governm ent 
economic intervention rear their unw anted heads, and as more 
am bitious bright-eyed trendies come up with fantastic world-saving 
schem es. For their part, the  politicians have their eyes firmly fixed 
on their coveted seats in governm ent, and so they cast about 
despairingly for some m eans whereby they m ight have their tax and 
ea t it too. And so, they, as their predecessors have done throughout 
m ank ind’s history, resort to the printing press.

A fter raising as much money as they dare through as confusing 
and m isleading an array of taxes as possible, the politicians finally 
reso rt to financing their vote buying schem es out of budget deficits. 
They spend more than they dare steal from us. In plain language, 
they m anufacture the extra money they need. Very little of it is, in 
fact, actually printed as notes and coins. The majority of the money 
in a m odern economy is in the form of cheque accounts and credit—in 
o ther words, book entries. Through the Reserve Bank, the  Federal 
G overnm ent can release more money through the entire banking 
system . It can also release money through direct spending 
program m es—defence contracts, public works and welfare handouts, 
for exam ple.

A part from the direct and obvious buying off of pressure groups 
(see Elections), there is also an im portant indirect need for inflation. 
Previous governm ent economic intervention and inflation will have 
caused  dislocations in the economy. The natural economic process
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of ironing out these dislocations, of liquidating m al-investm ents, 
and restoring economic equilibrium  is either a recession or, if the 
distortions are very severe, a depression. But these are politically 
very unpopular, and are w arded off at any cost. The m eans to this 
end , to use Milton F riedm an’s heroin analogy, is another ‘fix’—more 
inflation, to ‘stim ulate’ the  economy and get th ings moving again.

The problem  with inflation is that when the new money enters 
the  economy it enters at a few points only, and slowly filters out 
th rough the entire economy. Those who get the  new money first, 
gain by it (the governm ent reaps a double gain—it uses the money 
first, and then gets more back as the  inflation pushes people into 
h igher tax brackets). The people who get it first are able to spend it 
before prices rise. However, if we consider the general price level to 
be given by the formula,

Q uantity of moneyG eneral price level Quantity of goods and services
th is net increase in the money supply will eventually cause a general 
increase in prices. But the  people who receive the money first don’t 
th ink in such term s. They m erely see the extra money as their good 
fortune, and as a sign of general economic prosperity. Thinking of 
the good tim es ahead, they may buy new capital equipm ent, build 
new plant and hire more staff. This in turn creates new dem and in 
re la ted  industries, and stim ulates them  to likewise follow suit and 
also tends to bid up prices.

As the new money percolates through the economy, however, the 
price rises catch up and activity starts to even out. The new money 
d o esn ’t bring the sam e gains, and in fact, the last people to receive 
it, receive it after the general price level has risen and so suffer 
losses. Those who don’t receive it suffer the greatest losses of all— 
and , tragically these people are those who can least afford it—retired 
people on fixed incomes or pensioners for example.

Once the money has percolated fully through the economy, and 
a new price level has been reached, the situation is much as it was 
before—with one major exception. Those industries who received 
the  early money mistook the inflationary surge for a real economic 
boom and m ade long-term  investm ents in preparation. Once the 
flurry subsided, after the money had percolated through the 
economy, these industries or com panies were stuck with all this 
extra  capacity and consequent economic com m itment, but with no 
increased m arket or dem and. Thus, this major effect of inflation 
causes a misallocation of resources. Business survival thus requires



th a t many of these  m al-investm ents be liqu idated, and the  recession 
beg ins.

This is where the governm ent steps in and gives the economy 
ano ther shot in the arm , to reproduce the original illusory boom in 
the  hope of avoiding the unpleasant political effects of the recession. 
H owever, people m ight som etim es be dum b, bu t they a ren ’t always 
stup id . Having been caught once, they m ight decide to ‘wait and 
s e e ’. Thus, to convince them  th a t the economy is really on the up
sw ing, the governm ent needs to inject bigger and bigger doses of 
m oney into it. (The ultim ate trip .) But the sam e th ing happens 
again . There is illusory dem and, illusory profits (because of 
accounting m ethods not taking inflation into account), b igger govern
m ent deficits because of inflation-caused cost increases, initial huge 
personal savings where inflation causes unem ploym ent/security 
fears , then a massive run on banks as people realize their money 
value is being stolen by inflation, and so decide to spend their 
savings, and inevitably, higher in terest rates, which the governm ent 
reacts to by pushing still more money into the economy, and intro
ducing more governm ent economic controls to try and hide the 
unp leasan t symptoms as they arise—for exam ple, wage and price 
controls.

The governm ent is caught on a merry-go-round that it can’t stop 
while it refuses to face up to the  consequences of its past m istakes. 
W hen the inevitable bust com es—and the longer it takes the worse 
it will be—the governm ent will further compound its errors by 
refusing to let the liquidations of m al-investm ents and the  restoration 
of w age price equilibrium s take place. As happened in 1929, it will 
desperately  try to keep wages and prices up, again for obvious 
political reasons, and will succeed only in bringing the entire 
economy to a grinding halt.

All inflation does is re-allocate resources. Every tim e the govern
m ent creates extra money, it in effect steals from every one of us. 
It is the greatest con ever invented— how to com m it a robbery without 
actually touching the money. I t  leaves us with our money, bu t steals 
its value.

If th is governm ent-caused inflation reduces the purchasing power 
of our dollar to fifty cents, the governm ent has effectively robbed 
us of the fifty cents of value th a t all our dollars had. It is the most 
vicious form of tax, because it is hidden, and, as m entioned before, 
it hu rts  most those who are the m ost helpless and can least afford it. 
It is a tragic irony that much of it is caused in the nam e of ‘w elfare’.

It has been said that, really, the governm ent isn ’t to blam e because
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it is merely reflecting our dem ands. That is, if we d idn’t pressure 
it to do so many things, then  such th ings as inflation w ouldn’t occur. 
T herefore, we shouldn’t blam e the governm ent, bu t blam e ourselves. 
W hile there is some validity in this argum ent, it is quite pointless, 
and doesn’t let the governm ent off the  hook anyway.

I t 's  pointless because there  is no chance of convincing the entire 
population to give up making dem ands; the governm ent has to take 
the  lead . Since they should know more about these issues anyway, 
they have a moral responsibility to do the right th ing—and not give 
in to dem ands that they know are suicidal in the long run.

It doesn’t let the governm ent off the hook any more than a war 
crim inal is let off the hook by pleading ‘I was only following orders’. 
W e are each ultim ately responsible for the actions th a t we voluntarily 
com m it. Politicians have options. They should either fight for what 
they believe, and say and prom ote only what they believe, or get out 
of politics. The only way inflation can be cured is for the governm ent 
to virtually work itself out of a job. It m ust give up its power, give up 
its economic m eddling, repeal most of its laws, and let private 
individuals finally have a chance to organize their own affairs. 
G overnm ent economic m anagem ent has produced nothing but 
catastrophes throughout m ankind’s history. It is doing the  sam e 
now. I t’s tim e we learned from our m istakes.

A genuine free m arket, with at least some commodity backed 
currencies, no one legal tender, and no governm ent controlled 
banking system , would eliminate inflation and all its associated 
problem s. In the long run, we have no options at all. Politicians 
may be able to vote to change the law of the land. They can’t change 
the  laws of nature; and th a t includes economics.
1. John Maynard Keynes, The Economic Consequences o f  the Peace, Harcourt, 

Brace & World, New York, N.Y., 1920.
2. A general rise is more than just isolated variation in prices due to seasonal 

influences on, or other fluctuations in, supply and demand.
3. This is not a strict equation for specific item s. It merely serves to show what we have 

already d iscussed—that an increase in money not accompanied by a corresponding 
increase in the supply of goods and services will result in a general price rise, and 
vice versa. Similarly relationships can be worked out for variations in the supply 
of goods and services.

INHERITED WEALTH
A rgum ents over w hether or not people should be allowed to inherit 
w ealth usually centre around the ‘w orth’ or otherwise of the people 
who inherit it, or on w hether or not it is fair th a t they should receive 
m oney without having to work for it. People driven by envy, or a
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belief in egalitarianism , find the whole concept of inherited wealth 
repulsive. Their feelings a ren ’t helped by the odd playboy who m akes 
the  headlines for his wild spending of his family fortune, or by the 
political tricks of the  institutionalized U.S. aristocracy—the 
Rockefellers, Kennedys, and others.

By centring on the recipient of inherited wealth, however, the 
argum ents against it entirely  m iss the essential point. The point is 
not whether or not a person has a right to receive the wealth but 
w hether or not its owner has the right to leave it to whoever he or she  
pleases. Because the righ t to property m eans the right to own, control 
and dispose of that property, the owner of property quite clearly does 
have the right to leave th a t wealth to whoever he or she chooses. We 
may wonder at their choice, disagree with them  and even attem pt to 
convince them  of their error, but we cannot morally force them  to do 
otherw ise. It is the ow ners’ right and their right alone to make the 
choice. Once that choice is m ade and clearly sta ted , no subsequent 
court or judge has the right to change it (as they som etim es do when 
Wills are contested). Only when there  is ambiguity (or the possibility 
the property that was inherited was not owned by the person who 
has bequeathed it) is there  any room for court decisions. It is a 
terrib le  and cowardly injustice to a dead person to direct th a t property 
be divided in a m anner contrary to that directed by the dead person. 
It should be a point of honour to carry out that person’s specific 
w ishes, and most certainly should be a point of law. Needless to say, 
the entire business of inheritance has been m ade extrem ely com
plicated by the taxation system —another exam ple of the govern
m en t's  right hand (the courts) having to clean up the m ess created 
by the left hand (the tax system).

As far as we are concerned, then, there is no doubt about the 
absolute  right of the ow ner of property to leave it to the person of his 
or her choice. Furtherm ore, ju st as this is m oral, it is also practical, 
because any attem pt to stop it would have disastrous results.

If we could leave no property to our heirs, or kin, then there would 
be little point in us keeping any property at all until we died. 
Therefore, people would simply work out ways and m eans of 
disposing of their property before they died. N eedless to say, such a 
procedure would disadvantage the poor, and the vast bulk of ‘middle 
c la ss’ people, because they would be the least likely to know about 
se tting  up com panies, trusts  and all the o ther necessary tricks. 
W hen a property ow ner died (say, for exam ple, the father of a 
family) without previously transferring his property, his family would 
be deprived of his property and thrown on the mercy of the State.
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If property was jointly owned the family would lose the deceased’s 
share , and be th a t m uch worse off.

If the governm ent succeeded in eliminating most or all of the 
loopholes and so successfully prevented property flowing from the 
ow ner to his or her chosen successor, then (1) the incentive for 
working to accum ulate the  property in the  first place would be 
considerably reduced, and (2) the  latter years of the ow ner’s life 
would be spent on a spending spree, and the property would be 
dissipated. If the ow ner’s judgem ent was out, he or she could 
conceivably rid them selves of all their property before they died, 
thus having nothing left to live on and thus leaving them selves at 
the  mercy of the State, and a burden on the taxpayers.

In the vast majority of cases, people will not continue to work, 
save, invest or live as they would if they could leave their property 
to whoever they liked, if, when they die, the State cops the lot. 
Indeed, this seem s to be a recurring error on the part of egalitarians 
and socialists in many different areas. They believe they can alter 
social conditions and laws at will and not d isrupt the economy at all. 
They consistently neglect to consider what effect their schem es will 
have on people, and in particular on production.

The idea of not allowing wealth to be inherited is patently absurd, 
and it is ridiculous to even have to stoop so low as to point out the 
obvious flaws in it. Yet, it is seriously m entioned from tim e to tim e, 
and dum ber th ings have happened. T here’s no telling w hat some 
people will do to get their hands on other people’s money. Especially 
when those people are politicians.
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JOURNALISM
F eed pigs swill.

ANON.
Journalism , and new spapers in particular, provide an interesting 
exam ple of the need for business people to concern them selves about 
long-term  consequences. N ew spapers and journalists today enjoy a 
very low reputation, because for too long they have sought to take 
short cuts, and prom ote sales through distortions, exaggerations, 
sensationalism  and half tru ths.

Few people today would be surprised when, after being tem pted 
to buy an afternoon paper by a provocative display dodger, they 
find that the dodger sta tem ent was only am biguously true  and, in 
fact, deliberately m isleading. It has happened so often th a t the 
sucker reader m erely calls him self a fool for being caught yet again, 
and mentally relegates new spapers another notch lower in his 
estim ation. And the sam e is true  of advertising.

Once again, it is to a degree a vicious circle with journalists 
com ing into regular contact with some of the  worst aspects of 
hum anity and thus eventually developing a very cynical outlook on 
people and social institutions. It is hard to think of any less inspiring 
task than being a journalist reporting politics or social events. Both 
areas show people as m ean, conniving, evasive, dishonest, 
am bitious, greedy, power-hungry, snobbish, pretentious, rude, 
overbearing and pandering, none of which would foster a feeling of 
respec t for his or her fellow man in any journalist, or anyone, for 
that m atter. But ju s t because others are th a t way, is no excuse for 
journalists to avoid the responsibility of m aintaining their own 
personal standards. Once journalists (and/or their journals) take on 
the attitude th a t ‘people are sh it’ and begin to trea t them  accordingly, 
they sign their own long-term  death w arrant.

If private individuals and companies default on the responsibility 
of m aintaining their own standards, then they provide the 
am m unition for those who seek to enforce standards upon them . So, 
w hen a political party or a governm ent comes up with a schem e to 
regulate  the P ress, th ere  is w idespread public support for it because 
the general public believes th a t it’s about tim e someone moved to 
clean it up. This is the longterm  backlash.

Furtherm ore, many journalists seem to be increasingly unable to 
appreciate the difference betw een objectivity and prejudice, and 
seem  more in terested  in sensationalism than fair and accurate 
reporting. In this regard , in particular, the vicious circle becomes



140 JOURNALISM
really vicious. Reporters are perpetually frustra ted  by the evasive
ness and non-committal blurb dished out by politicians—but 
politicians do this because, quite often, th ey ’ve been burned too 
often by reporters tw isting, m isinterpreting and sensationalizing 
th e ir comments.

W e naturally believe that new spaper proprietors have the right 
to prin t what they like, however biased it m ight be. We do not believe 
in equal time or equal space rules being foisted upon anyone. W e do 
not believe that anyone—especially journalists—can rightfully be 
fo rced  to give all sides of a story. In other words, while many of us 
m ight disagree with w hat a new spaper says and how it says it, (and 
try and hope to convince them  to say it differently) we should all in 
the last analysis, fight for the right of all individuals to say w hat they 
th ink as they please.

The only thing that anyone should be prosecuted for publishing is 
m aterial that is fraudulent, and can be proven to be so. Of course, 
the question of in tent has to be considered in th is regard. Ju s t as in 
the distinction betw een m anslaughter and m urder, from the point of 
view of the victim, the resu lt is the sam e, therefore, restitution must 
be the same. But ju st as you yourself can insure to cover the 
possibility of m anslaughter, so in new spaper reporting you can insure 
yourself against the possibility of accidental fraud, thus lifting 
from oneself the burden of paying the dam ages. But no insurance 
com pany would leave itself open to having to make a payout to cover 
m urder or intentional fraud.

The Australian libel and slander laws as they presently exist 
should be repealed . W e cannot (however unfortunately) claim to 
own our reputations, as they exist in the minds of other people. The 
only laws required are those that outlaw fraud. The p resen t libel 
and slander laws encourage people to be non-discrim inating about 
w hat they read. The attitude is—it m ust be true otherwise, h e ’d 
sue.

It has also been pointed out that our libel laws would have 
prevented  an event such as W atergate from occurring in this country. 
But with no libel or slander laws, criticisms could be more readily 
m ade, and people would come to dem and more in the way of 
docum entation of claims, before they believed them . Newspapers 
m ight even be worth reading.
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JUSTICE
There never w ill be a decent political sense  developed in this 

country until we breed a race o f  people who are as ready to go to 
the m at fo r  ju s tice  on b eh a lf o f  what they do not believe in as on 

behalf o f  what they do believe in. That is the spirit that utterly 
terrifies politicians and jo b  holders and m akes them  walk a

chalk line.
ALBERT JAY NOCK 

The voice o f  the majority is no p ro o f ofjustice.
SCHILLER

The original intention of the legal system  was to dispense justice. 
Today, its function is prim arily to enforce the rule of the State. In 
m ore cases than not, this involves perpetrating  injustices—as, for 
exam ple, in all cases of victim less ‘crim e’.

A real crime is com m itted when an action is initiated th a t violates 
the  rights of any individual. (This excludes appropriate action taken 
in self-defence.) It has been argued (see Crime) that victimless 
activities do not violate rights, and thus are not really crim es. In the 
case of real crim es, such as robbery, breach of contract, m urder, 
fraud , rape or assault, w hat happens in our courts today? Punishm ent 
is m eted  out, bu t rarely justice.

Suppose your house was burgled and you lost $5000 worth of 
goods. The odds are they will not be recovered, so you’re down 
$5000. What happens when the burglar is caught? He goes to gaol— 
and if he adm its to all his burglaries he can serve out the  tim e for 
them  all sim ultaneously. Who pays for the cost of his capture, his 
trial, his upkeep in ever-increasing luxury in gaol, and, probably, the 
upkeep of his family on welfare while h e ’s in there? You do. W hat do 
you get back by way of justice? The dubious pleasure of knowing 
th a t the burglar is in prison. Big deal. Some idea of justice! You 
lose all down the line.

The focus of the  judicial/legal system  should be on the victim. 
After all, he or she is the  innocent party. But today, the victim is 
increasingly disregarded. Concern to rehabilitate  the criminal 
com petes with the  desire to punish  the crim inal, and above all the 
State ensures th a t its authority is not questioned. The victim takes 
a very distant back seat.

The real aim of justice, once the criminal has been apprehended 
and given a fair trial, is to determ ine who is the injured party , and 
to achieve as nearly as possible, full restitution to th a t party at the 
crim inal's expense. It should not be at the taxpayer’s expense.



142 JUSTICE

In a case such as m urder, the injured party is the  victim ’s family, 
the next of kin, or business associates. In our simple exam ple of 
burg lary , the criminal should be put to work—either inside an 
institu tion or, preferably, in civilian life, as the courts may decide— 
and kept at work until he or she has paid back the full $5000, plus 
extra  for inconvenience, loss of in terest or opportunity, plus an 
am ount to cover police costs, court costs, and, if necessary, prison 
costs. When the debt is paid, and not before , the  prisoner is a free 
person.

Obviously, under th is system , some crimes would resu lt in a life
tim e of such labour—for exam ple for some m urders, or multi-million 
dollar robberies. For large robberies, there is thus a very real 
incentive for the crim inals to give up the m oney once caught and 
convicted.

Another aspect of th is system  is that the form of restitu tion could 
be chosen by the victim  and would only need to be in keeping with the 
crim e. If the crime involved money then restitu tion would be in 
m oney, or at least, in m aterial form —goods and services for example. 
If the crime involved physical violation, such as m urder, rape or 
assau lt, then the form of restitution could be physical (capital punish
m ent in the case of m urder), or m aterial, or both.

The courts would have the task of ensuring that the degree of 
restitu tion  dem anded by the victim was com m ensurate with the 
degree of the crim e. For exam ple, you couldn’t choose 100 lashes 
as restitution for knocking off a couple of chooks. B u t it should be 
obvious that m ost people, given the choice, will choose a material 
fo rm  o f  restitution— m ostly money.

For their part, the crim inals, by their actions, have forfeited any 
claim to rights. Because their action, to be a crime, involved the 
initiation of an act which violated someone e lse ’s rights, they in 
effect said, ‘We don’t recognize your righ ts .’ W ell they can ’t have it 
both w ays.1 If they don’t respect the rights of others, they cannot 
in ju s tice  claim th a t th e ir own be respected. They can only claim fair 
treatm ent.

It could be said th a t the system  of restitution would favour the 
rich, because they could easily pay off their debts ‘without punish
m e n t’. Well, as a victim, if you are fully com pensated, what more 
do you want?

The fact that a crim inal’s background may have contributed to his 
crim inal tendencies should be completely irrelevant to the court. The 
victim is not responsible for the crim inal’s background, nor should he 
or she suffer further because of it. This does not mean th a t we deny
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the influence of such factors as background and environm ent, on 
the formation of crim inal desires. We don’t. W e simply wish to point 
out that while such considerations may be of great concern to 
psychologists, social workers and so on, they are not necessarily of 
any concern to the  victim , and should not be forced upon the victim .

Finally, if, as victims, we are to be repaid by the crim inal, this 
m eans we would probably get the money in bits and pieces over a 
long period. This would not be very satisfactory, and so companies 
or co-operative societies, would inevitably be set up to pay the money 
out in a lump sum to the  victim, and then undertake to retrieve the 
m oney from the crim inal. These organizations could be run like a 
m edical benefits schem e or an insurance com pany. In th is case, it 
probably would be in the  in terests of these organizations to employ 
psychologists, social w orkers and the like, and make som e effort to 
rehabilitate and train  the  crim inals, because by doing so they would 
ensu re  that they received their money far more quickly.

You may not agree with all these  ideas, bu t one thing at least can 
definitely be said—they  would go a long way further towards 
achieving ju stice  than our p resen t system  does.

1. One exception to this is the category of victimless ‘crim es’ that currently exists, 
but which should not exist. These victimless ‘crimes' are not really crimes, because 
no rights have been violated. Thus, in this case, the ‘criminal’ could complain about 
having h is/her rights violated. And it’s interesting to note that in the case of a 
victimless ‘crim e’, who is the ‘victim’ that claims restitution?
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KNEE-JERKS
W hen some sort of economic or social problem arises in this country, 
w h a t’s the first th ing you hear? W hat happens when a motorcyclist 
is killed because of a faulty crash-helm et; or some people are 
s trand ed  overseas by the  collapse of a cheap travel agency; or some 
m anufacturing com panies are bankrupted because someone overseas 
develops a be tte r and cheaper product? The first thing you hear is 
the  knee-jerk: ‘the governm ent should do som ething . . . ’; ‘there 
ough t to be a law . . . ‘they ought to be banned /contro lled /licensed / 
reg iste red  . . ‘we dem and a sub sidy /enqu iry /benefit/ta riff/new  
departm ent

The reflex reaction of a society conditioned to believe th a t our 
benevolent Big Brother governm ent can cure anything and every
th ing . Longterm consequences, associated complications, morality— 
these  are promptly forgotten in the rush for the  m odern cure-all— 
governm ent action of som e form.

And, of course, the governm ents, composed as they are of pro
fessional politicians, ever eager to enhance their own power and 
influence, encourage and feed off this tendency like parasites and 
vu ltures. The resu lt is a vast am ount of ad hoc legislation, the growth 
of num erous governm ent departm ents, com m ittees and enquiries, 
and the  growth of a lobbying industry. The m uddle thus caused in 
tu rn  generates new problem s, which bring forth the inevitable, 
knee-jerk reactions, and finally more legislation, departm ents, 
com m ittees, and so on.

But this cannot go on forever. M other N ature is a cruel m istress. 
Any contravention of natural law, any tam pering with the natural 
order of th ings, m ust have its consequences, and the only 
recourse for escaping them  is such as entails worse con
sequences. N ature recks nothing of in tentions, good or bad; the 
one thing she will not tolerate is disorder, and she is very p a r
ticular about getting her full pay for any a ttem pt to create d is
order. She gets it sometimes by very indirect m ethods, often by 
very roundabout and unforeseen ways, bu t she always gets it . . . 
It would seem  that our civilization is greatly given to this 
infantile addiction—greatly given to persuad ing  itself that it can 
find some m eans which nature will to lerate , whereby we may eat 
our cake and have it; and it strongly resen ts the stubborn fact 
th a t there is no such m eans . 1

Knee-jerks are the political equivalent of the  cleaner who sweeps 
the  dirt under the carpet; the car dealer who fixes the car so that it 
holds together until i t ’s driven out of the yard; the  real esta te  agent 
who paints over the white ants and doesn’t m ention the collapsing
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foundations. They are the irresponsible, evasive, sneaky, short
term  expedients. They make no attem pt to understand  the problem  or 
solve it.

That knee-jerks are so popular with politicians today is an accurate 
reflection of the calibre of men who inhabit our parliam ents and on 
us, who put them  there  and let them  get away with it.

1. Albert J. Nock, Our Enem y the State, Free Life Editions, New York, N.Y., 1973, 
p. 85.
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The objective of the Australian Labor Party, stated right at the 
beginning of their platform , reads as follows:

1. OBJECTIVE
The democractic socialization of industry, production, 
distribution and exchange—to the extent necessary to eliminate 
exploitation and other anti-social features in those fields—in 
accordance with the principles of action, m ethods and pro
gressive reform s se t out in this platform.

Section V on Econom ic Planning  mentions the aim to establish a 
D epartm ent of Economic Planning; the need to appropriately 
em pow er the A ustralian Governm ent to make laws with respect to 
prices, incomes and in terest rates; the objective ‘to establish or 
extend public en terp rise , where appropriate, by nationalization, 
particularly in the fields of banking, consum er finance, insurance, 
marketing, housing, stevedoring, transport and in areas of anti-social 
m onopoly’ [our italics]; the aim to optimize the use of resources by 
the use of ‘tariffs, import controls, subsidies an d /o r other economic 
in strum ents’; and so on.

Elsew here the platform  m entions such aims as the provision of a 
‘universal, free [?], com pulsory, secular system  of education open to 
all citizens;’ the achievem ent of ‘full ownership and control of coal, 
oil, natural gas, uranium  and all other fuel and energy resources . . . ’ 
by the governm ent; ‘The responsibility . . .  for instituting a 
program m e of com m unity developm ent in the restructuring of old 
cities and the building of new cities’; a system  of ‘com prehensive 
social, economic, and environm ental planning, including the 
in teg rated  planning of hum an settlem ents and comprehensive 
p lanning for the use of land, w ater and other natural resources’ 
to elim inate environm ental problem s; a free national health service; 
the provision of tourist, sport, physical fitness, community recreation 
and youth facilities; a vast system  of social security benefits; ‘the 
righ t to full em ploym ent, real economic justice; freedom  and security; 
the right to work in ju st and favourable conditions [who determ ines 
w hat is ‘ju s t’ and ‘favourable’?] and freedom  to choose em ploym ent’; 
the  right to ‘a standard  of living . . . com m ensurate with modern 
concepts and national p rosperity’; constitutional changes to, among 
other things, ‘gran t general powers to the Australian Parliam ent to 
pass laws relating to such m atters as registration of industrial 
organizations and the righ ts and liabilities of such organizations and 
their officers and m em bers, industrial safety, train ing and retraining 
of m anpower, severance pay and other post-em ploym ent obligations.

LABOR PARTY
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em ployee participation in m anagem ent and w orkers’ com pensation 
. . the provision of fertilizer subsidies (??); provision of ‘a safe, 
efficient and modern transport system , em bracing all form s of 
transp ort (including pipelines); re-establishm ent of the Inter-State 
Commission ‘to co-ordinate all types of in tersta te  transport in 
A ustralia including rail, road, air, water and pipelines, and to 
regula te  conditions of carriage’; defence forces ‘properly equipped 
with the best and most up-to-date w eapons ’ ; 1 ‘the am algam ation of 
the legal profession’(?); encouragem ent and support for the arts, and 
censorship laws th a t allow adults to read, hear and view what they 
wish in private or public, bu t at the sam e tim e, the establishm ent of 
a statutory authority to adm inister television and radio, the issue and 
renew al of licences ‘on a variable b as is’, and a continuing study of 
all program m es on all radio and television stations to be m ade and 
‘questions of an adequate quality and range of program m ing, de ter
m inations of possible unfulfilled needs, and the effects upon society 
of p resen t forms of program m ing ‘to be investigated’.

One might well ask w h at’s going to be left for private individuals 
to do when a Labor governm ent has everything it wants.

In the light of the philosophy expressed in th is book, it is easy to 
see the profound differences of opinion that exist betw een Liber
tarian ism  and the Labor Party. The tyranny of non-specific rules 
and laws is particularly relevant here. W hat, precisely, do such term s 
as ‘exploitation’, ‘anti-social’, ‘community developm ent’, ‘real 
economic justice’, ‘ju s t and favourable conditions’, ‘modern concepts 
and national prosperity’, ‘post-em ploym ent obligations’, ‘em ployee 
participation’, ‘a variable basis’, and ‘adequate quality and range’ 
m ean? A Labor governm ent elected on a platform  containing such 
non-specific term s can and will claim a m andate for virtually any
th ing . Every one of those term s can be defined at will to cover a vast 
range of possibilities. The question always is: who decides, by what 
criteria , and by what right? The entire Labor platform is riddled 
with these statem ents. They all sound very nice, bu t when you try to 
pu t m eaning to them  they get to be horrifying in their possibilities.

W here the platform  is specific, it is also riddled with straightout 
erro rs and contradictions. W hat, for exam ple, does a right to full 
em ploym ent m ean? How does th a t stack up against the fundam ental 
individual rights of em ployers? W hat about the rights to property and 
voluntary trade? Do em ployers have fewer, equal, or more rights 
than  employees? W hat does that imply? Do rich people have fewer, 
equal, or more rights than poor people? W hat does this imply? If
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everyone has the  ‘r ig h t’ to a free education, who pays for it, and 
w hat about their rights?

T hese sorts of questions can be asked on almost every line. 
Nowhere in the entire  Labor platform is there  evidence of the 
consistent application of principles, or of an appreciation of 
fundam ental economic principles. Contrary to popular belief, 
economic production doesn’t ju st happen regardless of social, 
political or economic circum stances, nor has the governm ent a 
bottom less pit from which to fund its program m es; and nor can 
‘pub lic’ money be regarded  as being neutral—of having an existence 
free of any other considerations. ‘Public’ m oney is stolen money, 
and its expenditure is not justified by the ‘public good’ of the 
program m e under consideration. Thus, the specifics—where they can 
be determ ined—of the  Labor platform are stacked with errors and 
contradictions.

M uch of the support for the Labor Party comes from those who 
approve of the good intentions of most of its aim s, but even on the 
Left, there is aw areness of what those well-intentioned efforts 
will achieve (?) in practice. Bruce M cFarlane, writing in the book, 
The Australian N ew  Left, has w ritten, ‘It [the New Left] holds that 
the  infallible road to totalitarianism  is Fabian tinkering and A.L.P.- 
type “ socialism -by-stealth” which excluded the m ass of the  people 
from control . ’ 2

M ost Labor supporters have genuine hum anitarian intentions. In 
certain  areas, such as civil liberties and victim less ‘crim es’, Labor 
is far superior to the  L iberal/N .C . Parties. The Left in general is 
very accurate in their analysis of the corporate State and modern 
power structures. But, as has been said before, by opting for a 
program m e of A .L.P.-type socialism in place of L iberal/N .C .P . 
corporate capitalism  they are merely substitu ting  one evil for 
another.

A free voluntary society with the power of the State reduced to an 
absolute minimum will achieve all the hum anitarian ideals of the 
Labor Party, w ithout killing the goose before it gets to lay even one 
m ore egg. ‘Socialist’ stagnation such as that enjoyed in G reat Britain 
is w hat the Labor Party  prom ises, and th a t’s no way to solve any
th ing . Except p rogress, if th a t is seen by you as a problem . (If so, see 
Conservative because th a t is what you really are.)
1. As long as they are not nuclear and preferably at least fifty years out of date.
2. Richard Gordon, (ed.). The Australian N ew  Left, William Heinemann, Melbourne,

1970. p. 118.
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LAW

What a young  law studen t needs m ost a fter a diploma and a 
shingle and a client are a good pair o f  eyebrows and  

broad shoulders. Then, when his client asks him how to stay 
out o f  trouble with the governm ent, he can raise the f ir s t  and

shrug the secon d . . .
LOWELL MASON, F.T.C. COMMISSIONER U .S.A ., 1950 

E ver since society has existed, disappointm ent has been 
preaching 'Put not you r fa ith  in le g is la tio n a n d  y e t  the trust 

in legislation seem s hardly diminished.
HERBERTSPENCER

W hat has been said already in this book about crim e and governm ent 
has obvious im plications in the subject of law. The most that a 
governm ent should do is protect individual righ ts. Any action that 
violates individual righ ts is a crime. The only laws we need, are 
those that are necessary to protect individual rights.

In this sense, the law should be purely negative—it should specify 
only those few th ings that we should not do. It should do nothing 
in the positive sense of regulating voluntary hum an activity. Thus, 
such actions as m urder, robbery, assault, rape and fraud violate 
righ ts and are therefore immoral. They should be ‘Against the Law’. 
But such activities as prostitution, gam bling, drug-taking, practising 
m edicine without a licence, selling beer after ‘closing tim e’ and 
baking bread out of hours, do not violate rights, are not immoral 
and should, therefore, be ‘within the law ’.

It should also be noted that many areas currently covered by 
‘the  law ’ would, in a free society, still be covered by the law, but via 
the form of the contract.

The fundam ental legal principle of the adm inistration of the law, 
should be that of assum ing a person innocent until proven guilty. 
To an alarming extent, laws are today being predicated upon the 
opposite prem ise  of guilty until proven innocent. All victimless 
‘crim e’ and purely regulatory laws fall into th is category. This 
tendency is very much advanced, and should be a m atter for urgent 
and serious consideration by all people in the legal profession and 
any associated professions.

Our governm ents, via the legal professions, have em barked on 
the  hopeless task of trying to bottle hum ankind up—of trying to fit 
hum ans into a prescribed mould. The history of taxation laws is a 
glowing tribute to the ingenuity of mankind—no m atter how they are 
constructed , altered or tw isted, loopholes are always found. New
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revisions and extensions are m ade to cover these, bu t still more 
loopholes are found. This process takes place in most areas of the 
law, and the end resu lt is a body of law so m assive, so complicated 
and so restrictive th a t it is alm ost completely self-defeating. Thus 
m odern governm ents m anufacture more crim es than  they prevent. In 
fact, they also commit m ore crim es than they prevent.

The political area of hum an activity, with its end product of 
legislation, is slowly overwhelm ing the other two areas of human 
activity—the economic and the social. Both our m aterial and 
psychological welfare are suffering because of the restrictions 
placed on us by over-am bitious, over-zealous and plain straight out 
m istaken governm ent legislative activity. Only a reversion to freedom  
will prevent a com plete economic and spiritual breakdown of our 
society. The law m ust be used for its proper function—to protect 
individual rights. N ot to slowly strangle and sm other all voluntary 
hum an activity. There ought to be a law against it—a great big law 
called non-interference.

LIBERAL/NATIONAL COUNTRY PARTIES
The platforms of these  two parties are as much of a sick joke as that 
of the  Labor Party. They have the sam e high sounding, non-specific, 
and hence very dangerous phrases, the sam e types of errors and 
contradictions.

From our point of view, however, the errors of these two parties 
are m ore dangerous than those of the Labor Party. The Liberal/ 
N.C. Parties are the traditional defenders of property rights and free 
en terp rise  in th is country, and so their errors not only discredit their 
parties, bu t far w orse, discredit both these concepts. Bad defence of a 
proposition is worse than  no defense at all.

The situation of the L iberal/N .C . Parties is even worse than  that, 
for not only do they defend these propositions badly, they don’t 
even really believe in e ither the proposition or the defence. They 
profess to believe in righ ts, bu t support taxation, conscription, land 
resum ption, fractional reserve banking (fraud), all m anner of 
restrictions on voluntary trade, censorship, sexual repression, 
discrimination, persecution , redistribution of wealth, and victim
less ‘crim es’ to nam e bu t a few. Every one of these  violates the rights 
of individual citizens.

They profess to believe in free enterprise, bu t apparently without 
any  knowledge of free m arket economic principles. They support
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tariffs, subsidies, coercive monopolies, wage legislation, price 
controls, trading restrictions, licencing, coercive collectivization of 
industries, foreign investm ent controls, quotas, legal tender, central 
planning , coercive redistribution of population and industry, State 
run industries and services, and a host of State run m arketing bodies, 
and industry boards, councils and com m ittees, again to nam e but a 
few.

Ju s t like the Labor Party the Liberals and the Country Party believe 
it is a function of governm ent to dispense privilege. The only dis
agreem ent is who should cop the privilege. The businessm an. The 
farm er. The process line worker. The artist. The bum .

The contradictions in the policies of the L iberal/N .C . Parties 
alm ost defy belief. How can the National Country Party, for example, 
with a straight face, say on the sam e page  of its platform  th a t it 
believes in media ‘free of governm ent and political in terference’ and 
then  call for ‘m aintenance of a dual system of both national and  
com m ercial radio political controls' (our italics)? How can the  Liberal 
Party seriously state  th a t it believes in a free enterprise m anufac
tu ring  industry operating within a mixed economy? How do both 
P arties propose to ensure the right to equality of opportunity, or the 
right to free education, or adequate  health care, w ithout violating the 
righ ts of some other people (particularly their property rights) to 
provide them?

One can only assum e that the written policies of these Parties are 
cynical window dressing to cover what is simply a desire to obtain 
and hold political office. Certainly, the  record shows th a t they have 
progressively, and m ost effectively, sold out on their supposed 
principles, and have blown with the political wind in their un
principled chase after votes. Their record in the defence of genuine 
free enterprise and individual rights can only be described as 
deplorable, and i t ’s high tim e they were exposed for the charlatans 
th a t they are. They will talk all day about their fantastic ideals, but 
in the end lack the courage to actually do anything except sell them  
out.

The Liberal/N .C. Parties have yet to realize th a t if you go from A to 
point B in a thousand steps over twenty years, the end result is the 
sam e as if you did it in five steps over th ree years.

All th ree political P arties—Liberal, National Country and Labor— 
agree, when all is said and done, in the ultim ate superiority of the 
S tate over the individual. The only real difference is th a t the Labor 
Party  is a little m ore honest about it, and intends to get it over with 
quicker.
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If you don’t believe it read  the Labor, Liberal and National Country 

Party platforms.

LICENCES
Licensing provides yet ano ther dram atic illustration of the perversion 
of the role of governm ent from that of an agency preventing a few 
specific acts and having nothing to do with all others, to an agency 
which concerns itself with all acts, outlaws many, and licences 
the rest. As already m entioned, the Queensland Governm ent recently 
passed  a law requiring that, in future, anyone w ishing to hold a frog 
or lizard race would be required to get a licence. How much further 
can a governm ent go?

The granting of a licence is a grant of privilege. The licence holder 
is m ade part of a coercive monopoly, oligopoly or cartel, and 
protected from other com petition. The governm ent dishes out the 
privileges, as is its custom , and the general public pays the price, 
in the  form of decreased service and variety, an d /o r higher prices 
than would be the case on a free market.

Once again, the  general justification for licensing is that it is ‘for 
the public good’, to m aintain standards and protect consum ers. Even 
if it started  out this way, most licensing serves the opposite end 
today. Licensing allows the public to be exploited by a privileged 
few, by allowing special in terest pressure groups to gain special 
privileges for their m em bers. No pressure groups come out and say 
th is. Instead, they cast around for an excuse, a rationalization, that 
will sound good to the  poor, dum b public. Invariably they tro t out the 
old w arhorse of the ‘public good’, and it dutifully covers a thousand 
sins.

There are, however, o ther ways to protect consum ers that don’t 
do m ore harm than  good (see Consum er Protection). Licences are 
privileges, and the sooner we realize it, the be tte r off everyone will 
be, including, in the long run, the most efficient of today’s licence 
holders.

LOBBIES
M odern governm ent is p ressure group w arfare. The modern variation 
on the democratic process is the num bers gam e. The principal 
players in these m odern dram as are the governm ents and the lobbies. 
Taken in its broadest perspective, the result of the dram a is a 
continuous growth in the size, cost, influence and power of the
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governm ent, and a continuous re treat by the lobbies— a retreat 
involving a continuous process of compromise and selling out of 
principle, freedom and opportunity for short-term  survival. The 
lobbies are trading short-term  peace for longterm  suicide.

In a smaller context, various lobbies are deceived by tem porary 
‘w ins’. These ‘w ins’ however, are seldom at the expense of the 
governm ent. They are usually at the expense of other lobbies. Thus, 
m anufacturing industry wins tariff protection at the expense of 
prim ary industry and consum ers in general; or the m ining industry 
wins concessions at the expense of the environm entalists,- or the 
Aboriginals. Or vice versa.

Some lobbies come into being specifically for the purpose of 
p ressuring  the governm ent for privileges, for exam ple, many 
business lobbies. O thers come into being for self-defence, for 
exam ple other business lobbies, and special in terest groups such as 
W .E .L ., Festival of Light, Friends of the E arth. Still others, the 
governm ent actually creates. Some lobbies are form ed to protect 
b road sectional in terests from the governm ent, while others are 
form ed to protect som e sections of the sectional in terest from 
exploitation by others.

The entire lobbying process has been greatly refined over the 
years, and a quite symbiotic relationship exists betw een the lobbies 
and the governm ent. The governm ent obviously has to consider the 
reaction of lobbyists when drafting legislation, while the lobbies 
consider the trend of governm ent thinking in drafting subm issions. 
There is a frequent interchange of staff from side to side— 
appropriately term ed, changes in s ta tus from gam ekeeper to poach
er. M any journalists and ex-public servants now occupy key positions 
in the  various lobbying organizations. These people bring contacts 
and knowledge of the power structure into the service of the lobbies.

M any organizations have settled quite comfortably into this gam e. 
They do very well out of it. Competition is restricted, they enjoy 
th e ir share of the privileges, and profits are acceptable. But they are 
being lulled into a false sense of security, because the overwhelming 
trend  is along the path taken years previously by England.

Unless com panies, industries, pressure groups and individuals 
sta r t to consider morality instead of num bers, long-run consequences 
in stead  of im m ediate gratifications, fair and ju s t rew ards for effort 
instead of privileges, and principles ra ther than expediency, the 
cu rren t trend tow ards a totalitarian State will continue unabated.

The various special in terest groups have to sta rt looking beyond 
th e ir respective front doors, and have to realize that instead of
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fighting each o ther, they should unite against their common enem y— 
bureaucratic governm ent.
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Nothing happens until som eone sells something.
ANON.

M arketing is a nonsense term  invented by people who are trying to 
hide the fact th a t e ither: ( 1 ) they are salesm en who would ra ther be 
school teachers, or (2 ) they are salesm en who are so ineffectual and 
stupid  that they m ight as well be school teachers.

M arketing is very simply a fancy word for everyth ing  th a t goes into 
m aking a sale. That includes thinking som ething up, making it, 
pu tting  it out w here people can buy it and letting people know it’s 
out th ere . If you do it well you make a quid. If you do it badly you go 
broke and a general rule of thum b is that people who call it selling 
do it well and people who call it m arketing do it badly.

MATESHIP
W hen and if we get rid of governm ent welfare we will see a return  of 
the  family unit, neighbourliness and m ateship.

In Australia you do n ’t dud your m ates—you certainly don’t  play 
around with your m a te ’s sister. And if your m a te ’s in trouble you 
look after him. It is not coincidental that growth in governm ent 
intervention (especially welfare) has been exactly paralleled by a 
decline in the family unit, neighbourliness and  m ateship.

MEDIA
See Aunty A.B.C.

METRICS
It m ight well be true th a t a metric system is better than the old 
im perial system we had. But, even if we assum e that it is, is that 
sufficient justification for the State to force us all to accept and use it? 
Leaving aside the m assive expense and the w idespread confusion, 
w aste and inconvenience that this changeover has caused and is still 
causing, this fundam ental moral question of w hether or not the State 
has the  right to force us to accept any system  of w eights and 
m easures, is the one th a t has to be answ ered.

The fact that a uniform  system  makes the setting and enforcem ent 
of safety standards m uch sim pler is no justification. That merely 
brings to light yet ano ther area in which the State is active and in
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which it has no business. Besides, if that were the case, the State 
could, with equal justification, simplify m atters even more by out
law ing different m akes and models of cars, m achinery, appliances, 
d ifferen t fashions, different brands of food, toiletries, and many 
m ore. It would be far easier to enforce standards then. But is this 
w hat we want? If the one makes us recoil in horror, shouldn’t the 
o ther also, for the principle is the  same?

Is the enforcem ent of one system justified on the grounds of 
efficiency? Is it thought that by elim inating different system s and 
settling  on one, we will be be tte r off? If the governm ent is allowed 
to prescribe what w eights and m easures we use, however, can’t 
they also, for the sam e reasons, prescribe what design and construc
tion m ethods we use, w hat m aterials we use, or what styles of living 
we adopt?

Is one system be tte r because it’s easier to use and to learn? If so, 
does th is mean th a t the  governm ent can also decide tom orrow that 
we will all learn to speak and read and use the  language Esperanto? 
I t’s supposed to be easier than English. Should we do away with all 
our m igrant cultures, new spapers, languages, foods, custom s, and 
se ttle  for a ‘b e tte r’ system  for all people?

And if not, then why have we been forced to change to metrics? 
Why one and not the other? W hat is the principle involved to justify 
one and not the other? There is, of course, none. All we have is yet 
ano ther abuse of the arbitrary use of governm ent power, and, in this 
case, probably an exam ple of a minority using the m achinery of 
governm ent to impos.e its wishes on the majority.

Nobody should be forced to use any particular system  of weights 
and m easures (or any particular currency either. The decimal 
currency changeover only happened because the governm ent has a 
coercive monopoly on the issue of money). On a free m arket, the most 
efficient system of weights and m easures would predom inate 
precisely because it was the best system . The fact that the old 
Im perial system was institutionalized through governm ent rules and 
regulations (for exam ple, standards requirem ents) would have 
acted to prevent such a natural change from occurring over the years, 
if the  existence of a b e tte r system  had ever m ade one likely.

The governm ent has no more right to tell us what w eights and 
m easures to use, than  it has to tell us what to read, drink, hear, see 
or w ear. It is a m easure of how far down the  road tow ards a 
to talitarian State we have travelled that our governm ent not only tells 
us the one—it has m ade substantial inroads on the others too.



W hether the m easure is in kilom etres or miles is hardly im portant 
by comparison.

MINING AND MINERALS
If you weighed 127 kilograms (twenty stone), were muscle bound and 
as strong as an ox, it would make m ore sense  to train as a weight- 
lifter than a ballet dancer. If you live high in the  Alps in Switzerland, 
it would make more sense to raise goats than  Arab loans. In other 
w ords, com m onsense tells us that the chances of success are high if 
you concentrate on the things you’re naturally good at.

In economics this is called the efficient allocation of resources, in 
psychology, maximizing one’s potential. It all m eans the same: do 
w hat you’re good at. If we look at A ustralia, it should be obvious 
th a t, because of some natural objective facts, we have some 
advantages in som e areas of economic endeavour, and disadvantages 
in others.

W e have a large, rich country, with a sm all population. We have 
huge mineral deposits, and extensive grazing and farm ing land. We 
d o n ’t have much in the way of accum ulated capital with which to 
fund large enterp rises, or the population for either m ass domestic 
m arkets or labour intensive industries. It is obvious, therefore, that 
we should be concentrating on m ining, grazing and farm ing instead 
of m anufacturing industries.

The governm ents, Federal and State, should get out of the way and 
allow our m ineral resources to be developed. Foreign investm ent 
would only be necessary in the initial stages (but should never be 
prohibited) and conservation, as previously discussed, automatically 
occurs on a totally free market. If the governm ent also eliminated 
tariffs, and dram atically cut its spending, and hence inflation and 
taxes, both the m ining and primary industries would boom. W ithout 
the  burden of taxes and inflation, our m anufacturing industries 
would not need the heavy tariff protection, and could turn  their 
attention  prim arily to supplying the needs of the developing mining 
and prim ary industries, instead of producing products that can be 
purchased more cheaply overseas.

Our Governm ents should also move to recognize property rights. 
All their claims to the contrary notw ithstanding no governm ent 
today, in this country, either Federal or State, recognizes them . 
W hat property we have, we have by perm ission, not by right. Until 
th is right is recognized, m iners and prospectors will have no real

MINING AND MINERALS 161



162 MINING AND MINERALS
security , and hence diminished incentive to find and develop 
m inerals.

Lang Hancock sat on his iron ore discoveries until 1965 because 
th ere  was no incentive for him to announce them —and any other 
person  would have done the same. No one throws millions of dollars 
aw ay out of loyalty to some vague ‘national in te rest’. This is 
especially so when you know that if you announce a find, it will be 
(1 ) confiscated, and (2 ) developed by the sam e business geniuses 
th a t run the post office.

W hen property rights are respected land ow nership, unless o ther
w ise specified in the purchase contract , 1 gives the owner absolute 
righ t to control or dispose of that property as he sees fit, provided 
only that by doing so he does not violate the  rights of anyone else. 
T hus, he may not po llu te 2  or dam age neighbouring properties 
w ithout their ow ners’ consent, for exam ple. Only the owner of such a 
p roperty  can decide w hether or not the  property  should be prospected 
or m ined.

But, p resen t ‘right of access’ laws, laws which force property 
‘ow ners’ to allow prospecting and m ining on their property 
irrespective of their wishes, violate the property rights of private 
land holders and, therefore, should be abolished. Of course, much of 
the  confusion, once again, is caused by the  fact that large areas 
of land are not privately owned. Thus, these  lands become the subject 
of th e  graft-and-corruption, or num bers, gam e.

In the case of private property, arrangem ents for prospecting 
a n d /o r  mining should be a m atter to be se ttled  on a voluntary basis 
betw een  the parties involved, at w hatever term s they agree upon. 
But the only way th a t any of them —prospectors, m iners, investors 
or land ow ners—can have real security is if the governm ent 
recognizes and protects the individual rights of them  all.

If a person prefers his property unspoiled, then it is his right to 
leave his m ineral deposits undisturbed. They do not belong to all of 
us any more than this year’s w heat crop does. They are his to do with 
as he pleases.

Obviously once again, such changes in the  system  will create 
problem s. But, as in other instances, th ese  problem s will be less 
num erous and more clear cut than those th a t we have now. By 
re tu rn ing  to the rule of principles, we ge t away from the rule of 
m en—the graft, corruption and num bers gam e. Figuring out how to 
tu rn  public property into private property m ay cause some problem s, 
in m ore densely populated areas. But an im m ediate start should at 
leas t be m ade in areas such as the P ilbara. The Governm ent of
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W estern  Australia should simply auction th e  land off to the highest 
b idd er and convert current leasehold properties to freehold.

At a time when the Australian economy is in a slump, and un 
em ploym ent is at record levels, it is absurd  that we should be sitting 
on all our untapped wealth. Particularly w hen two out of th ree of all 
people who share this world with us live closer to our natural 
resources in W estern Australia, the Northern Territory and 
Q ueensland than 70 per cent of A ustralians do in N.S.W . and 
Victoria. And of those two in th ree over one billion will die this 
year.

W hile we sit around discussing reports we are currently mass 
m anslaughtering , if not m urdering, on a scale that m akes Hitler and 
M ao look like Tom and Jerry  by com parison. The money, the 
w illingness and the expertise are available to develop Australia, 
The only obstacle in the way is the  State. Only we can remove the 
obstacle.

1. For example, covenants in the contract can prohibit mining, development, high-rise
buildings, etc.

2. See Pollution.

MONARCHY
K eeping the trappings of a monarchy is a very expensive way to get 
ships launched, fetes opened and cocktail parties attended. F urther
m ore, the very idea that a person can be ‘born to ru le ’ is little more 
than  an obscenity, and anything th a t prom otes the idea of kings, 
qu eens, princes and princesses, and all th e ir a ttendant parasitical 
paraphernalia , is som ething th a t should be consigned to the  darkest 
recesses of history. We can do without them .

Last year (1975-76), the Federal Government spent at least 
$820,119 on the Governor-General, his office and residence, plus 
part of a $1,197,969 travel bill (for ‘conveyance of Governor-General, 
M inisters of State and others by R .A .A .F. and Departm ent of 
T ransport a ircraft’). The governm ent also spen t $13,558 on a visit by 
Prince Charles, $7,692 on a visit by Princess Anne and her husband 
and $68,633 on a visit by Princess M arg a re t . 1 The N.S.W . Govern
m ent had an estim ated expenditure for last year of $352,632 on the 
S tate Governor’s ‘Establishm ent and Executive Council’.

Jud ing  by these figures, the monarchy probably cost Australian 
taxpayers well over $2 million in 1975-76. And for what? A bit of 
pom p and cerem ony, and a highly contentious double dissolution?
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W e’d rather have our tax money back. Let those who dig the tradition 
of royalty pay for it. But count us out.
1. Figures from The Treasurer 's S tatem ent o f  R eceipts and E xpenditure fo r  the Year 

Ended 30 June 1976 and Appropriation Bill (No. 1) 1976—77, Australian 
Government Publishing Service. Canberra, 1976.

MONEY
Governm ent is the only agency that can take a useful commodity  

like paper, slap som e ink on it, and m ake it totally worthless.
LUDWIG VON MISES

W hat is money? T ha t’s a question th a t is rarely  asked. W e use money 
all the  time, think about it, work for it, and millions have lost their 
lives for it. But m ost don’t know w hat it is. It is simply accepted. 
M oney? T hat’s the paper stuff—dollars—or all those coins. T hat’s 
w hat money is.

But why? W hat’s so special about a bit of coloured paper with 
‘do lla r’ written on it? Why is it money and other coloured paper 
not? W hat gives it its value? W here does it come from? W hat is
m oney?

D espite all the confusion that exists about money, it is very simple 
to understand. Once it is understood, it is also very easy to un der
stan d  such related problems as inflation, devaluation, fractional 
reserve  banking, and other monetary subjects. Money evolved on 
the  m arket place in a num ber of simple steps.
1. People have, throughout history, sought to be tte r their lot. W e 

all want th ings that we haven’t got— som e because they are 
necessary for our very survival, o thers because they are luxuries, 
and  still o thers because we will be able to use them  to get other 
th ings we w ant (‘capital goods’—for exam ple, bulldozers, trucks, 
industrial m achinery).

In early civilizations, people simply used to trade betw een 
them selves, each giving up som ething for som ething else they 
valued more.

2. This barter system  had limitations, however. It was hard to 
obtain a loaf of bread when all you had was a cow. Or if you had 
w heat and w anted eggs, what happened  if the person who had 
eggs also had enough wheat and only w anted to trade the eggs 
for wine? To sort out this sort of problem , people started  to use 
‘interm ediary goods’. Thus, you m ight exchange your surplus 
w heat for wine, then exchange the  wine for the eggs. The person
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who had the eggs could then exchange the wine for vegetables. 
This use of wine as an ‘interm ediary good’ would provide a simple 
solution to the previous dilemma and greatly facilitate exchange 
within the society.

3. The interm ediary goods evolved, transaction  by transaction, in 
societies. M any th ings have been used: rum  (fair dinkum) in early 
A ustralian history; wheat, rice, shells, chocolate, cigarettes 
(today in gaol) or nylons—all these and m any more have had their 
m om ents. But not just anything can be used. Successful in ter
m ediary goods have to satisfy certain criteria. They need to be 
highly m arketable: that is, they need to be th ings that, if possible, 
everyone needs from tim e to tim e, and will continue to need. If 
th is is the  case, then people will be prepared  to accept them , 
even if they don’t immediately need them , thinking that if they 
cannot trade them  for som ething else all is not lost because they 
can eventually use them  them selves. In addition, these goods 
should be rare enough to ensure this dem and, and should also be 
durable. It would be no use using som ething th a t would go rotten 
in a week or so, such as m eat or fruit. It would also help if the 
interm ediary good was easily divisible, so th a t large and small 
exchanges could be made with it. O ther considerations such as 
handling convenience (don’t use cactus for example) and con
sistency of quality (so th a t you do n ’t  have to laboriously check 
each one) would also enter into the choice.

4. Over the thousands of years of hum an history, two interm ediary 
goods naturally em erged as being superior to all others. That is, 
th ese  two best satisfied the above criteria, and were generally 
accepted across the world as the dom inant interm ediary goods. 
They w ere gold and silver.

It is im portant to realize that these  naturally  evolved, because 
of their own intrinsic values, ra ther than  because some king, 
em press or governm ent decreed th a t they would be used. They 
were used in m any forms, from raw ore, dust or nuggets, to rough 
extracted bars, or jewellery. To fu rther facilitate easy exchange, 
som e gold and silver bullion was m oulded into uniform coins of 
various values.

W hen such interm ediary goods circulate and act simply to 
assist the exchange of other goods, they function as money. 
The success, or otherwise, of any particular good as money will 
depend on how well it satisfies the  criteria of acceptability, 
durability, consistency, convenience and divisability. At this 
point, we m ight note th a t while th ere  is no necessity for the
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money to be itself valuable, it is m ore likely to be widely 
acceptable if it is. If you give me a piece of paper with your 
personal I.O.U. written on it, I m ight be able to use that as money, 
exchanging it with other people who know you. But a stranger, 
who knew neither you nor me, would not accept it. Gold, however, 
is gold. Everyone knows it and, usually, is prepared to accept it, 
because they know they will equally be able to trade with gold.

In small com m unities, private m ints have often been set up to 
produce either gold and silver coins, or o ther tokens. In addition, 
businesses have issued their own tokens. American history is 
full of fascinating examples of these . From seven to eight 
thousand different varieties of coins have been catalogued. One 
collection (at Lehigh University) contained 5000 varieties 1 (for 
exam ple, 1358 from Ohio, 914from New York, 511 from M ichigan, 
385 from W isconsin, 270 from Indiana, 160 from Illinois, 156 from 
Pennsylvania and 130 from Rhode Island. The city of Cincinnati 
alone accounted for 8 8 8  varieties!). These coins often had 
advertising stam ped on them . W ooldridge 2  m entions, for example 
a Zanesville, Ohio, coin carrying ‘B arrell’s Worm Confections’ 
on one side, and ‘Cary’s CCC Cough C u re’ on the other. Or an 
Indianapolis coin declaring ‘P ark er’s Shirts will F it’. Sem our’s 
D rug Store in the same city offered coins good for ‘One Glass 
Soda W ater’, and John W. Lee of Lexington, Kentucky, circulated 
tokens good for one half pint of milk, one pint, a half-gallon and 
a gallon.

The use of private tokens or coins survived until fairly recent 
tim es in Alaska and they would still be in common use today 
except th a t the governm ent (surprise, surprise) cracked down on 
them  and forced them  out of circulation.

5. So money naturally evolved. With it evolved prices—the exchange 
value of the money. For one gold coin, you m ight have been able 
to obtain a bag of flour, or a pair of boots, or a shovel.

If we go back to a small community on an island, com plete with 
a circulating money, we can derive a m ost im portant equation. 
W e can see that the exchange value of the money is going to 
depend on how much money there is in circulation. In the most 
general sense, we can see that if we had to obtain, say, twenty 
th ings of about equal value, and we had one hundred money 
coins, the exchange value would be one of the things for every 
five coins. If, on the other hand, we only had forty coins, the 
exchange value would be one for every two coins. At any instan t 
in any society, from the desert island to our modern complex
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society, there are in existence certain precise am ounts of money, 
certain quantities of goods and services th a t money can buy. In 
the  most general sense then, we can see that the following 
equation will hold:

Available money supplyGeneral price level =  - — r——;--------:   :-----Available goods and services
This is only an abstract equation, and do esn ’t give any specific
inform ation. It can only show on the m ost general level, w hat is
happening in the  economy. For exam ple, we all know that our
country has been  suffering from inflation, or, a rise in the general
price level. W e know it costs a lot m ore to live today than it did
last year, or ten  years ago. Looking at the other side of the
equation, we can see that there could be a num ber of causes of
th is rise. If the  available money supply increases, for example,
and the available goods and services do n’t, then  the price level
will rise. If the  money supply rem ains the  sam e but the supply
of goods and services decreases, the  price level will rise. Or
com binations of the two can occur. Both could increase at once,
bu t if the m oney supply increases by m ore than the supply of
goods and services, the price level will rise .

It doesn’t m atter how big or small the  money supply is. The 
im portant th ing is how much it changes. Thus, people often say 
th a t there isn ’t enough gold for our m odern economics—but 
they are wrong. All that a small supply o f gold would mean is 
th a t the exchange value of gold would be very high.

Of course, in our m odem  economy, many other things can 
influence the  general price level—extra m oney coming in from 
overseas, cost increases forced on us by overseas price rises, 
th e  ‘velocity’ with with money circulates and other factors. All 
of these however are side issues. They have their effects, but 
th e  fundam ental relationship is th a t shown by the equation above. 
If we focus on one item of the equation, the available money 
supply, we come to the next major developm ent in the history of 
money. W e had reached the point w here gold and silver had 
freely em erged as the dominant form s of money. But these were 
pretty  heavy to carry around in large quantities, and dangerous, 
as there was always the risk of robbery. Therefore, some en te r
prising businessm an set up special sto rage w arehouses for this 
money. You could take your money to them , and they would lock 
it away in a safe place, and keep it for you. They issued you with a 
receipt for it, and charged a small fee for the  service.

People soon found that, rather than going to the warehouse,
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getting  out some gold, purchasing som ething with it, and having 
th e  new owner of the gold simply redeposit it in a warehouse, 
it was far sim pler to merely exchange the  receipts. These were 
acceptable if issued by reputable w arehouses, because everyone 
knew that they could at any time be exchanged for gold. This was 
th e  beginning of the banking system , and paper money. The 
essential points to be noted are that the  banks were places of 
storage only, and the paper money was 1 0 0  per cent backed by 
gold (or silver).

7 It was at th is point of time that the rot set in. As the  receipts 
sta rted  to circulate, the bankers noticed th a t very few people 
actually called to claim their gold. Seeing an opportunity, these  
bankers started  to lend this gold out to  o ther people who wanted 
to borrow it. But now both the gold and the  receipt for it were out 
in circulation. If the borrowed gold was then deposited at another 
bank, another receipt issued, and the gold in tu rn  re-lent, you can 
easily see w hat the effect would be on the  available money supply, 
and , therefore, prices.

This is, in effect, what fractional reserve banking m eans. It is 
probably popularly thought th a t w hen you deposit your dollar 
notes with the bank, they stack them  away in a safe to wait there 
until you come and draw them  out. But our banks don’t. They only 
keep a small am ount of cash on hand and lend the  rest out. This 
accounts for the phenomenon of the ‘run on the bank’. If everyone 
w as to rush to the bank today to get th e ir money out, the bank 
w ouldn’t be able to pay. They don’t have the money. It has been 
len t out.

But, you m ight ask: if banks w eren ’t able to lend money, how 
could we ever borrow money w hen we needed it? The answer 
is to be found in ‘term  deposits’. If you have extra money that 
you don’t think you’ll need for a while, you can deposit it as a 
term  deposit. This m eans you say to the  bank th a t you’ll leave the 
money with them  for, say, one year. The bank could then  lend this 
money out for th a t year. If it is done th is way, you don’t have a 
receipt that you can exchange for a year. Thus, the situation of 
th e  gold and the receipt, or two receip ts, being in circulation at 
the  sam e tim e doesn’t arise. This would keep the money supply 
stable.

If a bank is able to issue a receipt, then  lend out the gold, what 
the  bank is committing is a very subtle form of robbery. By 
increasing the money supply in this m anner, they decrease the 
exchange value of the individual units of money. For example,
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say you had a receipt for one dollar from a bank and with it you 
were able to purchase five loaves of b read . Then the bank, through 
its lending, increases the money supply. Our equation shows th a t 
th is will bring about a rise in the  general price level. In other 
w ords, eventually you m ight only get four loaves of bread for your 
receipt instead of five. You have lost one loaf of bread worth of 
value in your receipt. That value will have been subtly transferred 
to the bank, because it profits out of the  in terest and fees its 
earns from its lending. This is one of the  greatest cons ever 
devised, and why Lord Keynes was able to say that not one m an 
in a million is able to diagnose it. (W elcome to the  club.)

On a real free m arket, however, if one banker or money issuer 
did this, people would eventually realize w hat was happening and 
transfer to o ther banks or kinds of m oney th a t were more stable. 
Professor V. Orval W atts, an Am erican econom ist, has form ulated 
a law for this situation. W atts Law sta tes th a t in a free money 
m arket, lacking governm ent intervention, good  money will drive 
out the bad.

8 . And so it would have always, except for th a t one th ing—govern
m ent intervention. As money evolved through history, so too did 
com m erce, industry and governm ent.

Governm ents need money to function, and politicians need to 
spend money to get elected, by prom ising bigger, brighter, new er 
governm ent spending schemes. As has already been pointed out, 
there  are th ree ways they can get m oney for such schemes: wars, 
taxes, or the prin ting press.

The advantages of controlling the  m oney supply have long been 
recognized by politicians. How did they get to do it? Historically, 
they did so by six basic s tep s : 3

(a) the governm ent entered the w arehouse business—storing 
gold and issuing receipts;
(b) it soon gave in to tem ptation and issued more receipts than 
it had gold for. But, W att’s Law applied and people began to 
switch to other receipts
(c) the governm ent then declared itself to be the monopoly 
w arehouse for gold. No one else could issue receipts for gold, 
and so o ther warehouses or banks could only trade in receipts. 
But people then either traded  in privately owned gold and silver, 
or substitu tes;
(d) because its receipts were refused , the governm ent then 
passed a ‘legal ten d er’ law, forcing people to accept its receipts. 
But again, people couldn’t be fooled. As soon as they received
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the  receipts, they rushed to the governm ent bank and exchanged 
them  for gold, and 'hoarded’ the gold;
(e) the governm ent then moved to confiscate all gold, and 
declared ow nership a crime;
(f) the final step was to formalize the receipt m anufacturing 
business and generally tighten its grip on the  economy by taking 
control of the entire banking system  through the Reserve Banking 
System.

9. Today, money is so divorced from its historical roots that very 
few people realize what it is or how it cam e into being. This m akes 
life very sim ple for the governm ent. T heir only problem  is a little 
th ing called economic law. They have no trouble keeping most of 
th e  population thoroughly confused as to the true nature of the 
gigantic con they are pulling, bu t old M other Nature do esn ’t give 
in quite so easily.

Years ago, H enry VIII indulged in a prim itive variation of the 
sam e swindle. Henry found that if he collected quantities of silver 
coins, m elted them  down together with old kettles, brass or copper 
fittings, and rem oulded the alloy into coins, finally giving them  a 
th in  coating of pure silver, he could make his ‘silver’ go much 
further. But the people soon caught on. The coins had a different 
‘r in g ’ to them  when dropped, and w hen worn, the copper colour 
showed through. The result of this practice prom pted Sir Thomas 
G resham  to form ulate G resham ’s Law: ‘W hen the King doth 
declare th a t two unlike metals are to be traded  at equal value, the 
bad  money driveth away the good. ’ In o ther words, on a controlled 
money m arket, th is opposite of W atts’ Law holds, and bad  money 
drives out the good.

This can easily be shown to be true. Suppose I owe you a dollar, 
and I have two one dollar coins. One is genuine silver, the other 
worthless alloy. Both are in general circulation. If there are no 
legal tender laws, you can choose which one you accept in 
paym ent of the debt. Obviously, you’ll choose the  silver and leave 
m e with the  alloy. Thus the silver, the good money, will circulate 
in preference to the alloy, the bad , which will eventually 
disappear.

Suppose, however, there had been legal ten der laws, and both 
coins were in fact legal tender. U nder these  laws, you would have 
to accept whichever coin I gave you. T h a t’s w hat legal tender 
m eans. Obviously, I’d give you the alloy and keep the silver. This 
is G resham ’s Law. The bad money, the  alloy, circulates, and the 
good m oney, the  silver, disappears.
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1 0 .There is nothing magical about gold or silver, or gold standards. 
They are simply a m eans of preventing the hidden robbery of 
inflation. (A 100 per cent gold standard  th a t is, and not the farcical 
‘gold stan dard ’ th a t existed not so long ago.) Paper money can be 
m anufactured at will. Gold cannot. This, of course, is why 
politicians in particular and economy planners in general hate 
gold. It limits them . They can’t play their evil gam es if th ey ’ve 
got to worry about things like balanced budgets and hard 
currencies. Once again, we come back to the  fact th a t the only 
way to get the economy of this country back to health is to get the 
governm ent out of it.

Nobel Prize w inning economist F. A. Hayek has recently joined 
th e  list of people calling for the repeal of legal tender laws, and a 
free choice in currencies. This would cause problem s, especially 
in the transition period, but no more than  the m assive dislocation 
and organized robbery that our governm ent is perpetrating now. 
W rong ideas cannot be m ade to work, so the  sooner we realize the 
necessity of such changes, and knuckle down to bring them  about, 
the  better.

Confirmation of the general equation used:
A vailable supply of moneyG eneral price level =  —.— 3 —t-.------ —:— -=--------j 3  ;----r  Available supply of goods and services

is given in the following graphs plotted by another Nobel Prize
winning economist, Milton F riedm an .4  The Consum er Price Index
is the way in which we m easure price rises, and the quantity of
m oney per unit output is a way of m easuring the available money
divided by the available goods and services. As can be seen, the
correlation is very good.

Experts can m um ble and grumble away at the bottom  of their 
secluded academic holes all they like—the evidence is all around 
us that, sim plistic though it may be, th is explanation of money is 
essentially correct. In all our m onetary problem s, governm ents 
cannot provide any solutions, fo r  they are the problem.

1. See William C. Wooldridge, Uncle Sam, The M onopoly Man, Arlington H ouse, New 
Rochelle, N .Y ., 1970, pp. 5 4 - 7 4 .

2. Ibid, pp. 54 —74.
3. These are listed in one of the best, simple explanations of money ever written. The 

first eighty-six pages of Harry Browne, H ow You Can Profit from  the Coming 
Devaluation, Arlington H ouse, New Rochelle, N .Y ., 1970.

4. From Milton Friedman, M ilton Friedman in A ustralia 1975, Constable & Bain and 
the Graduate Business School Club, Sydney, N .S .W ., 1975.
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MONEY SUPPLY AND PRICES: AUSTRALIA (1964-73)

1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 197
Source: M ilton Friedm

There is a delay in the impact of a change in the quantity of money.
Therefore the money index measures the quantity of money 
(Reserve Bank of Australia 's M 3 ) for June divided by Gross domestic 
product on average 1966-67 prices for succeeding fiscal year. CPI 
also for fiscal year.

1967 100 MONEY SUPPLY AND PRICES: UNITED STATES (1964-73)

1954 1955 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1!

Th e re  is a  d e la y  in the im pact of a  c h a n g e  in the q uan t ity  o f  m o n e y  T h e re fo re  the m o n e y  in d e x  

m e a su re s  the q u a n t ity  o f m o n e y  ( M l )  fo r the fisca l y e a r  e n d in g  Ju n e  3 0  w h ile  ou tp u t  ( re a l  G N P )  

is fo r  the c a le n d a r  y e a r

Source: Milton Friedm;



MONOPOLIES
MONOPOLIES 173

A frequent criticism levelled at laissez-faire economics is that under 
such a system  it w ouldn’t be long before a few greedy people con
tro lled  everything. In other words, unless the  governm ent steps in 
to stop them , monopolies will rear their ugly heads. These, we are 
told , are bad, for th ree  main reasons: ( 1 ) they charge very high prices 
with immunity; (2 ) they don’t have to offer a fair or good service; and 
(3) they  are powerful enough to forcefully prevent competition. 
Because they have a monopoly, they do not have competition to worry 
about, and therefore can hold the helpless consum er over the 
proverbial barrel. In addition, so low has th e  reputation of business
m en sunk (and not without some justification), it is claimed that 
should someone try to compete, the m onopolist will stop at nothing 
to bankrupt them .

O ur personal experience over the last few years has shown that 
th ese  beliefs are perhaps the most w idespread and most tenaciously 
held of all the  beliefs about a free m arket. It has been particularly 
noticeable that they exert great influence over economics students 
in our high schools. It is im portant, then , th a t they should be carefully 
exam ined.

If we look around the Australian economy today, using the above 
th ree  criteria, w hat, if any, ‘anti-social m onopolies’ can we find? 
W hat companies are there th a t charge exorbitant prices, offer lousy 
service, and act to prevent (by force if necessary) competition? By 
th ose  criteria, th ere  is at least one such monopoly and it stands 
head  and shoulders above its rivals: A ustralia Post. N earest to it on 
the  scale of extortion, inefficiency and standover tactics, are Telecom, 
and the various Public Transport Comm issions. Crazily the govern
m ent which is supposed to step  in and pro tect us from monopolies, 
actually creates the  worst of them .

Private en terp rise could and would com pete with the Post Office, 
Telecom  and in the  field of public transp ort i f  it w a sn ’t stopped by 
law fro m  doing so, and could easily provide be tte r services and 
products at lower prices.

To add insult to injury, those monopolies th a t have existed, or do 
exist, that are generally viewed as free m arket monopolies are 
nothing of the  sort. A genuine free m arket monopoly would be one 
th a t comes into being on the open m arket w ithout the benefit of any 
governm ent granted  privileges: no tax concessions, no tariffs, no 
w age restrictions, no subsidies, no quotas, no governm ent
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com petition restrictions, no land grants, etc. Analysis of the economic 
history of many of the largest com panies in, for exam ple, the 
U nited States, has clearly shown how th ese  com panies have grown, 
not in spite of governm ent restrictions, bu t precisely because of 
governm ent restrictions . 1 They have used  the  governm ent to gain 
advantages over their competition and have grown up in an artificial 
and protected environm ent. It can probably be said th a t m ultinational 
com panies would not be so large or so dom inant today had they not 
had  th is assistance throughout their history.

A company trying to hold a monopoly on a truly free m arket is like 
a football team  trying to rem ain prem iers for ever. W hen a team  is 
last in the com petition, they have everything to gain and nothing to 
lose. They have incentive, because they have a real, visible goal, 
and  a struggle ahead that dominates irrelevancies such as personality 
conflicts within their own team —such trapp ings are a luxury they 
cannot afford. They train harder, try harder, think harder. They 
experim ent and develop new combinations and styles. They have to if 
they are to win. Once they have won, how ever, then troubles start. 
Incentive gradually or quickly dies, ego problem s arise, players 
becom e so involved in the glory they forget about the work. P ressures 
increase, conflicts grow and eventually the  team  falls apart. Good 
players get bought up by the up-and-com ing clubs at higher and 
h igh er prices, and the club is back to square  one. And the cycle 
continues.

The same tendencies are true of businesses. There are, in addition, 
o ther factors—the problem s of size. The larger a company becom es, 
the  more bureaucratic and inefficient it becom es. Its staff work 
rigidly to schedule, w hereas in small com panies they are more likely 
to work any and all hours of any and all days. These simple human  
factors ensure that enough small com panies will always start and 
survive to challenge the big ones. They are assisted by several 
im portant economic factors.

If a monopolistic company charges low prices and offers a good 
service, then, even though it’s a monopoly, we have no cause for 
com plaint. If, however, it increases its prices, or its product or 
service deteriorates, then it provides an opening for a competitor. 
A bad  service or product m eans that people would be willing to try 
an alternative and so there is a chance for a com petitor to establish 
itse lf and make a profit. High prices m eans th a t the profitability of 
th a t industry is high, which attracts investm ent money, and also 
offers the chance of undercutting to gain a share of th e  m arket.

This new com petition could be supplied by single small com panies,



MONOPOLIES 175
single large com panies, or groups of e ither of these . E ither way, they 
could m uster the economic strength to survive in most cases if the 
m onopolist tried  to bankrupt them  using its economic power. Another 
economic factor th a t is often overlooked is the  strange paths that 
com petition can take. Stainless steel, for exam ple, is normally much 
m ore expensive to use than copper. However, if a copper monopolist 
ra ised  his prices high enough he would not only soon have to compete 
with com petitors in his own field, he would have to compete with 
sta in less steel as well. If the price of refrigerators rose too high, 
m any people would repair or simply make do with their old one, and 
buy a new lounge suite instead, figuring th a t if they have to spend 
th a t much m oney, th ey ’d ra ther spend it on the  new lounge than a 
frid ge . Similarly, airlines compete with roads, rail and sea traffic. 
M anual labour com petes with automatic equipm ent (it is interesting 
in th is  regard th a t even very expensive autom atic equipm ent 
becom es feasible as the incidence of industrial disputes increases). 
As long as the  governm ent doesn’t in terfere, dom estic products 
com pete with im ported products. N atural m aterials and fibres, 
com pete with synthetic ones.

All of these possibilities offer us, as consum ers, alternatives in the 
face of monopoly. Thus, even if a company succeeds in the difficult 
task  of establish ing a free market monopoly, there are many 
constrain ts on the abuse of th a t position. The only tim e th a t we can 
ge t into trouble is when governm ent in terference prevents us from 
exercising our right to choose among the  alternatives. This has 
frequently  happened, but it hasn’t been the  governm ent th a t has 
been  blam ed. It should have been in every  instance.

A fter successfully creating a num ber of exploitative and coercive 
m onopolies, the  U.S. Government tu rned  around and com pounded 
its original error by passing the an ti-trust legislation. Alan 
G reenspan, form er President Ford’s Chief Economic Adviser, had 
th is  to  say about the  U.S. anti-trust laws: ‘The entire structure of 
an ti-trust sta tu tes in this country is a jum ble of economic irrationality 
and  ignorance. It is the  product: (1) of a gross m isinterpretation of 
history, and (2 ) of ra ther naive, and certainly unrealistic economic 
th eo rie s . ’ 2  These laws are non-specific, and  can be applied ex po st 
fa c to :  that is, you can do som ething today th a t is legal, b u t find that 
next year the  governm ent decides it should have been illegal and 
th us fines you for it. In fact, the an ti-trust laws provide for the 
possibility of retroactive or ex post fa c to  treb le  dam age suits. Because 
the laws are non-specific, they have to be in terpreted . Thus far, they 
have been in terpreted  as follows : 3  (1) If a business charges prices
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th a t are judged to be too high, it can be prosecuted for monopoly 
or ‘in tent to m onopolise’. (2 ) If prices are too low, it can be 
p rosecu ted  for ‘unfair competition’ or ‘restra in t of tra d e ’. (3) If it 
charges the sam e prices as everyone else, it can be prosecuted for 
‘collusion’ or ‘conspiracy’. As has been said before, such is the 
ty ranny  of non-specific law.

T here are perhaps no better exam ples to be found of completely 
irrational and absurd mental gym nastics than  some of the decisions 
han ded  down in anti-trust cases in the U.S.A. If they w eren’t so 
gro tesque , they would be funny. A nti-trust laws in th is country would 
be th e  worst th ing we could do to prevent m arket abuses. And yet 
th is  is frequently suggested as a desirable step  for the Australian 
G overnm ent to take. The best protection we can have is the  free and 
open competition of a free market.

If businesses are not able to use the  coercive power of governm ent 
to help line their pockets, they can only reso rt to providing custom ers 
w ith products that they want at prices they can afford. W hatever 
problem s arise in such a situation will have to be solved by other 
m eans. That they will arise is certain— life would be dull without 
th em —but they will not be nearly as bad  as those that governm ent 
m eddling has already caused, and will continue to cause until we 
can get it out of the  ecqnomy. Because governm ent is the one and 
only monopoly we should all properly fear.
1. See in particular Gabriel Kolko, The Triumph o f  Conservatism; and Railroads and  

Regulations: 1877—1916; Arthur Ekirch, The Decline o f  American Liberalism; 
James W einstein , The Corporate Ideal in the L iberal S ta te 1900—1918; and Murray 
Rothbard and Ronald Radosh (eds), A  N ew  H istory o f  Leviathan. (For publication 
details see Bibliography.)

2. Alan Greenspan, ‘Antitrust’, in Ayn Rand, Capitalism, the Unknown Ideal, Signet 
Books, New American Library, New York, N .Y., 1967, p. 70.

3. See Ayn Rand, Capitalism—The Unknown Ideal; A. D . Neale, The A nti-Trust Laws 
o f  the U .S.A .; Harold Fleming, Ten Thousand Commandments; and D. T. 
Armentano, The M yths o f Anti-Trust. (For publication details see Bibliography.)

MULTINATIONALS
M ultinational com panies can no more be blam ed for the crimes they 
com m it than knives can be blam ed for m urder. The fault lies with 
people. Probably any institution or object can be used for immoral 
ends if a person or a group of people have a m ind to do so. To seek 
to solve the problem s caused by people abusing the power of m ulti
national com panies by banning m ultinationals from Australia, or 
b u stin g  those that it is in the governm ent’s power to bust, is



MULTINATIONALS 177

analogous to solving the  drug problem by law , m urder by gun control, 
drunkenness by Prohibition, road accidents by compulsory seat 
b e lts , and so on. In all these cases, the ‘solution’ involves a legis
lative short cut, using governm ent coercion, and is aim ed at treating 
sym ptom s, not causes. In all cases, the ‘solution’ causes more 
problem s than it solves.

Any student of the  evils of m ultinational com panies—and there 
are plenty of bo th—would do well to ask the  question, ‘W hat makes 
it possible, in any instance, for m ultinationals to commit whatever 
evils they m ight com m it?’ Do they stir up w ars to feed the military 
industrial complex? Do they influence foreign policy to further 
th e ir own trading in terests? Do they influence foreign governm ents 
so as to gain special trade and investm ent concessions? Do they 
suck foreign countries dry of their resources? Are they a one way 
s tree t, taking everything out while pu tting  nothing back in? Is it 
sim ply that there is som ething inherently wrong with ‘b igness’? 
Are they guilty of bribery, corruption, the  financing of puppet 
reg im es and violent political m anipulation? There is a large and 
grow ing body of evidence to support all of these  claim s . 1 There is 
easily enough tru th  in them  to explain the anger and hatred 
exp ressed  tow ards multinationals, particularly by reactionary 
university studen ts. We certainly believe th a t most m ultinationals 
have at some tim e been guilty of som e or all of these activities. 
Like m ost of us would be given the circum stances and half a chance.

But the point we wish to make is th a t by busting  the m ultinationals 
we are not only hurting them —we are also hurting  ourselves. I t’s a 
little  like throwing a pair of shoes away because one of them  has a 
nail through the sole that makes your foot bleed. It would be far 
sim pler to take the  nail out and keep the  shoes. In the case of the 
m ultinationals, exam ination will show th a t in m ost, if not all cases, 
they are only able to perform their m ischief (only have to perform 
th e ir mischief?) by using directly or indirectly the machinery of 
governm ents, both domestic and foreign. Have another look at the 
claim s m entioned previously. Every claim , even that of ‘b igness’ 
has as its partner, governm ents. (Most m ultinationals would not be 
as big as they are had it not been for previous governm ent assistance 
in the form of concessions, tariffs, subsidies, franchises, and so on.)

M ultinationals can only stir up wars by using governm ents, and 
then  exploiting the governm ent defence contracts (for exam ple, 
Lockheed scandals and Prince Bernhard of the  N etherlands); favour
able foreign policy obviously involves governm ents; trade and 
investm ent concessions also obviously involve foreign governm ents;
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only paper money, legal tender governm ent trade restrictions, and 
fixed exchange ra tes allow them  the one way street of sucking 
countries dry and not putting anything back in; and bribery, 
corruption and m anipulation can also only involve governm ents.

If we had an international free m arket, none of these could happen. 
Instead , we would be able to reap the benefits that m ultinationals 
can and do offer. Investm ent capital, technology, plant, equipm ent, 
know ledge, and hum an energy—these are the things developing 
nations (like Australia) desperately need to overcome their problem s. 
Furtherm ore, on a free market, m ultinationals would be a force for 
peace rather than for war.

Even though we don’t have such a free m arket, it is still im portant 
th a t we place the  blam e where it lies. The people controlling some 
m ultinationals are guilty of all sorts of im m oral activities, to be sure. 
But w hat we have to realize is that they, like politicians, will always 
abuse political power when it is made available to them  in unlimited 
quantities. We may lam ent this hum an failing all we like, but the 
fact is that the only way to avoid it is not to hope people will change. 
R ather, like a stern parent, we have to take th a t power out of their 
irresponsible hands, break it down and place it back where it 
belongs—in the individual hands of all the  separate people whose 
activities constitute a genuine free m arket.

There is nothing wrong with m ultinational companies per se— 
quite the contrary. It is only when they have access to the political 
m achinery that they are able to play their little gam es of international 
economic exploitation. Surely it m akes m ore sense to fight the 
m achinery ra ther than its abuse by m ultinationals, nationals, or you 
and us?
1. See, William A. Williams, History as a W ay o f  Learning: James W einstein, The 

Corporate Ideal in the Liberal State. 1900—1918; Seymour Melman, Pentagon 
Capitalism; Harry Magdoff, The A ge o f  Im perialism ; James J. Martin, Am erican  
Liberalism and W orld Politics— 1931 — 1941; Gabriel Kolko, The Politics o f  War and 
Roots o f A m erican Foreign Policy; David Horowitz, Free W orld Colossus and 
Corporations and the Cold War; J. Richard Barnet, The Economy o f  Death; Inter
vention and Revolution; and The Roots o f  War. (For publication details see 
Bibliography.)
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NATIONAL CIVIC COUNCIL
You can run around for the rest of your life deciding w hat to do about 
A ustra lia’s Union problem s. But no m atter how logical the answers 
are they w on’t work unless there is a h igher calibre of candidates 
for executive positions within the Unions, who are trained to use the 
trad e  union system  for the benefit of its m em bers, ra ther than for the 
benefit of som e outlandish and outdated political system , such as 
com m unism .

The only organized non-communist group trying to achieve this 
w ithin the trade union movement is B. A. Santam aria’s National 
Civic Council. The N.C.C. admits to having over 5000 activists 
involved in the Australian Union m ovem ent. It also gets enough 
m oney from here and there to support a staff of seventy.

The N.C.C. even has its own national m agazine: N ew s Weekly, 
and a weekly Santam aria bit on TV, which unfortunately runs at the 
crack of dawn, or earlier.

W hy does the  N.C.C. do all this? I t’s not th a t they are anti-Unions. 
I t ’s not that they are simply another p ressure  group fighting to 
control the Union movement for their own devious ends. W hat does 
m otivate much th a t the N.C.C. does is a desire to free the Union 
m ovem ent from its present m anipulation by the  organized communist 
m ovem ent of this country.

T hese com m unists know what they w ant— and that is a communist 
society. In order to get that, the com m unists recognize full well that 
they  will ju s t have to destroy our p resen t economic system . Under 
the  guise of fighting for better conditions and wages for Union 
m em bers, they are really simply trying to bankrupt the economy in 
the  hope that in the  confusion which follows such a crisis, they can 
seize control of the  country.

Some indications of the tru th  of this are:
1. The current union attitude of totally disregard ing the ability of 

com panies or industries to m eet their exorbitant dem ands.
2. The increasing frequency of the use of the Union movement for 

political strikes which in no way directly benefit the Union 
m em bers.

3. Their disregard of the cost to individual Union m em bers who are 
unem ployed, or who suffer pay losses, as a result of this 
com m unist inspired Union activity.

As discussed previously (See Comm unism /Socialism ) these 
com m unists believe in the totalitarian form of communism.

The N.C.C. is m ade up of dedicated m en and women who are
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actively aware of the dangers represented  by these communists, 
both to ordinary Union m em bers and to A ustralia as a whole. The 
N .C .C . also takes a vital in terest in our defence and foreign policies— 
and once again their concern springs from  the sam e roots: from a 
desire  to see A ustralia safe and secure.

Now you may not agree with everything the N.C.C. does and 
stands for, bu t if they are even partly righ t in their analysis of the 
A ustralian situation, then there will come a day when we will all be 
thankful for their efforts and their presence.

It is a tragedy th a t Santamaria and the N.C.C. are not more widely 
listened  to now ra ther than when they are proved right. Which will 
probably be about ten  years after it’s too late anyway.

NATIONALISM
It is thus necessary that the individual should fina lly  come to 

realize that his own ego is o f  no importance in comparison 
with the existence o f  his nation . . . that the higher interests 
involved in the life o f  the whole m u st here se t the limits and  

lay down the duties o f  the in terests o f  the individual.
ADOLPH HITLER

Isn ’t this ju st a more sophisticated way of saying the phrases that 
we hear all the tim e today in Australia: ‘for the public good’ and ‘in 
the  national in te re s t’?

Our individual rights are often violated in the nam e of these. 
Conscription was ‘in the national in te res t’. So are the trading 
restra in ts placed on mining industry by our governm ents. Property 
resum ption laws are ‘for the public good’, as are the victimless 
‘c rim e’ laws and involuntary com m itment laws. There are num erous 
such exam ples and a vast am ount of evidence available to show that 
the  idea that the in terests of the individual should be subjugated 
to those of the g reater num ber is commonly held and accepted 
throughout our country. This is more than a little frightening in its 
im plications.

The statem ent at the head of the page was m ade, probably in all 
sincerity, by a man who really put it into practice, jack boots and all: 
Adolph H itler . 1 Another m an, rem em bered more kindly in the history 
books, said the sam e thing. He said ‘Ask not w hat your country can 
do for you—-ask w hat you can do for your country’. That, of course, 
w as the m isguided, but charismatic P resident John F. Kennedy in 
his inaugural address, 20 January 1961.
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Adolph one more time: ‘Once the whole nation has really 

succeeded in grasping the fact that these  m easures call for a sacrifice 
on th e  part of each individual, then they will lead to som ething far 
g rea te r  than a m ere lessening of m aterial needs. From them  will 
grow the conviction that the community of the  nation is not merely 
an em pty concept, but that it is som ething which really is vital and 
liv ing . ’ 2

M ilton Friedm an has pointed out th a t President Kennedy’s 
sta tem en t said nothing about the relationship existing between 
citizen and governm ent that was worthy of the  ideals of free people 
living in a free society. As Professor F riedm an analysed it, ‘ . . . the 
paternalistic ‘ ‘what your country can do for you’ ’ implies th a t govern
m ent is the patron, the citizen the w ard, a view that is at odds with 
the free m an’s belief in his own responsibility for his own destiny. 
The organismic “ w hat you can do for your country”  implies that 
governm ent is the m aster or the deity, the citizen the servant or the 
votary. To the free m an, the country is the collection of individuals 
who compose it, not som ething over and above th em . ' 3

There is no such thing as a ‘national in te res t’ or ‘common or 
public good’. There are only the separate in terests  and ‘goods’ of or 
for all the individuals that make up a society. In som e extraordinary 
circum stance, these may happen to coincide, bu t they need not 
necessarily  do so. Any person, or group of people, who take it upon 
them selves to determ ine and enforce what they believe constitutes 
the  ‘public good’ or ‘national in te res t’ are actually seeking to im pose 
th e ir opinions, values or tastes on the re st of the people. To this 
ex ten t, they are m erely copying Adolph H itler.

Appeals to nationalism  go far beyond sim ple recognition of a 
shared  heritage and common custom s and traditions. There is 
nothing wrong with being proud of o n e’s country, one’s way of 
life. There is nothing wrong with w anting to preserve it. But, we 
m ust never let our enthusiasm  and visions obscure the principles 
involved. If you like the works of Picasso and wish to share the joy 
he brings you and ‘lift’ the cultural level of your fellows, you can do 
any num ber of th ings to bring this about—except one: you cannot 
fo rce  people to purchase, study, or appreciate his works.

Similarly, ‘nationalists’ among us cannot force the rest of us to 
m ake sacrifices for what they determ ine as the ‘national in terest’, 
or ‘national h e ritag e’ or whatever. W hen politicians start talking 
of nationalism  and all its trappings, they are simply doing what any 
group of gangsters tries to do: stake out an area. This serves the 
double purpose of serving notice to ou tsiders to stay clear, and



184 NATIONALISM
rationalizing the domination and system atic fleecing of those inside.

Cartoonist Larry Pickering’s portrayal of Gough W hitlam as a 
rooster was in this sense appropriate. W hitlam , with his nationalistic 
posturing  at home and abroad, staked out A ustralia as his fowlyard. 
And we A ustralians, rugged individualists all, were his chickens. 
Now w e’re M alcolm ’s. But w e’re still not laying any eggs.

1. Adolph Hitler, from Speeches 1933—1938, Terra-Marc Office, Berlin, 1938, p. 61f.
2. Ibid, p. 70.
3. Milton Friedman, Capitalism and Freedom, University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 

1962, p. 2.

NON-CONFORMITY
The resu lt of non-conformity is progress. The m ain rew ard may well 
be ridicule, even abuse.

But to conform is to die. Not to conform is to live.

N ON -INTERFERENCE
M ind your own business is the only moral law.

BENJAMIN TUCKER
A criticism  th a t is likely to be levelled at the  ideas expressed in this 
book—certainly a criticism that we have heard many tim es in the 
p a s t— is that they are totally negative. W e are anti-this and anti- 
th a t—which is all very easy to do, it is said. But what are we for?  
W hat do we offer instead?

The whole point of our stand is ju s t th a t the  world is suffering too 
m uch already at the hands of people who are eager to show people 
w hat they are for. Every political huckster in the business devotes 
h im self to dream ing up or championing new schem es, plans and 
program m es, all at our expense, and all lim iting our freedom .

T hat is precisely what we are against. W hat we are fo r  is non
in terference. W e believe that your  life is your  responsibility, not 
ours. If you w ant someone else to run it for you, th a t’s fine. I t’s your 
life. All we ask is th a t you don’t involve us in your schem es. If you 
w ant to be a socialist, go right ahead. A fascist? Be our guest. A 
com m unist? W e don’t  mind. Ju st leave us out of it, and w e’ll likewise 
leave you alone.

W e believe th a t the causes of alm ost every one of our problem s 
— social, political and economic—are to be found in the fact that 
som eone, or some group, have taken it upon them selves to fo rce
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th e ir  opinions, their schem es, and their ta s te  on others. People have 
a righ t to be free. They function best under freedom . Give them  that 
and they’ll work their problems out, by voluntary action and 
voluntary co-operation. All the dead hand of governm ent will do is 
create  and institutionalize economic dislocations, social dis
crim ination, and political privilege.

So, sure, w e’re negative. And anti-S tate, and everything that 
goes with th a t— anti-taxation, anti-regulation, anti-inflation, anti
privilege, anti-exploitation, anti-expropriation, anti-war. Surely, 
th a t’s better than offering you a new, im proved, b igger and brighter 
version of the sam e crap game?

We don’t pretend to know how you  should b est live you r  life. We 
are not in the business of enforcing our value judgem ents. We say— 
you live your life how you w ant to. Do w hatever you like. But respect 
o ther people’s equal freedom.

H urt no person. Then do whatever you like.
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OCKERS
Boof Head 
G inger M eggs 
Bluey & Curly 
Fatty Finn 
Mo
G eorge Wallace 
John Harper 
Ken Howard 
Frank Hyde 
Paul Hogan 
Sir Reginald Ansett 
Frank Packer 
R upert Murdoch 
Bob Hawke 
Johnny Raper 
Jack Lang 
Sir Jack Egerton 
Sir Robert Askin 
H enry Bolte 
Lang Hancock
An entirely natural and predictable evolution.

OLYMPIC GAMES
Sport is becoming political, and nowhere m ore so than at the four- 
yearly exercise in national self-delusion, the  Olympic Games. These 
G am es should be a place for individual or team  trium ph, where 
a th le tes reap the personal rewards for their years of effort, dedication 
and training. Instead, they are increasingly being tu rned into an 
excuse for milking the taxpayer of more m oney, so that we can keep 
up with the other robot States, and m aintain our nationalistic, false 
p ride . To this end the individual ath letes are becoming little more 
than  political pawns and carry on their shoulders the international 
s tanding of their countries.

W e are told, in shocked tones, that we are becom ing a fourth-rate 
sporting nation. Because we didn’t win a certain  num ber of medals 
at the  last Olympic Games it is inferred th a t any Australian travelling 
overseas will have to slink about in great sham e.

The fact that inflation is in double figures, unem ploym ent at
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record levels and the economy down the drain doesn’t m atter at all. 
W e only won a bronze medal in the relay, and it is therefore a m atter 
of im m ediate and earth-shattering im portance th a t the governm ent 
dip into its bottom less pocket and shell out more of our money for 
facilities, trips and equipm ent for sports.

Sport used to be for fun. It’s a pity it d id n ’t  stay th a t way.

OPERA
See Ballet.
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PRICES JUSTIFICATION TRIBUNAL
The Prices Justification Tribunal provides a sad exam ple of many of 
the issues discussed in this book.
1. It illustrates how problem s caused by previous governm ent 

interference lead to more governm ent in terference.
2. It illustrates the preoccupation of politicians with treating 

sym ptom s ra ther than causes.
3. It shows the gutlessness of business leaders who have every

where failed to stand up to it.
4. It reveals the  privilege hand-out operations of State, or corporate 

capitalism , because some businessm en, who have the inside 
track, have been able to use the P .J.T . to get an ‘official seal of 
approval’ on their price rises, and by so doing—

5. it shows that in most respects the P .J .T . is a failure, in that it 
doesn’t even succeed in doing the job it’s supposed to do; instead 
it ju st bankrupts or otherwise re tards those sm aller businessm en 
who don’t have the right ‘puli’.

6 . It provides a classic example of the complete disregard for 
individual rights of our governm ent, as the P .J.T . violates the 
property rights of businessm en, and the right of all people to 
engage in free, voluntary trade.

7. In so doing, it provides an example of a victim less ‘crim e’.
8 . It shows how the em phasis in law is coming to be ‘guilty until 

proven innocent’. Businessmen have to go cap in hand to the 
P .J.T . to ‘prove’ that they should be allowed to raise their prices, 
having been assum ed guilty of w anting to jack prices up to 
‘exploit’ consum ers.

9. Finally, it shows how politicians lie w hen they make election 
prom ises. (The Liberal Party prom ised to disband the P .J.T . when 
elected in D ecem ber 1975, but it’s still with us.)

The P .J.T . was a straight political sop to the public. Government 
incom petence had led to double digit inflation, brutally high taxation, 
and massive wage increases. W hen, in the face of these, prices 
sta r ted  to rise as well, as they naturally m ust, the governm ent 
a ttem pted  to soothe an irate public by attacking the sym ptom s— 
rising prices.

It is to the everlasting sham e of business leaders that, even though 
such a move was blatantly unjust and economically disastrous, they 
m eekly bowed down before it. The maximum  penalty for ignoring 
the decision of the unconstitutional P .J .T . is no dollars and no
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cen ts, but not one Australian company has had the courage or 
com m on sense to reject any P .J.T . decision.

There is more than a little truth in the old saying th a t slaves are 
responsible for their own slavery.

POLITICAL PARTIES
The nest o f  office being too small fo r  all o f  them  to cuddle into 
at once, the contest is eternal which shall crowd the other out.

For this purpose, they are divided into two parties,
the Ins and the Outs.

THOMAS JEFFERSON
As more and more power has accrued to governm ents, political 
P arties  have come to represen t a particularly vicious sort of package 
deal. After a Party has been elected to governm ent, it usually tu rns 
around and claims a ‘m andate from the people’ to im plem ent, if 
not everything in its platform, at least the  major planks of its 
cam paign platform . There is no way th a t this could be construed 
as true . Since the difference in the vote betw een the two Party 
groupings is usually one 1 or 2 p ercen t, for the  winning Party to have 
a m andate on any given point would m ean th a t everyone who voted 
for them  did so for the  same reason.

But if we vote Labor, for instance, because we like their stand on 
victim less ‘crim es’, this doesn’t m ean we like their stand on 
m anaging the economy. It would only be a very rare and very naive 
vo ter who would endorse everything th a t such a Party stood for (if 
the  voter thought about it that is. It is probably true, however, that 
a m ajority of voters have virtually no idea of w hat the various Parties 
rep resen t. Certainly very few people ever read Party platforms. 
For exam ple, have you read the Liberal and /o r Labor Party 
platform s?) M ost people vote for Parties for reasons other than 
explicit agreem ent with all or most of the  P arty’s platform  and 
policies. This, of course, m eans that w hat our dem ocratic system  in 
fact produces, is minority rule. We have to vote for someone and 
usually this boils down to choosing the best of a very bad lot.

Another disadvantage of the  Party system  is th a t m em bers of the 
P arty  in Parliam ent are almost always expected to vote according 
to Party lines. This would be an im possible position for a person of 
g rea t moral integrity, for such a person would ra ther vote in 
accordance with w hat he or she believed. A parliam ent composed 
en tirely  of independent candidates would be a far more democratic
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decision-m aking institution. Individual candidates could then be 
ju dg ed  on their voting record and activity in the Parliam ent, and 
would not becom e m ere seat-warm ers and Party hacks.

But this is all pretty  academic and irrelevant, because if the 
Parliam ent was stripped of all the power and activities that it has 
wrongfully accrued over the years, it w ouldn 't m atter very much 
w hether it was com posed of Party m em bers, independent m em bers, 
or even no m em bers at all. It is only because our parliam ent has 
so much power today that it is crucially im portant who controls it.

W e will not free ourselves from this bind by either giving the 
governm ent still more power, or voting into office ‘better people’.

W hat we need to do is to vote into office a Party that is dedicated 
to reducing governm ent to doing only those th ings that it should be 
doing.

POLITICIANS
Some time ago, an American writer, Karl H ess, carried out his own 
survey on the attitudes of ordinary American people towards 
politicians. Hess travelled around the United States and simply 
talked with people—casual conversation in the street, in buses, in 
shops, restauran ts, taxis. He didn’t question people outright because 
he knew that if he did he wouldn’t get straight answ ers—people 
would say what they thought they should say, or, would be wary 
and guarded, or whatever. Instead he first let the conversation 
develop and, as often happens, it eventually drifted around to 
politics.

W hat do you  think he found? Think about it for a moment, 
because your answ er is im portant. W hat do you think you  would 
find if you did the sam e thing here in A ustralia? The overwhelming 
evidence, as we at least would expect, was th a t no one liked or 
tru s ted  politicians. Hess claims this was a unanimous opinion, and 
th e re  is little reason to doubt him. Politicians have lied so often, are 
so habitually evasive and full of double talk, th a t people have become 
very cynical about them . Thus, it is simply true  th a t we don't like 
them  and we don 't tru s t them .

So, what is the  point of all that? W e all know it. So what? Well, 
as w e ’ve said before, you wouldn’t give a kleptom aniac the key to 
W altons. Or if you did, you wouldn’t be surprised  if he cleaned the 
shop out. But th a t’s exactly what we are doing with our politicians. 
W e neither like nor trust them , yet we continue to give them  more 
and more power over our lives and property. And it’s no solution
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to hope that, somehow, if we can only elect better  people, everything 
will be okay.

Politics attracts a certain sort of person. They are either people 
who realize w hat politics is all about and w ant to be in it because 
they  get a kick out of power—pushing people around, running the 
show , and all the attention and ‘glory’ th a t go with it. Or, a lter
natively, they are naive, innocent souls who are so lacking in 
im agination, aw areness, and com m onsense th a t they really believe 
they  are giving genuine ‘public service’, and are perform ing a noble 
and necessary function. So, power-lusters or naive babes in the 
woods with the  wolves; either way, they are dangerous!

No honest, moral and intelligent person could rem ain a silent 
m em ber of any of our parliaments and retain  his or her self-respect 
and integrity. If there  are people in our parliam ents who do consider 
them selves honest, moral and intelligent, then  they should either do 
som ething to show they are there, urgently , or get out and adm it their 
self-evaluation was right off the mark.

POLLUTION
W e define pollution as the transfer of m atter or energy to the person 
or property of another without that pe rso n ’s consent.1 Because it is 
done without consent, pollution violates the  rights of the person 
whose person or property is polluted. It is im portant to note that the 
very fact th a t such transfer takes place is sufficient for it to be 
pollution. It need not cause danger, nor need  it be beyond a certain 
arb itrary , specified am ount. A n y  such transfer is pollution.

Unthinking people might be tem pted to throw their hands in the 
air in horror at such a statem ent and the  difficulties it would seem  
to present, bu t further consideration and careful analysis will show 
th a t most, if not all, such difficulties are capable of easy and 
consisten t solution.

The situation, as it exists today, is far from satisfactory. The 
governm ent is supposed to protect us from pollution, but observation 
shows that it is one of the worst polluters, for exam ple, public buses 
and sew erage works. In the United S tates, prior to the mid and late 
nineteenth  century, air pollution, for exam ple, was considered a 
to rt— a nuisance against which private individuals affected by it 
could sue for dam ages or seek an injunction. Furtherm ore, mass 
action suits could be taken—that is, one person could sue on behalf of 
a whole group of people similarly affected, rather than each 
individual having to sue separately. In the  nam e of ‘the public
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in te re s t’ the U.S. Governm ent removed these  two possibilities from 
the law, claiming that even though industry did pollute, it was 
necessary  for ‘the public good’ th a t they  be allowed to do so. Any 
action taken to prevent pollution could resu lt in drops in production, 
and th a t the governm ent d idn’t want.

It is also in teresting to note that the two main areas affected 
by pollution—the air and the waterw ays (rivers, lakes, harbours) 
are the  two main areas not privately owned. That these should be 
badly polluted is no accident, because it is a common observation 
th a t people trea t their own property with m ore respect th a t they do 
‘pub lic’ property. Perhaps more im portant, however, is the fact 
th a t normal economic forces don 't operate on governm ent property. 
Public servants have little incentive to preserve the  capital value of 
a river, for exam ple, by keeping pollution to a m inimum. Private 
ow ners, on the  o ther hand, would have such an incentive because 
they would sell fishing rights, commercial developm ent rights, and 
drinking w ater supplies. Private owners would not allow sewerage 
to discharge into their w ater for these reasons, nor would they allow 
industrial pollution. They would suffer direct economic consequences 
as a result.

One final point to be m ade about our p resen t situation is that 
arb itrary  limits cannot satisfactory be set to limit pollution. A neigh
b o u r’s dripping tap  can be ju s t as annoying as very loud music, or 
late night parties. The noise of a tap , however, would not be over the 
arb itrary  decibel level normally used to m easure pollution. Arbitrary 
cut off points always suffer from the sam e problem s: Who sets them ? 
W hat criteria do they use? and, How are they justified ahead of some 
o ther equally arbitrary criteria? It’s the num bers gam e again.

The proper solution to the problem of pollution is to be found in 
recognition and protection of property righ ts. Pollution violates 
p roperty  rights, and therefore the victims of pollution should be able 
to gain reparation for dam ages and /o r injunctions against it.

By saying that any  transfer of m atter or energy to a person’s 
property  without their consent is pollution, we do not open the 
P and ora’s Box th a t m ight be im agined. It is true  th a t this m eans that 
all noise and all light, for example, are pollution: noise pollution and 
visual pollution respectively. It does not m ean th a t everyone would be 
rush ing  about seeking injunctions and reparation for dam ages. For a 
s ta rt, most noise and visual pollution causes no dam age, so no 
reparation  (or virtually none) would be aw arded (a likely verdict 
would be: guilty of pollution, dam ages of one cent awarded to the 
victim .) If the verdict was ‘not gu ilty’, the  person bringing the
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charge would have to pay the costs, so m ost trivial cases would never 
reach the courts. W ho’d risk paying $100 in costs to get one cent in 
dam ages?

Injunctions could be sought, but if one was intolerant or bloody 
m inded about trivial m atters, the im portant th ing is that one would be 
equally subject to counter-suits. If you can hear your neighbour, i t ’s 
very likely th a t h e /sh e  can also hear you. If you seek an injunction 
for a trivial m atter, so, too, could they. Thus, a stand-off would 
resu lt, and com m onsense would, in a majority of cases, prevail. The 
a ttitu de  would be such as now exists in, for exam ple, hom e units. 
N eighbours only complain when noise gets ‘un reasonab le’.

This should not be seen as a trivial exercise, however. The fact 
th a t no arbitrary limits are set m eans th a t in the odd case where a 
sm all noise, for example, is very d isturbing (such as the dripping 
tap) the victim does have a means of protecting his rights. This 
proposed solution is a clean one, involving the derivation and 
consistent application of a basic principle, ra ther than the unsatis
factory and arbitrary enforcement of an arbitrary  limit.

W e do have the technology to have a pollution free society. The 
only limit is cost, bu t the cost can’t be avoided anyway. We either 
pay with extra prices as businesses pass on the  cost of their an ti
pollution m easures, or we pay through a polluted environment. Of 
th ese  two, the form er is by far the m ost ju st, and also the  cheapest. 
As was the case in our discussion of conservation, private ow ner
ship of what is now public property would also go a long way towards 
solving pollution problem s. This would not be simple to im plem ent, 
bu t there is no reason why rivers, lakes and even oceans, shouldn’t 
ultim ately be privately owned.

The case of uranium  mining should also hinge around pollution. 
If m ining uranium  can be accomplished w ithout pollution then there 
is no moral way it can be prevented. It c an ’t be prevented because 
the  uranium  m ight be used to make nuclear weapons. That would 
m ake it a victimless ‘crim e’, and would be operating on the legal 
p rem ise of ‘guilty until proven innocent’. The argum ents against 
th is have been presented elsewhere. Pollution is the weak point of 
uranium  mining and its subsequent use, and because the possible 
dam ages are so catastrophic and enorm ous, the person or company 
using  the uranium  would have to be exceptionally careful. To avoid 
m assive reparation payouts, and m assive insurance prem ium s, 
they would need to have foolproof safety precautions. Or, a lte r
natively, not mine or use uranium.

The problem of pollution has, to date, been sloppily defined and
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badly m isunderstood. It is only by the consistent application of 
principles th a t moral and just solutions can be found.
1. This definition was formulated by Robert Poole Jr, ‘Reason and Ecology’, in

D. James (ed.), O utside Looking In. Harper and Row, New York, N .Y ., 1972, p. 245.

POST OFFICE
The United States Post Office was organized in 1789.

It w ent $40 in the hole that year, thereby establishing one 
o f the most venerable o f  Am erican traditions.

WILLIAM C. WOOLDRIDGE
Nowhere is there  a be tte r example of the evils of a coercive monopoly 
than  our postal system —Australia Post and Telecom. The service is 
abysm al, the price exorbitant and com petition is forcibly prevented.

The Australian postal service, begun in 1809, and tele
com m unications service, begun in 1854, have grown to enormous 
proportions. F igures quoted in the Vernon Report of 1974 showed 
th a t by 30 Jun e  1973 the total workforce of both services was 130,372 
people—or about 45 per cent o f  total F ederal G overnm ent em ploy
m ent. F igures quoted in the report showed th a t in the period from 
1959/60 to 1972/73 the postal service accum ulated losses of $149.2 
million, while the telecommunications service accum ulated profits 
of $286.3 million (approximately half of which came in the years 
1971-73 as a result of increases in telephone fees). The latest 
figures quoted in the report showed a postal service loss of $20.9 
million for 1972/73. By 1974/75 this had grown to an annual loss of 
$64.6 million. Then, the Post Office trip led its prices and halved 
its deliveries sim ultaneously and these m easures resulted in a $31.7 
million profit for 1975/76, the first profit since 1963/64. Telecom on 
the  other hand, showed a $62.1 million profit for 1972/73, and this 
grew to $95 million for 1974/75.

These figures prove  the reaction of A ustralia Post to its rapidly 
increasing losses was one that only coercive monopoly could contem 
plate: a reduction in service and a huge increase in fees. Did it have 
any alternatives? If so, wouldn’t the Vernon Committee Report 
have considered or recom m ended them ?

Unfortunately, the operations of com m ittees such as the  Vernon 
Comm ittee are rem iniscent of the drunk who lost twenty cents in a 
dark street. R ather than hunt about for it, in the dark, he moved on 
up the street and proceeded to look for it under the street light, 
because the light was better there.
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There are certain limitations, both explicit and implicit, that govern 

such official enquiries as the Vernon enquiry. They accept certain 
basic prem ises, and try to find a solution based  on them . But if the  
fault is in the prem ises, they indeed have as much chance of success 
as the drunk looking for his money. They are both looking in the 
wrong place.

The one th ing the Vernon Committee did not recom m end, and 
should have recom m ended, was that private enterprise be allowed to 
com pete in all areas covered by A ustralia Post and Telecom. One 
obvious reason for this is the one th a t has been continually cited 
in th is book—the governm ent has no right to prevent private 
individuals from such competition. Indeed, the governm ent has no 
righ t to be involved in postal and telecom m unications activities 
at all. The function of governm ent is to protect individual rights. 
Full stop. Not only does its activity in postal and telecom m unications 
services lie outside th is proper function of governm ent, bu t by m ain
tain ing a coercive monopoly on it the governm ent becomes guilty of 
violating the rights of its citizens—for exam ple, it forcibly prevents 
people from competing, and inflicts penalties on those who insist on 
try ing.

W e fully realize, however, that such moral argum ents w on’t 
convince many people. Yet. For anyone who appreciates principles, 
th ese  argum ents would be sufficient, bu t today we live in a world of 
pragm atic ‘crackpot realism ’. Thus, to prove our case, we need to 
show that such private competition is practical. One frequent 
argum ent put up is that private com panies would simply skim off 
the  cream, and leave the governm ent services with only the non- 
profitable areas to operate, and in fact th is probably would happen. 
It would happen because of the strange notion the governm ent has 
th a t everyone in Australia should, for exam ple, be able to post 
le tte rs  to anyone else in Australia for the  sam e fee. Thus, if you live 
in Birdsville, you post your letters to Sydney with the  sam e eighteen 
cent stam p as someone in Sydney uses to send a letter across the 
road. No private company could afford to run a postal service to 
rem ote places like Birdsville while charging such unrealistic rates. 
If it was forced to charge such rates then  it would not provide the 
service.

It is argued that postal services are ‘social services’ and should 
not necessarily be run at a profit. This m eans, in plain language, 
th a t some of us should be (and are) forced to subsidize the mail of 
som e others. In other words, city people could have their mail 
delivered at far less than eighteen cents a letter, but the costs for
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country people would be far higher. So, city people have to subsidize 
the  services to the  country. But, as we know, everyone pays the same 
ra te s . But why isn ’t this fine egalitarian principle applied con
sistently?

Why don’t we also charge the sam e airfare for trips all over 
A ustralia—Sydney to Perth to cost the sam e as Sydney to M elbourne, 
for example? Or have all telephone charges, local and trunk, at the 
sam e rate?

The Vernon Report gives some figures as of 30 June 1973 for the 
breakup of Post O ffices.1

Area

M etropolitan 
Large Urban 
O ther Urban 
Rural 
Totals

Population

7.9 m. (61%) 
1 .4 m .(11%)
1.9 m. (14%) 
1.8m . (14%)

13.0 m.

Post
Offices

1669 (26%) 
412 (6%) 
825(13% ) 

3628 (55%) 
6534

Ratio— Post 
Offices to 

Population
4700
3400
2300
500

2000

T hese figures show that country areas have 55 per cent of the Post 
Offices, but only 14 per cent of the population. The other 86 per cent 
of the population subsidize, to varying extents, these country 
peop le’s mail. Unfortunately, the Report gave no breakdown of the 
sp read  of business and profits/losses across the four categories, and 
we were unable to locate these figures elsew here.

The Vernon Report, however, did give the figures for the te le 
com m unications operations for the year 1971-72. The ‘Basic 
Telephone Facility’ showed a profit of $48.4 million in the m etro
politan areas, a loss of $23.7 million in country areas, and a loss of 
$29.5 million in rural areas—or a total non-m etropolitan loss of 
$53.2 million. ‘U ntim ed calls’ showed a profit of $27.3 million in 
m etropolitan areas, and a combined loss of $35.7 million in country 
and rural areas. Trunk and STD calls on the o ther hand, where 
the  increased distance/increased price form ula is used, showed a 
$113.8 million profit.

An example of how private enterprise could handle remote areas 
is to be found in the  history of private mail services in California 
from 1849 to about 1881. Those were the days of the California gold 
rushes. There was a large population and virtually no governm ent 
postal service to the  area. As William W ooldridge cites: ‘Depending 
on the authority whose count is accepted, from 546 to 775 separate 
private expresses carried on their business in California at one tim e
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or another, together providing, by the alm ost unanim ous testim ony 
of all who have left reports, better service than the governm ent.’ 
Indeed, W ooldridge notes that the U.S. P ostm aster General in 1853 
reported  with discouragem ent to the President: ‘The habit of relying 
on the expresses is continued long after the Post Office and the 
mail route have reached the neighbourhood. '2

In the 1840s, the U.S. Postal System was so bad that all over the 
country private express companies were started  to carry the mail— 
W ells Fargo being one famous exam ple. S tarting in 1839, they had 
by 1845 captured from one third to a half of the  total postal m arket— 
and this, while being illegal (as fast as the carriers were caught and 
ja iled , irate local residents bailed them  out). These private services 
b rought the U.S. Government service to the verge of extinction and 
forced the governm ent to reduce its postal ra tes to one eighth of their 
form er maximum. It was this huge reduction (with consequent losses 
financed by taxes) that finally drove the private carriers out of 
business. It has been estim ated, however, th a t in 1845, private 
carriers transported  15,500,000 of the 42,500,000 letters carried that 
year. Henry Wells, later of W ells-Fargo, had a Philadelphia-New 
York express that charged, in 1843, six cents a letter, compared with 
the governm ent’s twenty-five cents. In some places, in order to get 
around governm ent red tape, users of the private expresses put 
governm ent stam ps on their letters and then paid the private carriers 
to deliver them . At one time, they were paying th ree cents for the 
stam p and a further nine-and-a-half cents for the carrier—eloquent 
testim ony to the enormous dissatisfaction with the governm ent 
service. The service the private com panies offered, even in those 
relatively prim itive times, was astounding. Blood’s New York 
Express, for exam ple, was offering five collections and four deliveries 
a day. The only reason the U.S. Post Office still exists, and the only 
reason ours still exists, is that the governm ent has legislated all 
competition out o f  existence.

Because dissatisfaction with the U.S. G overnm ent Service is again 
getting  beyond tolerance levels, private com petition is once more 
nipping at its heels. The private United Parcel Service carries over 
half of the parcels delivered in the U.S. today, and makes a profit, 
w hereas the governm ent makes losses on the  sam e service. (In fact, 
the U.S. Post Office loses a total of over $100 million a month on all 
its services!) United Parcel’s prices are lower, delivery times are 
shorter (for a 2.25 kg (5 lb) package, San Francisco to Seattle: U .P.S., 
seventy-four cents and two days; U.S. Governm ent, ninety-five cents 
and seven to ten  days—figures for 1968). U .P.S. pays taxes, and still
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m akes a profit.

The Independent Postal System of Am erica sta rted  up in November 
1967, and by April 1968 had m ade its first profit. By mid-1969, 
I.P .S .A . was delivering mail in tw enty-eight states in the U.S.A. 
It can only deal in second, third and fourth class mail, m ust pay 
taxes, m ust sta rt from scratch in purchasing buildings, equipm ent, 
and other m aterials, and must go through an enorm ous num ber of 
convolutions because of bureaucratic red tape. For exam ple, the 
U.S. Government has decreed th a t it owns all letterboxes, even 
though they were purchased and installed by private home owners. 
The I.P .S.A . is not allowed to deliver mail into those boxes and 
instead has to leave it elsewhere. So, I.P .S .A . hangs it on the door
knobs in plastic bags. These bags cost (in 1970) about seven dollars 
per thousand, and returned about ten dollars per thousand when the 
advertising space on them  was sold. That's  why private enterprise 
m akes a profit and the  governm ent doesn’t.

I.P.S.A . and others have repeatedly approached the governm ent 
with offers to deliver first class mail (normal letters) and have been 
repeatedly refused. They have offered to do it at vastly reduced rates, 
and with better service. Why are they tu rned  down, and how can the 
governm ent then say that it has the ‘public in terest’ at heart? 
Political reasons are the answ er—the enorm ous vested in terest 
system  created by the  U.S. Post Office; from the post office bu reau
crats down to their suppliers. Too many votes there for the 
governm ent to risk. But as the governm ent system  continues to 
deteriorate, th a t may come to be the lesser of the two evils.

There is the additional factor, too. Controlling the mail does give 
the  governm ent more power. For exam ple, censorship has been 
im posed by banning books and m agazines from the mail, and the 
opening of mail by governm ent intelligence agencies is easier with a 
governm ent mail system .

Further evidence of the superiority of private enterprise can be 
g leaned from the operation of telephones in the U.S.A. While in no 
way openly com petitive or in any way real free enterprise, it is still 
a superior service to that provided by our governm ent. Same day 
telephone connection, a wider range of equipm ent and paym ent 
schem es and overall very much lower charges are some of the 
features of the private U.S. phone system . It is in teresting to contem 
plate what the figures would be for Australia Post and Telecom if 
they w eren’t exem pted from income tax, local governm ent rates, 
payroll tax, sales tax, customs and excise charges, and motor vehicle 
registration charges.
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These operations, post and telecom m unications, could be taken 

over by private enterprise. On 30 June 1973, according to the  Vernon 
Report, the total assets of Australia Post were $180.8 million and 
Telecom $3203.9 million. These sort of figures are not out of the 
range  of private enterprise, especially since the service would be 
taken over in a num ber of different sections. All the governm ent has 
to do is to allow competition, and remove the competitive advantages 
from its own service. Then the best will out. W hen it does, w e’ll 
all be much be tte r off. Just about everyone who has ever been into a 
post office, or has been through the hassle of getting a phone 
connected, knows w hat their main problem  is. To once again quote 
the  great English philosopher and sociologist, H erbert Spencer, w hen 
State power is applied to social purposes, its action is invariably 
‘slow, stupid, extravagant, unadaptive, corrupt and obstructive’.

1. Report o f  the Commission o f  Enquiry into the Australian Post Office, Australian 
Government Publishing Service, Canberra, 1974, Vol. 1, p. 12.

2. William C. Wooldridge, Uncle Sam, the M onopoly Man, Arlington House, New  
Rochelle, N.Y., 1970, p. 29.

POWER
Power-lust is a w eed that grows only in the vacant lots o f  an

abandoned mind. 
AYN RAND

The lust fro m  pow er is not rooted in strength  bu t in weakness.
ERICH FROMM

A ll pow er corrupts, and absolute pow er corrupts absolutely.
LORD ACTON

Throughout the history of mankind, there have always been those 
who have lusted after power. This desire of one person to forcibly 
control the life an d /o r property of another is one of the most basic 
evils any person is capable of. I t is plain, straight, naked evil.

No decent person agrees with slavery, or disagrees with freedom . 
W e are supposed to have left that behind. I t ’s past history. I t’s 
supposed  to be behind us all, but it isn ’t.

W e have, in our p resen t society, institutionalized at least four 
m ajor power structures: schools, m arriage, m ost com panies and 
businesses, and governm ents. In all these , there are many 
m anifestations of power, in the form of rules, laws, procedures, and 
so on. Some of these  are good (for exam ple, those th a t prevent the 
violation of rights), many are bad. But the real substance of a power
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lust is to be found in hum an psychology—the desire to rule, to 
dom inate, to control. Unfortunately, our institutions provide many 
opportunities for the  exercise of these desires.

Teachers often use schools to give vent to their psychological 
desire to control and dom inate others. They force their students 
into subm ission, and along the way kill the s tu d en ts’ desire to 
learn and the joy of learning. M arriages are, in m ost cases, the 
scenes of the  most tragic, b itter and destructive power gam es. Once 
again, children are the major victims, being ruled and dom inated 
by power-hungry paren ts. But, equally, the  partners them selves 
usually regard one another as property: ‘M y’ husband, ‘M y’ wife. 
M en have for a long tim e had the best of it, dom inating their wives. 
E ither way, though, the ‘owning’ psychology is there , and it 
m anifests itself in an infinite variety of incredibly subtle and 
destructive ways. Even casual observation will offer am ple evidence 
th a t this is so.

Power gam es are also very common in business. There is no 
difference in motivation betw een a person who w ants to be absolute 
boss of a large corporation because of power lust, and a person who 
w ants to be a dictator. Perhaps they could quibble about degree, 
b u t th a t’s all. A healthy desire to be boss of a com pany would spring 
from a pride in com petence, a love of the work, a desire to achieve. 
It would not come from a desire simply, to be Boss.

Politics is the m ost obvious field for the power lusters. It is 
potentially the m ost destructive and dangerous, and is also the 
m ost blatantly hypocritical. Hiding behind m eaningless slogans such 
as 'the  public in te rest’, ‘the  common good’, and ‘public service’, 
a host of th ird  rate H itlers proceed to take it upon them selves to 
control, order, dom inate and rule the lives of o ther hum an beings. 
T here is nothing in this world more evil than that.

Power, or force, never works as an attem pted solution to problem s. 
It is failing in our schools, m arriages, in business and in governm ent. 
The evidence is obvious and abundant.

The opposite to power or force, is freedom . Freedom  is the only 
th ing  that can solve our problem s and, incredibly, it is the only th ing 
m ost people a ren ’t gam e to try.
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PROFITS
I t is a socialist idea that making profits is a vice. I  consider

the real vice is m aking losses.
WINSTON S. CHURCHILL

Profit is the driving force of the free m arket. It determ ines where, 
and in w hat quantities capital is invested. It determ ines what is 
produced, in what quantities, and of what quality.

Profit can be m easured in many ways, bu t the  m ost common is in 
m oney. It could be argued th a t too much em phasis has been placed 
on money, and as a result, the pursuit of profit has come to be 
regarded  as a regrettab le, though unfortunately necessary, evil. 
A nother way of pu tting this would be to say th a t too much em phasis 
has been placed on short-term  profits, and not enough consideration 
has been given to the requirem ents for longterm  profits. For 
exam ple, a ruth less businessm an could get larger short-term  profits 
by brutally exploiting his employees, but by so doing he would be 
signing his longterm  death w arrant. Competitors who offered be tte r 
working conditions would take his employees away from him, or, 
if the  practice was w idespread, the conditions would produce a 
situation favourable to the growth of a strong, anti-business Union 
m ovement. Furtherm ore, the general attitude of people to business 
would be hostile, and favourable to governm ent legislation to control 
business. In all these ways, there have been enough short-sighted 
people in business to bring all these problem s (and attem pted 
solutions) into being in Australia today.

Profit is a dirty word, and business is regarded  with suspicion and 
even hatred . The proposed solution is to get rid of the evils of 
g reed  and its consequent rush for profit, and to pu t ‘a hum an face 
on business’ by turning it over to ‘society as a w hole’. In other 
w ords, to tu rn  to socialism, or some variation of it.

While one can, to some extent, sym pathize with people who feel 
th is way, it is not possible to agree with them . Their proposed 
solution is far worse than the problem, and arises from a basic 
m isunderstanding of both business and people. This is not to deny 
th a t there have been bad businessm en, and bad business practices. 
There have been, and always will be.

But what is profit? How does it arise, and w hat does it signify?
The first thing is to understand som ething fundam ental about 

hum an nature: people will only act when there  is som e incentive to 
act—for exam ple, when they can see som e profit in acting. A 
businessm an runs his business to make money. He may also love his
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occupation, and get a kick out of the whole business 
experience—out of the challenge, the com petition, the enjoyment of 
his skill. B ut he m u st m ake m oney to survive.

A person in a burning building will (usually) try to get out of it. 
His profit is staying alive. Another person m ight work hard  for twenty 
years to spend two years lying on a beach. His profit is being able 
to escape from work. O thers might work to help others, because 
of the sense of satisfaction and fulfilment this gives them . W hatever 
the situation, people act because they have som e incentive to do so. 
In most cases, this incentive, directly or indirectly, involves getting 
m oney. Money is either an end in itself (for exam ple to a greedy 
m iser) or a m eans to other ends (allowing a life of luxurious leisure, 
or gaudy ostentation, or whatever).

The pursuit of this profit motive usually involves trade. This 
again is a commonly m isunderstood process. It is often thought that 
in any trade, there is a winner and a loser. There isn ’t, unless the 
trade  is a forced one. In any voluntary trad e , all parties m ust gain 
(or at least, at the tim e of the trade, believe they are going to gain— 
they could, of course, be m istaken) or the trade would not occur. A 
common (?) exam ple of this is the used car business. The buyer 
looks for a car to buy. The seller has cars he wants to exchange for 
m oney. The buyer rejects many cars because e ither he can’t afford 
them , or, in his opinion, they are not worth the money h e ’d have to 
spend to get them . In other words, he decides h e ’d rather have 
his money than th a t particular car. At last he m akes up his mind on a 
car h e ’d like. He tries to beat the salesm an down. The salesm an 
may drop his price a little, bu t finally reaches a point w here he will 
go no lower. Beyond that point, h e ’d ra ther have the  car than the 
m oney.

W hen an exchange finally does take place, implicit in it are the 
facts that the buyer, at the agreed price, preferred  the car to the 
m oney, and the seller preferred the money to the car. They both get 
w hat they w ant—they both gain.

Even if the buyer was in a position w here he d idn’t really want 
a car, but had to have one for a job he w anted, he still is making a 
net gain. The desire for the job outweighs the reluctance to buy the 
car.

In any voluntary trade, all parties believe at the tim e of the trade 
that they are going to gain from it. Therefore, one person’s profit is 
not another person’s loss. The price paid is a m easure of the  balance 
betw een the buyers dem and and the available supply. You m ight be 
tem pted  to say th a t th a t’s all very well. A ‘reasonab le’ profit is
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okay, but why should an unscrupulous person be able to fleece other 
people and make ‘excessive’ profits ju st because of, say, freak 
circum stances? Nobody m inds ‘reasonable’ profits, bu t ‘profiteering’ 
should be outlawed.

Why should it? The ‘excess profit’ situation som etim es arises 
during tim es of personal suffering, for exam ple, Q ueensland’s 
annual floods. M otorists are sometimes stranded  for days at a tim e 
with floods in front of and behind them . ‘P rofiteering’ takes the 
form  of excessive prices for food, drink, shelter or a tow out of the 
w ater, and the public cry of disapproval goes up. The sam e thing 
happened in Darwin after the cyclone—‘greedy ’ landlords raised the 
ren ts on the few houses left standing m aking huge profits out of other 
peo p le’s m isfortune.

In these exam ples we can see an extrem e case of high dem and 
versus low supply. According to our previous equation of price being 
a m easure of supply versus dem and, this situation should naturally 
re su lt in high prices. Of course, what people find offensive about this 
situation is the apparen t inhumanity of it: taking advantage of o ther’s 
m isfortune. But when one considers the consequences, the results 
are anything but inhum ane.

Take Darwin. If rents had been allowed to rise to very high levels, 
w hat would have happened? People would have paid them , because 
they had little choice—in fact, th a t’s why  they would have risen in 
th e  first place. People would have bid for the houses, ju s t as they 
bid in an auction. Home owners would have been  confronted with a 
num ber of families wanting the house, all trying to outbid each other 
for it. There are two other extremely im portant resu lts as well. 
F irst, families would have shared  the houses to split the costs. As 
the  prices w ent up, they would rent out room s, and make do with 
less and less space. This would be a good th ing, as the  available 
houses would have spread much further than otherw ise. Second, 
th ere  would be the prospect of high profits for anyone who could 
supply housing or shelter of any sort at short notice. So, every 
builder, caravan owner, or m anufacturer, prefab house builder, 
or even boat owner, in Australia or overseas, would have done some 
quick sums to see if there was anything to be gained from moving 
into Darwin. There would also have been a g rea t incentive for the 
people of Darwin to get their own homes repaired . W ithin a very 
short time, shelter would have been available again.

Admittedly, much of this early work would be tem porary, and 
standards m ight not be high enough to w ithstand another cyclone. 
But the people would have had shelter, quickly, and they could have,



at a later tim e, upgraded their buildings to w hatever standard they 
liked, or even simply discarded their tem porary shelter once they had 
som ething perm anent constructed. Quickly, within six m onths, this 
new shelter would have forced the rents back down to ‘reasonable’ 
levels. As far as standards are concerned, the people who live in 
Darwin should set their own. Having ju s t been through the hell of 
th a t cyclone, and suffered the high costs associated with it, they 
w ouldn’t need to be forced to ensure th a t their buildings were of 
adequate strength and safety. In this regard , the  high rents would 
help to drive this lesson home, because if their house was strong 
and still standing, they reaped their own rew ards. If it w asn’t they 
paid the price. And also if it w asn’t strong enough the chances of 
getting  insurance would be betw een none and zero.

All of this could have happened and would have happened. But as 
we all know, it d id n ’t. Instead, during the Darwin d isaster we saw a 
pure exercise of fascism , as, true to form, eager politicians practised 
the  old trick of turning every contingency into a resource for 
accum ulating force in the government. Glory hunters were every
w here, jostling one another to get their photos in the papers, 
expressing ‘concern’, offering ‘help’ and (unsaid) seeking votes. All 
they succeeded in doing was pefpetuating the  d isaster.

They, for exam ple, im posed rent control, and at a stroke, killed 
off all chances of a natural economic recovery. They forbade people 
to repair their own houses, and dithered about letting contracts 
for the building of new houses. Result? It was over a year before a 
single new house was built.

People who complain about profiteering are never consistent 
about it. W hen it com es to them  selling som ething, they charge what 
the  m arket will bear. If you, for instance, had a car th a t you thought 
w as worth $1000 and you wanted to sell it, would you take $2000 
for it if someone offered it? Would you sell it for $800 if you thought 
you could get $1000 for it?

Profits serve a very im portant economic function. They do not, as 
is often thought, simply go into rich people’s pockets to be 
squandered on lavish parties and high living. (Usually, the people 
who squander money are those who have never had to earn  it in the 
first place, for example public servants, politicans—or anyone 
spending someone e lse ’s money.) However, as they squander the 
money it finds its way into the hands of people who do value it. It 
has always been the case that if a person is not big enough to live 
up to their m oney, it will destroy them .

W hat do those people who do have money do with it? W here do
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Lang Hancock’s millions go? Back into the  ground to find more 
m inerals to produce real wealth, and to provide jobs for people.

It is fashionable to crucify profits, but what really happens to the 
m oney when a company does make a profit? The governm ent cops 
42 Vi per cent of it for a start. Most of the rest pays dividends to 
shareholders, and the rem ainder is invested (often the dividends are 
sim ply re-invested anyway). The invested money is used to build new 
factories, s tart new industries, expand operations, instal new er and 
b e tte r  equipm ent, research and develop new processes, m achinery, 
production m ethods, and in all these ways provide new jobs. F urther
m ore, by developing and installing new plant and equipm ent, thereby 
raising the productivity of employees, the company ensures its future 
com petitiveness which enables it to pay higher wages.

The higher the profits, the more a company is able to do in all these  
areas. That some of the consequences don’t  always follow is often 
attributable to restrictive legislation, which prevents competition or 
experim entation, or which has allowed Unions to control wage m ove
m ents. Companies th a t don’t make profits are either bankrupted, or 
are propped up by the taxpayer. E ither way, they help no one.

On a real free m arket, profits would flow to those who best satisfied 
consum er needs. Competition would ensure th a t only by cutting 
costs, increasing efficiency and building ‘be tte r m ousetraps’ would 
people be able to achieve greater and g rea ter profits. M arket 
situations would develop that allowed en trep reneurs to reap very 
high profits, bu t the very fact that they did so would bring into being 
the competition that would quickly reduce the level of profits to an 
equilibrium  point. Money would always tend to flow into the most 
profitable areas in the economy, thus providing the lifeblood of 
healthy competition with its resultant maximization of quality and 
supply and minimization of price. In a rigged economy, such as we 
have now, this doesn’t happen. Inefficient industries are propped 
up, or protected. Industries that we should not have, because of the 
possibilities of cheaper imports, are m aintained by tariffs. 
M onopolies are institutionalized so that open competition is not 
allowed, and the consum er is constantly exploited. Free enterprise 
and the profit motive cop the blam e. But they do n ’t deserve it.
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Formal qualifications may provide some guide as to a person’s 
suitability for a particular job, but, in the final analysis, there is 
only one sure qualification, and that is com petence. There is, 
however, no necessary connection betw een qualifications and 
com petence. Certainly, there is w idespread dissatisfaction in 
industry today with the end products of our schools and universities.

There has been a m arked tendency to over-estim ate the value of 
qualifications— so m uch so that they have been referred  to, som e
w hat appropriately, as work perm its. S tudents too often view their 
degree as an end in itself and, in order to get it, becom e very skilled 
in the  art (and it is an art) of passing exam s. That they have passed 
the exams is no proof of an understanding of their subjects, or 
com petence in them .

Furtherm ore, because getting qualifications has becom e such an 
accepted thing, our colleges and universities are clu ttered up with 
people who are there  to get these qualifications, bu t who have no 
real in terest in their subject. Having succeeded in gaining their 
valuable slip of paper, many of them either accept their fate and 
settle  down to a job they dislike, because they have, by now, an 
investm ent to protect, or, alternatively, give up in helpless confusion 
because their accepted goal blew up in their faces. They did every
th ing they were told: went to a good school, worked hard, got good 
qualifications, and got a nice secure job in a solid, stable and 
respectable company. It was supposed to be Utopia, bu t there was 
a snag—they hated it all. And in most cases, when they searched 
around for an alternative, there was none. That is probably one of 
the  most w idespread problem s in the world today—very few people 
really know what they want.

A pprenticeships, cadetships, on-the-job train ing and above all, 
less pressure on, and more freedom for children, would offer a far 
b e tte r  system of train ing for children and adults than  our current 
m ass production education system. As discussed under Education, 
a private, non-compulsory education system  would provide a much 
more varied, effective and relevant education for those who wanted 
it. And, finally, a free m arket that rew arded people on the basis of 
supply and dem and for skills, competence and knowledge, rather 
than  by arbitration and legislation, would encourage people to 
explore their potentials and their in terests, ra ther than ride on the 
backs of others.

QUALIFICATIONS



QUALITY OF LIFE
Concern about quality of life is a luxury th a t rich countries can 
afford. Years ago, when people had to work from sun-up to sun-down, 
six or seven days a week, ju s t to get enough food or money to survive, 
they w eren’t terribly concerned about w hether the cities were 
beautiful or ugly, or w hether or not the spotted brown duck m ight 
becom e extinct. Their own survival was of param ount im portance, 
and a fulltime struggle.

The Industrial Revolution and m odern science and technology have 
changed all that, however. Mere survival is no longer a problem . 
Even the poorest people today have the benefit of running w ater, 
electricity, television, telephones, modern m edicine, public transport 
and so on. W orking hours are short, and w ages high.

The problem of quantity  of life has been  solved for an over
w helm ing majority of people. Because it has, and because many 
people now take it for granted , attention has switched from the 
quantity  to the quality  of life.

Questions are being asked about the price we have paid for our 
p rog ress—about pollution, ecology, the  environm ent, working 
conditions, vulgar consum erism , the quality of goods and services. 
Long standing custom s and traditions are being questioned, social 
relationships changed, and radical new solutions are being tried. All 
of th is is a natural step forward, and has the  potential for building 
a b e tte r and saner world. It has the potential, bu t in its present 
form  it w on’t.

The contradiction in the position of m ost quality of life advocates 
today—such as Jack M undey and the Builders Labourers—is that the 
m eans they choose in their attem pt to achieve a be tte r quality of 
life are destroying our current quantity of life. They seek to improve 
the  quality of life by enlisting the support of the  State. In particular, 
they want to see industry controlled. We believe th a t by doing this 
they will simply bring our economy to its knees, ju s t as the Unions 
and the governm ent have done in G reat Britain. Only a free 
en terp rise  economy will continue to supply in abundance the 
■quantity of life’ that people such as M undey take for granted.

The problem of State interference is com pounded by the  fact that 
businessm en have been very slow in appreciating the  validity of much 
of w hat the ‘quality of life’ people advocate, and thus have 
surrendered  a valuable hostage to Mundey, Carm ichael, et al.

M uch could be done by business to im prove our environm ent, 
b e tte r  utilize our resources, improve the conditions of people working
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in industry, put m ore purpose and in terest into people’s lives, which 
would also benefit business itself.

One of the  th ings about an economic system  of laissez-faire 
capitalism  th a t horrifies many people is th a t they see it exaggerating 
m ost of the bad th ings in our present world—they im agine more 
pollution and raping of the environment, more cheap and vulgar 
consum erism , more exploitation of the ‘w orkers’, more concrete 
ju ng les—in short, ju s t a bigger and worse version of w hat we already 
have. This view is w idespread largely because of the low 
opinion many people have of m odem  business. It is a view that 
sim ply projects from the past record of business on into a future 
w here business is not constrained by governm ents. Needless to say, 
th is is a very sad, though understandable, situation.

There is no doubt in our m inds that only a free m arket economy 
can continue to supply our quantity of life, and th a t a totally free 
m arket will maximize this supply. We are also certain th a t current 
a ttem pts to use the State to improve the quality of life will destroy 
the  quantity of life, for reasons we have covered throughout this 
book.

W e believe th a t a totally free m arket will maximize both quality 
and  quantity of life, and th a t most, if not all, of th e  evils of the past 
and present world were m ade possible not by a free m arket, but by a 
lack of one. W e have covered elsewhere the problem s of pollution, 
conservation, corporate capitalism, Unions, unem ploym ent, rights, 
education and so on, and have endeavoured to show how problems 
th a t have been caused by governm ent interference can only be solved 
by freedom .

The combination of a totally free m arket and a governm ent that 
confined itself to protecting rights would provide all the necessary 
m achinery for building a rich and beautiful world.
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RELIGION
Organized religion is about to experience a w ell-earned death. The 
m ost im portant single reason for this is its increasing irrelevancy 
to the day-to-day lives of ordinary people. Like most other 
institutions, the Church has become a m onum ent to dead issues.

In the days of old Rome, Christianity thrived because it was 
relevant, by offering people more real help than  any other institution 
in existence at the tim e. In other words, there  was some real 
advantage in being a Christian—a most un-C hristian attitude no 
doubt, but one that nevertheless is truly human. Today, all religion, 
th rough  the Church, has to offer, is the cop-out called confession and 
th e  very dubious carrot called ‘the life h ereafter’.

So we see one group of people attending Sunday services to be 
‘forgiven’ for one lot of ‘s in s’, so that they can commit the next lot 
with an easy conscience; another group a ttend ing in a desperate 
a ttem p t to kid them selves th a t they really are good, moral upright 
citizens, when in fact they are merely meek, frightened and deluded 
paw ns; and a final group attending with a cynical eye to covering 
th e ir bets— ‘just in case ’ there  really is a God and a hereafter.

It doesn’t occur to these people that if God is th ere , and has any 
sense  (as well as all the other faculties attribu ted  to Him), it w ouldn’t 
be possible to con Him. H e’d know.

It should be pretty  obvious by now though, th a t if He is there He 
certainly isn ’t all H e ’s cracked up to be. E ither th a t or H e has a pretty 
funny sense of hum our. As the Good Book, Catch 22, pu t it, what 
was going through His head when he put such phenom ena as tooth 
decay and phlegm  in His divine system of creation? And why is His 
world in such a m ess?

If any respectable tradesm an had one of his jobs tu rn  out as badly 
as G od’s world has tu rned out, h e ’d be fired on the  spot. Perhaps 
i t ’s high tim e we fired God and His sales reps and put som ething in 
th e ir  place th a t is relevant, real and believable. L et’.s g e t rid of the 
ritua ls, the Latin verse, the holier-than-holier condescending 
piousness, the idols, the fairy stories, the fear produced by 
m anufactured sins, and the irresponsibility of forgiveness. Let’s 
forget the obscenity called Original Sin. (Original D ebt maybe, but 
not Original Sin!) Life is for living, and for having fun.

But how can we do th a t if just about everything enjoyable is 
supposed to be wrong, and the only things th a t are supposed to be 
righ t are dull, boring and tedious? And how can we develop any sense 
of genuine responsibility in people (as distinct from fear) if we tell



216 RELIGION
them  that no m atter what they do they don’t  have to bear the con
sequences, bu t can simply lob into Church and be forgiven? If 
religious people spent more time doing and living  and less tim e 
praying and singing, then religion might once m ore becom e relevant 
and vital.

RIGHTS
J u s t about everyone accepts the basic concept of individual or hum an 
righ ts . The main difficulty lies in determ ining ju s t exactly what the 
concept m eans. We all have rights. W hat, then, are they?

M any different rights are often m entioned—the rights to life, 
freedom , property, equal opportunity, free education, free contra
ception, a decent wage, adequate health care, the  pursuit of 
happiness, and so on. Are all of these valid, or only som e of them ? If 
only some, which ones and why? 1

There are two essential points to be considered in sorting out 
those that can be truly said to be rights. Those th a t are not rights 
are either privileges or perm its.
1. Rights are held equally by all individual people and can only be 

held by individual people. They are not granted  to people— 
people have rights simply because they are people.

2. This implies that no person—or group of people—can violate 
the rights of any other person or group of people, for if they 
do, not all people hold rights equally. It fu rther follows that, as 
each individual person has rights, each person is free to dispose 
of his or her rights as he or she thinks fit.

These two statem ents have enormous im plications, and give clear 
cut m eans for determ ining what can be claimed as rights and what 
c a n ’t. They also determ ine what governm ents can and cannot do. 
P erhaps the most im portant point of all is th a t righ ts cannot morally 
be violated—not at any tim e, in any way or by any person or group o f  
persons. Private individuals can voluntarily delegate their rights, 
a n d /o r  forfeit them , however.

If all people have rights, because they are people, and those rights 
cannot be violated, then  governm ents don’t g ran t them , b u t can only 
recognize and protect them  (that, after all, is supposed to be the 
prim ary function of governm ents), and by so doing, governm ents 
obviously can’t violate them . W hen a governm ent undertakes to 
provide services or goods to people (for exam ple, ‘f ree ’ contra
ception, ‘f ree ’ education, ‘adequate’ health care, ‘equ al’ opportunity) 
w hat they are actually doing is granting privileges or perm its to one
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section of the population at the expense of another. Who pays for 
the  education, contraceptives, and health care? Who loses 
opportunities so th a t others may be given them ? A ll  people are 
supposed to have equal rights, but if som e have their property 
expropriated to provide privileges for others, then  the governm ent is 
guilty of violating rights. Obviously, our governm ents do this all the 
tim e.

Thus, it is an inescapable fact that in A ustralia today nobody has 
any rights a t all. W hat freedom  we do have we have, not by right, but 
by governm ent perm ission. The only tim e our rights are recognized is 
w hen a governm ent does not have the constitutional pow er to com mit 
any act that violates them. W hen the governm ent does have such 
pow er, then we are completely at its m ercy—ju st as, if a hold-up 
m an was holding us a t the point of a gun, we could only hope th a t he 
w ouldn’t shoot us. Constitutions are in tended to disarm  governm ents 
and prevent them  from acting as hold-up m en. However, there  h a sn ’t 
been  a constitution w ritten yet that h asn ’t contained flaws th a t have 
allowed unscrupulous people to use it as an instrum ent of coercion.

W hat is taxation if i t ’s not theft; conscription if i t ’s not slavery; 
com pulsory schooling if it is not kidnapping or slavery; war if it is not 
m ass m urder; economic regulation if it is not coercion; fractional 
reserve banking if it is not fraud; and devaluation if it is not a refusal 
to pay debts? It cannot be claimed that the  ‘w ider rights of society’ 
take precedence, or th a t ‘the  public good’ or ‘national in te rest’ are 
m ore im portant.

Societies consist of collections of individuals. Societies are not 
separa te  entities with their own rights. Only individuals have rights, 
not societies. Nor can it be claimed that we have delegated our 
righ ts to the governm ent. W e (the authors) certainly d idn’t delegate 
ours, and furtherm ore, we can’t ever recall having been asked.

Anyway, even if we did delegate our righ ts, could it be said th a t 
one group of us delegated to the governm ent a ‘r ig h t’ to loot another 
group to give us a privilege? There can be no such th ing as a right to 
education, free or otherwise, or a right to health  care, or contra
ception. It would make ju s t as much sense to say we all have a right 
to a new M ercedes or a triple storey m ansion. If we have right to 
health  care, that m akes doctors slaves, because if they refused us 
health  care they could be accused of violating our righ ts. If they have 
to give us this health care why should we bother paying them ? 
Hold-up men don’t pay their victims to stand  with their hands up 
while they rob th em —they don’t have to. And if no one pays doctors, 
how do doctors survive?



The only possible answer would be the  socialist one—the State 
pays them . This pu ts doctors at the mercy of two sets of m asters— 
the patients and the State. Then it m ust be asked—w here does the 
S tate get its money from? Taxation, which is the forcible ex
propriation of wealth from those who rightfully own it. The sam e 
argum ents apply to all governm ent services. To say th a t people have 
a ‘r ig h t’ to them  is vicious garbage. They don’t. And to say they do is 
ju s t a nice emotional rationalization to cover up stra igh t out thuggery.

The only rights we have are those that do apply equally: the rights 
to life, freedom  and property, for exam ple. (Equally, in th is sense, 
m eans that for exam ple, we all have an equal righ t to own property. 
It does not mean we all have a right to own equal am ounts of 
property .) None of these rights are recognized by the State. 
Taxation robs people of parts of their life, for in the  tim e th a t they are 
forced to work to earn the money to pay taxes, they are slaves. One 
aspect of the  righ t to freedom  is the freedom  to voluntary trade, and 
th a t obviously doesn’t exist. (It is conspicuously absen t from both 
the  Liberal and National Country Party platform s too, a feat which 
requires for its rationalization a great deal of m ental gym nastics.) 
The right to property is constantly violated by such th ings as taxation, 
land resum ption, economic regulation, and so on, ad nauseam.

None of these  rights can be construed to m ean m ore than  freedom  
of action either. The right to life does not m ean th a t someone else 
should be forced to provide us with food, shelter, clothing, and other 
necessities. That would be obviously inconsistent, because it would 
violate the right of freedom , and rights m ust be held equally. The 
righ t to free speech does not m ean that new spaper proprietors should 
be forced to provide us with pen, paper, and new spaper space; or 
th a t television network owners should provide us with tim e. The right 
to property does not mean that someone else should be forced to 
provide us with it.

W hat these rights do m ean is that we should be free to try to 
acquire them , through our own effort and with the voluntary co
operation of others. Nobody has the right, as som e are claiming now, 
to an ‘adequate living w age’. The factor th a t is always forgotten 
in these  claims is—where does the money come from? In practice, 
such claims m ean th a t ‘we dem and that o ther people be forced to 
support u s’.

W here people do delegate their rights are in such things as 
voluntary euthanasia (suicide, incidentally, is simply a person 
exercising his right of ownership of h is /h e r life—every person has 
the  moral right to take their own life, bu t only if they have no
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contractual obligations left to fulfil), the appointm ent of agents to 
carry out certain tasks, and through all m anner of voluntary 
contractual arrangem ents. A sadist-m asochist sexual relationship, 
for exam ple, does not involve any violation of rights if all partners 
consent to it.

People forfeit their rights only when they violate those of others. 
W e can ’t violate rights and then turn around and insist th a t our own 
be respected (see Crime; Justice). By our action of violating rights 
we indicate th a t we do not respect them . It would be gross hypocrisy 
to then  insist th a t our own were respected—after, th a t is, it has been 
estab lished that we were guilty of the violation of the rights in 
question.

This issue of rights is a crucially im portant one, and, currently, 
an incredibly confused one. If we could firmly estab lish the principle 
of rights in our society, we would have the  necessary rules for 
resolving m ost, if not all, social conflicts. N eedless to say, th a t’s 
som ething we could all desperately use right now.
1. For a serious philosophical derivation of the concept of rights, see: Nathaniel 

Branden, ‘Ethical Egoism: A Reply to Professor Em m ons’, The Personalist, Spring, 
1970, pp. 196 — 311; and ‘Ethical Egoism— Continued’, The Personalist, Summer, 
1970, pp. 305 — 313. Tibor Machan, ‘A Note on Em m ons’ Random Observations’, 
The Personalist, Winter 1971, pp. 96 — 106; and Human Rights and Human 
Liberties, Nelson-Hall, Chicago, 111., 1975. Eric Mack, ‘Flow to Derive Ethical 
Egoism’, The Personalist, Fall, 1971, pp. 735 — 743.

ROADS
If, for the brief two hundred years of our history, the Australian 
G overnm ent had had a monopoly on the m anufacture of shoes, there 
would exist in the public m ind today the belief th a t only governm ent 
could produce shoes. If we were to suggest th a t private enterprise 
be allowed to m anufacture and sell shoes, th ere  would be alarm ed 
cries about the chaos th a t would result. W hat about standards it 
would be asked? W ho would provide shoes for the  poor? How could 
private enterprise handle such a large and complex operation as 
providing shoes for 13 million Australians all with different sized 
feet? W hat about the  chaos that would resu lt from all the  different 
m anufacturers producing different sizes, styles, shapes, colours and 
b rands of shoes? Who would look after odd sizes? W ouldn’t private 
en terp rise only cater for the mass m arket and ignore the minority 
who want very small or very large shoes?

It would be said th a t it is obvious th a t only governm ent could



be trusted  to provide such a necessity as shoes. And, if our current 
experience is any judge, the governm ent would provide shoes, with 
the  sam e lack of efficiency, lousy service and exorbitant cost as they 
show in all their o ther enterprises.

T hat situation doesn’t exist today in the case of shoes, bu t it does 
exist in other areas: public utilities, such as w ater, electricity, and 
sew erage; postal and telecommunications services, public transport 
and of course, roads. Ju st as private en terp rise can handle the 
m anufacture and m arketing of shoes, so, too, could it handle all these 
public utilities. It could do them  all at far lower cost, with far be tte r 
service and a higher quality product. The inherent differences 
betw een a competitive free m arket and a governm ent bureaucratic 
coercive monopoly ensure th a t that would be so.

However, while many people might be p repared  to adm it that 
private enterprise could make a fair fist of the  post office, telephones, 
electricity and the like, they usually draw the line at roads. That, they 
say, is going too far. The mind fairly boggles at the thought of 
it—toll gates at every block, ten roads betw een Sydney and 
M elbourne, when only one or two would be sufficient, no roads at 
all to remote areas, different sets of rules to learn for every road, 
som e greedy person who owns one small section of a road holding 
everyone to ransom  and dem anding exorbitant tolls. No, i t ’s all ju s t 
too much.

However, the very nature of these sort of obvious criticisms show 
th a t the person who suggests them  has not m ade any a ttem pt to think 
the  concept of private roads through. Rather, it has been abandoned 
a t the  first sign of difficulty, and in tru th , m ainly because of one 
sim ple reason: it's  a strange, new idea! New, th a t is, to them . 
The idea isn ’t new. I t’s been around for years. In the  late 1700s and 
th rough  the 1800s private capital was used to build nearly all the 
m ajor United States turnpikes. The Philadelphia and Lancaster 
Turnpike C orporation1 was chartered in 1792, and capitalized at 
$300,000. It arranged to sell 600 of its one thousand  $300 shares in 
Philadelphia, and the  rem ainder in Lancaster. In the Philadelphia 
term inus, 2276 people tu rned  up to bid for the  shares. Eighty-four 
com panies had been incorporated in Pennsylvania by 1821, and had 
built 2907 kilometres (1807 miles) of turnpike. At the  peak of the 
tu rnpike era Pennsylvania boasted 3860 kilom etres (2400 miles) of 
tu rnpike in operation. New York had sixty-seven com panies by 1807, 
135 by 1811, and 278 by 1812, operating 6450 kilometres (4000 
m iles) of turnpike. Private capital continued to be mobilized through 
public turnpike authorities into the 1970s. The Ohio Turnpike
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A uthority’s bonds w ere over-subscribed by $300 million the first day 
they were put on sale. Only a relative few of th ese  turnpikes built 
in recent tim es have failed to pay in terest on their bonds. As 
W ooldridge points out, through the 1700s the United States tried 
m any other ways to build roads—lotteries, forced road service from 
local land owners, grants-in-aid to localities, offers of large acreages 
to contractors, taxes—but all these m easures failed.

These early turnpikes did not return much money directly on the 
investm ent, but the investors usually received more than their 
m oney’s worth in ‘neighbourhood effects’—the decreased cost of 
transportation  of goods and the enhanced value of land around the 
road. The investors w ere usually the small businessm en and farm ers 
who needed the roads, and almost no one bought large blocks of 
stock.

In England too the major road system s w ere built and initially 
run by private enterprise.

However, because the shareholders did not always receive a direct 
financial re tu rn  in those years when they financed these  roads, they 
w ere happy to tu rn  the operation of roads over to the  State—in the 
belief, perhaps, th a t then roads would somehow be ‘fre e ’. At least, 
they knew that if the  roads were financed out of taxation revenue, 
the  costs would be spread over more people. T hat many people who 
paid for them  never used them  apparently d id n ’t bother them  too 
m uch.

There is no reason whatsoever (or no economic reason anyway— 
th ere  are, no doubt, legal reasons) why a private or public company 
should not be form ed in Australia to construct, for exam ple, a m ulti
lane modern turnpike betw een Sydney and M elbourne. In view of the 
irresponsibly dangerous state  of the existing highways, this would 
be a trem endous step forward—especially since there  is no prospect 
of the  governm ents involved being able to afford to do it. The money 
is th e re —it simply needs to be mobilized.

But more than  ju s t turnpikes can be built. S treets in shopping 
cen tres could be owned by co-operative com panies m ade up by all the 
various business and shop-owners in that s tree t. They would have a 
d irect incentive to have the most attractive s tree t possible, with 
transport, en tertainm ent, and all conceivable facilities, because the 
m ore people th a t used the street, the more custom ers they would 
have for their businesses and shops. Residential developm ents 
could be designed around a system of m oney-earning through 
roads—which would be owned by either a private company or 
com panies, or all the local residents— and a system  of quiet,



restric ted  entry, residential roads. The revenue earned by the 
th rough toll roads could be used to m aintain all the roads, and, 
perhaps, provide other facilities in the developm ent.

Transport com panies could own and operate roads. And all sorts 
of private individuals and private and public com panies could as 
well. The problem s of rules and toll collections would not arise 
because of the simple fact that it would be directly against the 
financial in terests of all road owners. As in any free enterprise 
business, profits are maximized by attracting as many custom ers as 
possible to use the product or service—by m aking it as attractive 
and as easy as possible for these people to do so. Prices are 
optim ized, rules are optimized, quality and service are optimized. 
Toll collection would soon be electronic and com puterized. The 
technology exists already to do this easily. Small roads would lease 
facilities off central toll monitoring and collection com panies, where 
necessary. All roads would have a direct economic incentive to have 
high safety records and would thus set driver qualification standards, 
prohibitions on drink-driving, drug-affected drivers, and other 
dangerous driving practices. Because they owned the  roads, they 
would have a perfect right to set whatever laws they w anted.

The profit motive would also tend to produce the most efficient 
routes as traffic bottlenecks were progressively rem oved. Traffic 
lights on major roads would be replaced by over-and-unders. 
Facilities would be provided, and as far as possible, scenic beauty, 
cleanliness and good road surfaces preserved. None of these  would 
depend  on politics, on taxing power or governm ent in-fighting. They 
would all be a direct function of the market.

U sers would pay for the roads in proportion to the am ount they 
used them . The governm ent could no longer rationalize its super 
taxes on cars, petrol, tyres and oil. Roads would exist in open 
com petition with sea, air, and rail services. Local road m aintenance 
and construction works could be taken out of the hands of the 
notoriously inefficient and extravagant governm ent departm ents, 
and sub-contracted to private companies. Equipm ent would be much 
m ore efficiently utilized, and, we would even see an end to the 
practice of digging up busy streets during peak traffic periods!

Local residents could choose what street surface they wanted— 
bitum en, dirt, gravel—w hether they wanted curbing and guttering, 
pavem ents, trees, and so on, rather than have to either subm it to 
council decisions they may not want, or w ant som ething they can ’t 
get. In short, they could have, if they w anted it, direct local control 
over their s treets. In any event, the market system  would be far more
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responsible to their needs and wishes than an inflexible governm ent 
departm ent.

Because the capital value of individual hom es and businesses 
would be increased by good streets and facilities, th is would be 
another direct incentive for all property ow ners to take an in terest in 
th e ir roads, to ensure  their quality and general safety. This would 
in fact be a symbiotic relationship, because, in the  case of private 
s tree t com panies, the  capital value of the stree ts would depend also 
on the quality of the neighbourhood, and the business they 
generated . Right of access to homes would be built into the purchase 
contract. Obviously, nobody would buy a hom e if he or she couldn’t 
g e t into or out of it.

Privately owned roads would also provide a force for decen
tralization, as new areas were opened up by entrepreneurs. New 
tow ns could be built, as road owners tried to induce im m igration and 
industrial developm ent into their areas. Co-operation betw een rural 
in terests , m ining in terests and road owners could ensure road 
developm ent in rural and country areas. The m ining com panies in 
W estern  A ustralia have already built tow ns, railways, and roads 
as they have developed their mines. Private roads would also be 
very effective in helping to reduce crime, as all road-ow ners sought 
to make their roads and the areas they served as safe as possible, so 
as to attract more custom ers to their areas.

As with any other commodity, toll p rices2 would respond to the 
supply and dem and formula. This would provide a m arket force to 
fu rther encourage decentralization and decongestion of the roads. 
Tolls, for exam ple, would be higher in peak hours. The traffic 
congestion on our Sydney Harbour Bridge could easily be solved 
by a free m arket pricing system . If it cost fifty cents or a dollar 
to cross the Bridge in peak hour, and only ten  cents at off peak 
periods, this would encourage some industries or businesses to move 
out of the city area, and would encourage people to use public 
transport, share cars, or travel off-peak. It would also encourage 
corporations to build another bridge(s) an d /o r under-harbour 
tunnels. The high price should be set by the  m arket, to maximize 
re tu rns. It should not be set by an arbitrary bureaucratic  decision.

Similarly, parking would be more expensive in the city than in 
the  suburbs, with the sam e results. If the dem and w arranted it, 
m ore roads, bridges and parking stations would be built. Public 
transport, again, if privately operated, would also be optimized 
by the free com petitive m arket.

These are only a few of the possibilities of a private road system.
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W e believe they offer the chance of a m ost effective solution to 
the  problem s of transportation and road supply th a t currently plague 
our governm ents. The would also ensure a far more rationally 
p lanned and run city—a city planned to m eet m arket needs, rather 
th an  bureaucratic whims.

The car was only invented at the turn of th is century. It is ridiculous 
th a t a system  of roads that is only a century old should be looked 
upon as the ultim ate answ er, when we all know th a t m ore Australians 
are dying on these  roads than in all wars com bined. They can’t 
be perfect as they are. There has to be a be tte r way. And only the 
incentive of the free m arket will find it.
1. William C. W ooldridge, Uncle Sam, the M onopoly Man, Arlington House, New  

Rochelle, N .Y .. 1970, pp. 1 29-130 .
2. For more information see Murray N. Rothbard, For a New Liberty, Macmillan 

New York, N .Y ., 1973, Ch. 10.
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SEAT BELTS
Compulsory wearing of seat belts and crash helm ets are both 
exam ples of the results of the democratic num bers gam e—the 
knee-jerk reflex again. If roads were privately owned, there would be 
no doubt about the  situation—the road ow ners could set what rules 
they wanted on their own roads (see Roads). They would set those 
th a t maximized traffic on their road. Because a high safety record 
would be an obvious sales point, they would probably insist on the 
w earing of seat belts, but not necessarily. The m arket would 
determ ine what happened. If there were advantages, it would 
happen . If there w eren’t, it w ouldn’t.

It is more likely, however, that the road ow ners would seek to 
reduce accidents by upgrading the quality of their roads, and 
generally operate their roads so as to reduce the num ber of accidents 
th a t actually happen.

W ith roads publicly owned, and adm inistered by the governm ent, 
no one owns them  and yet everyone owns them . Those who want to 
w ear seat belts have ju st as much right to do so as others have not 
to . Both can claim to ‘ow n’ the road. As everyone knows, our roads 
are generally deplorable and the accident ra te  is sufficiently high 
to cause concern. Thus, some groups have been able to take 
advantage of politicians’ perpetual fear of unpopularity by building 
the road toll statistics into an issue. In their usual way, they have 
sought the quick and easy solution first, and have passed laws 
requiring: (1) car m anufacturers to comply with certain safety 
standards, and (2) people to wear seat belts or crash helm ets. Hope
fully, if these m easures work, they can conveniently forget about the 
deplorable state of the roads.

These solutions are aim ed at treating sym ptom s, not causes. They 
are aim ed at stopping deaths after the accidents have occurred, 
ra th e r than attem pting to stop the accidents from happening in the 
first place. It is not our intention to knock seat belts and crash helm ets 
p er  se. We simply wish to point out that (1) the governm ent should 
ge t its priorities straight, and (2) those who do n’t w ant to use belts 
or crash helm ets really have as much right not to as others have 
to w ear them , while roads are public property.

C urrent laws m erely enforce the will of one group of people on 
another. W e are touched by their concern for our safety, bu t have 
yet to see how our seat belts or crash helm ets are going to help 
them  in an accident. Why don’t they simply concentrate on wearing 
their  belts or hats, and leave us to make up our own minds?
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Everyone in this life should do what th ey ’re good at. And what 
A ustralia is good at is raw resources: food and m inerals. So naturally, 
w hat our governm ents have us do instead, is concentrate on what we 
are lousy at—labour intensive industries like making cars and 
trousers. This lunacy can only be m aintained through the coercive 
actions of governm ents working in cahoots with big business in much 
th e  sam e way as the Mafia protects its gam bling in terest from 
honest competition.

This situation goes on year after year because the governm ent 
buys votes with its protectionist policies in the areas w here most 
voters live: Sydney and M elbourne. But gradually the residents of 
Q ueensland, the Northern Territory and W estern Australia are 
beginning to realize that w ithout the lead w eight of the  dying States 
around their neck, they could becom e, together or singularly, one of 
the richest nations on earth.

A ustralian mining m agnate, Lang Hancock, is probably the only 
m ajor businessm an in Australia who is not p repared  to bow down to 
any governm ent for any privilege under any circum stances. His 
views for the secession of W estern Australia pu t the  case succinctly. 
And his argum ent is equally valid for the N orthern Territory and 
Q ueensland, and even more valid if all three were to secede together 
from  the ancient history cities.

Geographically, W estern Australia occupies one third of the 
A ustralian continent, separated  from the re st of Australia by vast 
deserts , by Federation, and by a totally different economy from that 
which exists on the ‘boom erang’ coast of A ustralia, w here the cities 
of Sydney and M elbourne are located. Before a single vote was 
counted from W estern Australia, the last two Australian 
G overnm ents had already been elected to C anberra. Perth  is the m ost 
isolated capital in the world.

According to an Am erican professor— ‘A ustralia could become one 
of the most powerful nations on earth, with the centres of power 
in Perth and Brisbane instead of at the sou th-east corner of the 
country.

‘A ustralia’s position in the world could be sim ilar to that now 
held by the oil-rich Arabs in the Middle East. The two States would 
be the richest places on earth  within twenty or th irty  y ea rs’, he said in 
a radio talk recently.

Federation h asn ’t worked, despite a seventy year trial. It never 
will under the p resen t constitution. All the  window dressing that is
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being displayed at p resent about making Federation work is nothing 
more than propaganda for the gullible. The instigation of double 
taxation simply m eans more and more inflation through governm ent 
squandering by S tates as well as the Commonwealth.

The greatest leap forward that W estern A ustralia has known was 
w hen that State was separate from the Comm onwealth. The decade 
from  1890 to 1900 com prised the ten grea test years in the  history of 
the  developm ent of W estern Australia. Therefore, W estern Australia 
should obviously sever economic connection with the  eastern  States 
and set up under a separate constitution, which limits the power of 
governm ent, but has full righ t of appeal to an independent arbitrator, 
such as the Privy Council. Remaining within the Australian 
Federation m eans th a t the State remains on the  treadm ill of ruin.

The gulf betw een the hopeful theory of Federation and the practice 
as it has developed over the years can never be closed from Canberra, 
no m atter how well intentioned Malcolm F raser may be in his efforts 
to reduce centralism . No Australian Prime M inister has ever assum ed 
office with a g reater majority and a greater opportunity, nor a firm er 
resolve to put th ings right, than  Malcolm F raser. No Prim e M inister 
looks less likely to succeed—not because of shortcom ings on F raser’s 
part, but because the  forces working against him  have been able to 
build up to too great a strength. They are too entrenched and 
m otivated, not by healthy competitive profits, bu t by a lust for power.

A ustralia’s destiny is not decided by the num ber of people who 
vote Labor or conservative at elections. It is decided by pressure 
groups, chief of which are the bureaucracy, the com m unist trade 
union movement, th e  m anufacturing lobby and the  P ress—or in the 
ja rgon  of the  day ‘the news m edia’ —which is used by the first 
th ree  groups to brainw ash the public into believing in the  socialist 
kingdom  of ‘heaven on ea r th ’.

W e know it is sacrilege for most L iberal/N .C .P . supporters even 
to consider th a t their Parties are practising socialism. It may be due 
to forces in Canberra beyond their political control—nevertheless 
it is a fact: a sad fact indeed. Instead of sweeping away the A.I.D .C., 
and other im plem ents of nationalization, on day one of his adm inis
tra tion , as M r F raser would have liked to have done, and in fact his 
Party  was pledged to do, he finds him self in the throes of 
im plem enting even more controls and departm ents. So we are face 
to face with the stark reality of being, in fact, w ithout a choice in 
Federal Government.

If a man dedicated to the reduction of centralism  as Malcolm Fraser 
is, with the overwhelming parliam entary majority th a t he enjoys, is
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powerless to prevent the expanding size and power of the  central 
bureaucracy, who can do so? Clearly it is obviously not possible for 
a State to do so under Federation, so the only answ er is to secede 
from the Federation under a constitution which limits the power 
of bureaucracy.

There could be no point, however, in seceding simply to run into 
the  old traps th a t have plagued Australia and brought th ings to such 
a sorry pass that if a State now wants to rem edy them  it has to secede. 
It is therefore of param ount importance to understand  that, before 
any steps are taken, a constitution needs to be form ulated which 
will guarantee the forward march of that State. W hat are the safe
g uards that should be incorporated in form ing such a constitution 
for W estern Australia? Perhaps some of them  could be defined as 
follows.

First, the power of governm ent to buy votes m ust be limited. As 
th ings stand at the m om ent, political parties who w ant office have 
first of all to win a ‘Dutch auction’ using the taxpayers’ money to 
buy votes on the handout trail. This m ust be prevented  at all costs.

Second, governm ents consume wealth, they do not create it. 
Therefore, the b igger the governm ent, the g rea ter consum ption of 
your wealth and the greater damage to the wellbeing of individual 
A ustralians. Therefore, governm ents must be cut down to size so that 
they  carry on the work of governing and nothing else. Therefore, 
th e re  m ust be an inbuilt counter to Parkinson’s Law of chain-reaction 
civil service growth (under which building up the various d ep art
m ents becom es the num ber one aim of pressure groups, and the 
fountain-head of inflation). This year, Australia will spend $4000 
million placating the civil service and its grabs for power.

Third, there m ust be w atertight provisions to ensure that the 
seceding State or States do not build up a tariff wall, for th is would 
give birth to a m anufacturing pressure group which would again 
stim ulate cost-push inflation. It would be suicide for a primary 
producing State, comprising the farm er, the beef-grower, the 
orchardist, the pastoralist and mining man, who are today in W estern 
A ustralia producing som ething like 25 per cent of A ustralia’s much 
needed  export income from only 7 Vi per cent of its population, to 
rebuild  a tariff wall. As long as W estern A ustralia rem ains within 
the Federation it will be tied to those twin agents of self- 
destruction, namely high taxation and rapid inflation. W hereas, with 
strict limitations set on governm ent spending and departm ental 
expansion by constitutional em bargoes, taxation would be
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im m ediately lowered and kept within bounds for ever more.

However, one of W estern A ustralia’s biggest weapons in the fight 
against inflation would be its ability to have a m ulti-currency system. 
In o ther words, its economy would not be tied to the inflationary 
A ustralian dollar, which is rapidly becoming w orthless and must 
eventually do so, if the F raser Governm ent’s com m itm ent to wage 
indexation is continued. The way out for W estern Australia is to make 
several of the w orld’s major currencies (that is, those ones least 
affected by inflation) such as the German m ark, legal tender in that 
S tate. It would then  be possible to tie the S ta te’s internal cost 
(that is, wages and salaries) and external contracts to those low 
inflationary currencies. So the cost of producing exports would be 
in line with the currencies of the markets paying for them : whereas 
in Australia today we are rapidly being priced out of world markets 
on which W estern A ustralia’s very existence depends, because of 
our inflationary internal price structure.

Nothing typifies the weakness of the ‘case ’ against secession 
m ore than the cen tra lists’ oft-reiterated parrot cry of ‘bu t W estern 
A ustralia would have no defence if it departed  from the mantle of 
safety provided by the Australian G overnm ent’. Could any 
responsible, thinking person seriously im agine th a t Australia can be 
protected by our p resen t Army (good as all the men undoubtedly 
are) which is rapidly and criminally being reduced to some 20,000 
m en with a sim ultaneous increase of 10,000 in the  ballpoint brigade 
in Canberra? We are told our total defence capability is such that 
A ustralia could defend only nineteen kilom etres of coastline— 
W estern  Australia alone has over 6400 kilometres of coastline.

However, if W estern A ustralia’s raw m aterials can be developed 
as a safe and reliable source of supply to the m assive industries 
of the highly industrialized and nuclear-arm ed major nations, that 
is, to the point w here several—not just one— of the super powers 
becom e dependent upon it for the sustenance of their commercial 
m ight, their standard  of living and their way of life, surely it is 
reasonable to think that they will, at all costs, see th a t W estern 
A ustralia is not subjugated by some even small predator nation, 
let alone one of the o ther m ajor powers.

And of the idea of the eastern  States invading W estern Australia 
at C anberra’s dire'ction—it is probable that the only arm y that will 
invade W estern Australia will be an army of eastern  States m igrants, 
w ishing to en ter the prom ised land.
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Private holdings in the U.S.S.R. constitute 1 .5p e rc e n t o f  
total agricultural land, but they produce 30 p e r  cent o f  the  

total output. The maxim um  private p lo t size is h a lf a hectacre.
A FACT

Nobody now believes that a G overnm ent run enterprise is 
necessarily a worker's paradise. On the contrary it is more

likely to be the opposite.
GOUGH WHITLAM 1

As with communism, there are two main varieties of socialism— 
totalitarian and voluntary.

Any form of socialism that involves the S tate—that is, 
Democratic Socialism, Christian Socialism, National Socialism, and 
o th e rs—is, w hether intended or not, to talitarian socialism. It 
involves the State controlling and running ‘industry , production, 
distribution and exchange’. This can be envisaged as all companies 
and enterprises in, for exam ple, Australia, being State owned and 
controlled. Or, in other words, all companies and enterprises being 
run with the sam e efficiency, imagination, verve and genius as the 
Post Office. And that, we are told by the g reat Australian Labor 
P arty , is the way to give to all Australians the  highest possible 
s tan dard  of living and to bring about economic justice for all.

Socialism is an economic impossibility. W hen the m arket is 
destroyed, economic calculation, and all possibility of it, are 
destroyed with it. A free m arket is alm ost a living th ing—it is 
constantly in movement, as money, investm ent, effort, production 
and resources, flow in response to the individual decisions of millions 
of people, all of whom are trying to maximize their own wellbeing, 
and whose activity is constantly directed by the  m echanism  of supply 
and dem and with its barom eter, prices.

Socialistic, or central governm ent planning, destroys this. It 
freezes the m arket into a set pattern. Supply and dem and no longer 
determ ine prices. Profit is no longer able to m otivate people. The 
individual wishes of all people are replaced by the decisions of a few 
bureaucratic planners. No central planning departm ent can monitor 
every m arket transaction, determ ine every price, or determ ine the 
supply of every service and commodity in accurate response to the 
true  needs of all the people. It can only lay down broad and general 
ru les, and increasingly control what people do, both in buying and 
selling.

Under such a system  variety m ust disappear—why choose among
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100 different shoe styles? T hat’s unnecessary duplication. One or two 
are enough (and easier to control and regulate). Luxury m ust 
d isappear—one person can’t have a swimming pool while another is 
not yet well fed. Corruption and black m arkets m ust appear. Consider 
w hat would happen when the central planning authority sets the 
price of coal. Imm ediately, special in terest groups would start up: 
one would want a special price because its coal was of poorer quality 
than  others; ano ther’s coal would be deeper and harder to extract: 
yet another would be further from the m arket, or have transportation 
problem s. This would happen in every business, industry  and en ter
prise.

In the 1960s it was conservatively estim ated th a t there  were some 
9,000,000 different prices in the United S tates, for exam ple.2 This 
m ean t that there w ere more than 40 trillion inter-relationships of 
th ese  prices, and a change in any one price had repercussions on 
whole networks of o ther prices. The planning departm ent, attem pting 
to control such a huge network of prices, would hold everyone’s 
fu tu re  in its hands, and would expand to enorm ous size. It would also 
becom e corrupt beyond belief, as the payoffs and deals started .

Decisions would have to be made by bureaucratic and /o r 
legislative process, rather than by quick business procedures. The 
U.S. Post Office decision-m aking process, in 1970, involved twenty- 
two discrete steps and tw enty-seven different loci of authority. A 
serious count once revealed that in Italy, 3166 approval steps were 
necessary to construct a public school. It is pointed out elsewhere 
in th is book th a t in Sydney a few years ago, th ere  were som e ninety- 
one different governm ent boards, com m ittees and commissions that 
m ight have had to be consulted in order to get perm ission to build 
a building in the city area.

For the socialists the only way out of this type of m aze is increasing 
simplification of the planning process, which necessarily involves 
control o f  all individuals. Except, of course, the  planners them 
selves. It is am azing th a t such a simplistic and dangerous idea 
has even been able to survive in our societies; and disgraceful that 
those  who have m ost enthusiastically cham pioned it have been the 
so-called intellectuals in our m idst. The thought stim ulated by 
read ing  novels such as George Orwell’s A n im a l Farm  and 1984, 
and Ira Levin’s This P erfect Day should have been sufficient to 
expose the idea for the  crass stupidity th a t it rep resen ts .3

People need incentive  to act, and no m atter w hat system  is tried, 
they  will find th a t incentive. That is the driving force behind the 
black m arkets and dissident movements in such places as the
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U .S.S.R . It also shows why the small private plots of ground farm ers 
are allowed do more to keep Russians fed than the noble State farm s. 
But the worst part about the incentives open to people under State 
socialism is that they encourage most of the power lusters, the 
w heelers and dealers, and the bureaucratic em pire builders. Instead 
of work and production bringing rewards, political pull, favour 
sw apping, and power bring the rewards.

It is no accident that such socialist S tates as the U.S.S.R. and 
Red China exercise rigid censorship and employ deadly secret police 
forces. W hat most socialists will not face up to, however, is that 
th ese  countries, the U.S.S.R. and Red China, are inevitable end 
resu lts  of any socialist experim ent. Under such a centrally planned 
system , the planning itself generates economic and social problem s 
th a t require in tu rn  more planning, which in tu rn  generates more 
problem s. The continuous and inevitable tren d —as we see here in 
A ustralia, and overseas in the U.S.A., G reat Britain and India—is 
for more and more and more controls, regulations, and State 
expansion. It is a system  th a t feeds off itself, and, in the long run, 
the  logical consequences of it can only be avoided by a reversion to 
its opposite—to a free society.

W ithin such a free society, the other variety of socialism, voluntary 
socialism, can function—or at least can be tried. Because this 
socialism is based on voluntarism, it is entirely moral, and we 
certainly have no objection to it—no moral objection th a t is, but we 
would dispute its practicality. However, our entire philosophy is 
‘each to his own’, so if others want to try it, th a t’s their business. 
W e’d rather be free m arket capitalists.

The problem with voluntary socialism is th a t while it is possible 
on a small scale, with like-minded people, on a large scale it runs 
up against hum an nature. Specifically, it do esn ’t provide for the 
differing needs, abilities, tastes or incentives of individuals. Some 
people may be happy to play the part of the  horse in A nim al Farm, 
and do all the work for little material return (and, too often, for little 
spiritual return  as well, as frequently the a ttitude creeps in that no 
thanks are necessary, and those with exceptional ability should feel 
sufficiently guilty about it to be grateful to be able to serve their 
less fortunate fellows). Most people, however, like it or not, w on’t 
operate  under those conditions—not in the long run. W e believe that 
th is attitude in people is not a bad thing picked up from our culture, 
b u t a good thing that is inherent in hum an nature. People need 
incentive. Those who do accept voluntary socialism and are happy 
within it have their incentives too, but not only do they frequently
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m isread them , they generally want everyone else to be the sam e. Of 
all the possible incentives they could have, it is likely that the 
dom inant one is a need for security—and far m ore than  ju s t economic 
security. W hatever their incentives are, however, we can be sure that 
they are there.

There is no reason why voluntary socialism and voluntary free 
en terp rise cannot co-exist in a truly free society. Only one thing is 
certain : neither  can co-exist with totalitarian socialism.

1. Quote from Gough Whitlam reported in The Sydney M orning Herald, 27 November 
1976.

2. Henry Hazlitt, W hat You Should Know A bo u t Inflation, Funk & W agnalls, New  
York, N .Y ., 1968, p. 13.

3. The best serious refutation o f socialism ever written is Socialism, by the great free 
market economist, Ludwig von M ises, published by Jonathon Cape, London, 1936.

SPECTRUM—POLITICAL
The political spectrum  as it is generally portrayed is absurd . Mainly 
th is is due to the fact that different term s have come to m ean different 
th ings as they have travelled from country to country, and year to 
year. The term  ‘Left-wing’ derived originally, as we understand it, 
from reference to those who sat on the left side of the old French 
Parliam ent. Ironically, these were predom inantly laissez-faire 
m erchants. Right-wing, or the right side of the Parliam ent, were the 
forces of the State, the m onarchists and the aristocracy. Time has 
lum ped these both together in a typical m odern contradiction, and 
new forces represen ting  Statism have now em erged on the Left. To 
com plete the contradiction, however, many young freedom  lovers 
are also to be found in the ranks of the Left.

Classical liberals were, in England, exponents of natural rights 
and laissez-faire economics. Liberals in the United States are middle- 
of-the-road, w elfare-Statists, favouring governm ent intervention in 
ju s t about everything. Australian Liberals have for many years been 
going the sam e way.

Perhaps the most blatant example of political confusion, however, 
is to be found at the extrem es of the m odern political spectrum . 
E xtrem e Right wing is commonly equated with fascism , while 
extrem e Left wing is equated  with communism. But both of these, as 
commonly understood and practised, are to talitarian . Thus, we have 
the absurd position of political opposites tu rn ing  out to be the sam e. 
This has led to the ra ther unsatisfactory explanation of the spectrum  
being a circle, with both extrem es m eeting at the  bottom , and their
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opposite—freedom —being at the top. A more satisfactory spectrum  
is the  one drawn in Figure 1.

Workers Party Liberal Party, Labor Communist Party/ 
Party, National Nazi Party
Country Party

No government Limited government A lot o f government Total government 
(Anarchy) (Omnarchy)

Figure 1
This illustrates dram atically the fundam ental sim ilarities betw een our 
m ajor political parties and is a meaningful spectrum , based  on real 
differences, and using as its defining criterion the only crucial issue 
a t stake in politics—individual freedom . The differences betw een the 
m ajor parties are m atters of degree and detail. Fundam entally they 
both accept and advocate that the State should play a very significant 
role in hum an activities. The professed differences betw een these 
parties are mainly to be found in the different em phasis placed on 
social and economic freedom  (see Alternatives).

An American, David Nolan, illustrated th is with another type of 
political spec trum ,1 where he positioned parties with respect to the 
deg ree  of freedom  they allowed in these two areas (Figure 2).

100 ANARCHY 100

Percentage
of
Social
Freedom

0
OMNARCHY P ercentage of Economic Freedom  100 

Figure 2
Of course, the precise positioning of the various Parties and countries 
is a m atter of judgem ent. However, this sytem  does allow the most 
im portant characteristics of the various groups to be isolated and 
com pared. It also illustrates the basis of the opposition betw een our 
Labor Party and the L iberal/N .C . Parties—that is, their differences 
in em phasis on social and economic freedom s—in rhetoric, if not in 
p rac tice .2

It also illustrates how the libertarian philosophy, by consistently

‘LEFT’
• Sweden
• Labor Party

Libertarian 
W orkers Party

U.S.S.R. •  Liberal Party
• National Country Party

Red China • Nazi Germany ‘RIGHT’



im plem enting the principles of freedom in both the economic and 
social spheres, successfully captures and enlarges the best of both 
these  groups, and rejects their Statist faults. M uch more sensible 
political debate would result if more people, politicians and public 
alike, understood these simple distinctions.
1. David F. Nolan, ‘Classifying and Analyzing Politico-Economic System s’, The 

Individualist, January, 1971, Society for Individual Liberty, Virginia.
2. In his book, P ow er and Market, Institute for Humane Studies, Menlo Park, 

California, 1970, Murray N. Rothbard goes one step further and develops a three 
dimensional spectrum, by isolating three types of interference with individual 
freedom— autistic intervention, binary intervention, and triangular intervention. 
Interested readers are referred to that work for a most detailed and brilliant 
discussion of th ese issues.
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THE STATE
The State is n o t . . .  a social institution adm inistered in an 

anti-social way. I t  is an anti-social institution, adm inistered  
in the only way an anti-social institution can be administered, 
and by the k ind o fperson who, in the nature o f  things, is best

adapted to such service.
ALBERT J. NOCK

The kind o f  man who wants the governm ent to adopt and  
enforce his ideas is always the kind  o f  man whose ideas

are idiotic.
H. L. MENCKEN

Our form ula is this: everthing within the State, nothing  
outside the State, nothing against the State.

BENITO MUSSOLINI
Statism  exaggerates mistakes and institutionalizes failures.

E.R.C . WORLD MARKET PERSPECTIVE
W hen a governm ent steps outside its in tended role of protecting 
individual righ ts, it ceases to be a governm ent and becom es a State. 
T hus, we live in a world composed of States. There is, to our know
ledge, not a single governm ent, in the true sense of the  word, to be 
found anywhere in the  w orld .1

S tates live by feeding off their citizens. It has frequently been 
said that they are like cancers, and with good reason. Once started, 
they  grow enorm ously, are very difficult to stop, and eventually kill 
th e ir host and them selves. We in Australia are currently being 
sucked dry and strangled by our cancerous S tate. Today both major 
A ustralian political Parties only fight over who is going to be our
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ru lers. That we are going to be ruled is taken fo r  granted.

As has been explained in many places in this book, the State 
operates by distributing privilege, by robbing P eter to pay Paul. It 
builds up large groups of people who are dependent on it, or who 
sim ply use it to exploit others. It is an instrum ent of coercion and 
expropriation. It is the friend of all who w ant som ething for nothing, 
and the deadliest enem y of all ‘well-disposed, industrious and 
d ece n t’ people—of those who don’t expect the unearned, and who 
strive to be at all tim es independent. Most people know this.

It has been pointed out that few people like or trust politicians. 
But what are we to do? There is, for m ost people, an over
whelm ing sense of powerlessness. The State is so large and has 
bu ilt up an enorm ous m om entum . Unfortunately, there are no simple 
answ ers—particularly as, in many cases, the  State reduces, 
by taxation, inflation and regulation, large num bers of people and 
institutions to dependence on it.

The worst thing we can do is follow the exam ple of m ost of our 
so-called industrial and intellectual leaders, who have m erely lain 
down at the S tate’s feet, rolled over and begged  it to scratch their 
bellies. They deserve to follow the State into its inevitable oblivion, 
bu t, unfortunately, th ey ’d take us all with them .

W hat we m ust do, is first arm ourselves. Our weapon can only be 
knowledge. The only way to bring about peaceful change is through 
education; the only way to fight bad ideas is with be tte r ideas. 
The Centre for Independent Studies in Sydney, and the Foundation 
for Economic Education (Aust.) in Brisbane are two non-political, 
educational groups that have recently been form ed to prom ote the 
idea of freedom  (see Bibliography). There are an enorm ous range 
of alternative ideas being tried out all over Australia, from 
com m unes, to community action groups. All of these  are moving in 
th e  sam e direction, away from State dom ination and control, and 
tow ards personal control. Unfortunately, m any of these  have a 
tendency to try to use the State to achieve their ends. Such a tactic 
will not succeed for the State may help up to a point, but, in the 
final analysis, it will always put its self-interest first. To have any 
chance of longterm  success, these alternatives m ust by-pass the 
S tate, and not a ttem pt to use it for their own ends.

It is a standard operational procedure of the  State th a t it starts 
out by ‘helping’ groups who appeal to it. This help is usually in the 
form of money. As soon as the groups are well and truly dependent 
on th a t money, then the hidden strings attached to it start to be 
pu lled. By controlling purse strings, the State controls the groups,
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and it ends up using them.

The most im portant thing we all have to realize is that it is long 
past time th a t we started  to draw some lines, and stopped retreating 
in the face of the constant advances of the State. We m ust take a 
lesson from Great Britain. They bought tim e and tem porary peace 
by retreating . W here did it get them ? We m ust stop trading short
term  gains for longterm  suicide. And we m ust wake up to the  gigantic 
con th a t the State represen ts. I t is feeding off us. It is our work and 
our  production that m akes its existence possible bu t what thanks do 
we get? We get abused, kicked about, regulated , robbed blind, and 
asked to work harder.

It is high tim e we decided just who are the  public servants, and 
rem inded them  that that is what they are. Our modern State 
represen ts the single g reatest threat to our freedom  and our 
prosperity. Our g reatest enem y is not the com m unists or the m ulti
nationals, or the  ‘yellow hordes’. It’s right here a t hom e—our very 
own governm ents. As American mining engineer, Eugene Guccione 
put it when in Australia this year: ‘asking (governm ents) help to 
correct a problem , any problem , is like asking an arsonist to help you 
put out the f ire ’.
1. One possible  exception could be the Na-Griamel Federation, which is currently 

attempting to establish its independence in the New Hebrides. If the surrounding 
States do not interfere, it could become a truly free country.
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TAXATION
If, fifty years ago, the  governm ent had approached our grandparents 
(or parents) and said: ‘W e’ve got this fantastic new idea. I t’s called 
m odern governm ent. W e’re going to provide you with education, 
health  care, welfare benefits, economic planning, etc., e tc ., and in 
exchange you have to give us half of everything you e a rn ,’ what do 
you think our grandparents (or parents) would have done? The odds 
are they w ouldn’t have been too pleased. Im agine it— half of your 
weekly salary going in taxes! That’s a pretty  high price to pay. But 
th a t is what the average A ustralian pays today.

At the tim e of writing we only have figures for 1974-75. Consider 
the  following general situation:

Total workforce (civilian) 5.94 million
Average m ale wage $148.40 p er week
Total governm ent tax receipts

(all types) $18,810 million
Average tax per person

in workforce $18,810 -5-
5.94

=  $3,170 per year 
=  $61 per week

T hus, the average worker, on these figures, paid $61 a week in tax 
out of $148 or, 41.2 per cent of his weekly salary. Several other 
factors put the am ount paid over 50 per cent. Inflation, for example, 
for the last few years has been over 10 per cent, and, as we have 
seen , is a hidden tax. The average wage of both m ale and female 
workers, and juniors, would be considerably less than  $148 per week. 
One third of the workforce, approximately, are female for example. 
Finally, since 1974-75, inflation has pushed the average wage 
higher, and into higher tax brackets, so the  percentage tax would 
have increased. W e believe, therefore, th a t it is a conservative, if 
rough, estim ate to say that at least half of the average salary goes 
in tax.

It is im portant to rem em ber, here, th a t in the  final analysis, 
individuals pay all taxes. All taxes on businesses, for exam ple, are 
e ither passed on to consum ers through higher prices, or to owners 
or shareholders th rough decreased profits. All indirect taxes, such 
as custom s, excise, duties, sales tax, payroll tax, licence fees, are 
passed  on in increased prices. It is alm ost im possible to calculate 
the exact tax com ponent in the prices of individual item s. In mid
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1975, for exam ple, the following situation existed with top line 
cigarettes:

Cigarette: Benson and H edges Special Filter 20’s
W holesale price: 20 cents
Retailer’s m argin: 11 cents
Excise and im port duty: 33 cents
Total retail price: 64 cents

And th a t’s only half the story. Out of each of the twenty cents 
wholesale price and eleven cents retail m argin a num ber of other 
taxes are paid: company tax on profits (421/2%), tax on company 
dividends, if any, employee income tax and payroll tax, transport 
taxes, fuel taxes, licence fees, primary production taxes, sales tax, 
and so on.

At the sam e tim e (mid 1975), buyers paid $3.98 in direct taxes 
on a $6.98 bottle of Scotch whisky; nineteen cents on a large bottle 
of beer, forty-three cents out of eighty-six cents on a 50 g packet 
of Log Cabin Tobacco; $1062 out of $3867 on a Toyota Corolla and 
$1904 out of $6431 on a Toyota Crown (sales tax and custom s duty 
alone). On electrical goods and cosmetics, for exam ple, sales tax is 
usually 27.5 per cent, and custom s duty 35-45 per cent of the 
wholesale price.

Australians last year (1975-76) paid a total of $21,274,000,000 in 
taxes; of th a t $9213 million was individual income tax; $1044 million 
was customs duty; $2331 million was excise duty, $1408 million was 
sales tax; $1182 million was payroll tax; $2600 million was company 
tax; $201 million was land tax; $838 million was local governm ent 
ra tes; $342 million was gambling taxes; $551 million was motor 
vehicle taxes and $549 million was stam p duties not elsew here 
included. They’re ju s t som e  of the tax es .1

A casual glance through the Australian Year Book can yield some 
in teresting odds and ends, even though they are always years out of 
date . In 1972-73, for example, we paid $845,000 excise duty on 
cigarette  papers; $2,667,000 excise duty on m atches and $148,000 
excise duty on playing cards. (They don’t miss much do they?)

The Sales Tax (Exem ptions and Classifications) A c t 1935-1967 
contains some forty-six pages of items affected by sales tax, covering 
a range stretching from ‘Allenbury’s M alted Rusks for Infants’ 
th rough raffia to heavy machinery. Custom s duties are levied in 
accordance with the twenty-one Brussels Tariff Divisions, covering 
a range from anim als, to jewellery, to textiles, to vehicles, to works
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of art. After you fight your way through the maze of Federal, State 
and local taxes, fees and charges, you can be excused for wondering 
w hether there is anything th a t isn ’t taxed!

Little wonder governm ents have tended to resort m ore and more to 
the printing presses in order to finance their spending. They have 
alm ost reached the limit in taxation.

One of the worst features of all of this is th a t the taxes probably 
fall hardest on those who can least afford them . It isn ’t the  rich that 
pay them —they can afford to hire sm art accountants and set up all 
the legal dodges. The average family of husband, wife and a couple 
of children, who drink, smoke, own a car and house, play the  pokies, 
b e t on the horses and dogs, own a TV, radio, w ashing machine and 
the other usual electrical appliances, have a relative die every now 
and then, ea t food and go out to the movies every now and then, 
would get hit with ju s t about every tax in the book—income, estate, 
payroll, sales, excise, custom s, property, gam bling, liquor, licences, 
m otor vehicle, prim ary production, services and ra tes. They don’t 
have any of the fancy dodges. Any money they m anage to save is 
usually in the bank, building society, or credit union w here, in recent 
years, it h asn ’t even earned enough to cover what it lost through 
inflation. The final irony of it all is that the reason th is family is taxed' 
so heavily is to pay for all the  benefits i t’s supposed to receive.

Do you think what you  receive from  the governm ent is worth over 
h a lf o f  your salary each week? The battle  cry of the American 
Revolution in 1776 was ‘No taxation without rep resen ta tion ’. If they 
could have seen w hat taxation is like with represen tation , they m ight 
not have bothered!

In addition to the money paid in taxes, we also have to consider 
o ther costs. F irst, there is the fact that this year (1976-77), for 
exam ple, it will siphon some $30,000,000,000 out of private 
production into governm ent hands. Experience shows th a t much of 
th a t money could be spent more efficiently by private enterprise to 
provide most of the services the governm ents use it for. Then there is 
the  fact that much of this tax money is used to obstruct the activity 
of private production, by paying for the arm y of bureaucrats who 
produce the oceans of red tape we have to fight our way through. 
Finally, there is the cost to private industry and people of the 
collection of the taxes, and the keeping of records, paper work, and 
all th ings necessary for the compilation of tax re turns. In all th ree 
areas, the costs are enorm ous. We all pay for it th rough a standard of 
living very much lower than it could be for the  sam e am ount of work 
and energy on our part.
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The only way out of this lunatic situation is, as we keep stressing, 
less governm ent, less regulation, and more freedom . T hat’s the only 
way. There is no other. Think about it the next tim e you fill out your 
tax return.
1. Figures from Quarterly E stim ates o f  National Incom e and E xpenditure June 1976,

Australian Bureau of Statistics, Canberra, 1976.

TOLERANCE
I f  a man does not keep pace with his companions, perhaps it 
is because he hears a different drumm er. L e t him step  to the  

music he hears, however m easured or fa r  away.
H . D . THOREAU

The need for and virtues of tolerance in day-to-day living need not be 
em phasized. It is sufficient to say that a free society would maximize 
the  opportunities for all people ‘to step to the m usic they hear’ and 
th a t the enem y of such tolerance is compulsion.

There is, however, another area where the  exercise of tolerance 
and, in particular, generosity would be of g reat help today, and 
th a t is in the realm  of ideas. It is probably true to say that every 
m ovem ent or group has its lunatic fringe. These are usually the 
m ilitant elem ents, and the ones most prone to resort to violence. 
They are counter-productive and do more harm  than  good to their 
supposed ‘frien ds’. If they really wanted to help th ey ’d get lost, but, 
of course, they are incapable of making such an objective judgem ent. 
Their minds are closed, they are fanatically devoted to their cause 
and as such are completely intolerant of all opposition.

Less dangerous, but equally dam aging perhaps, are the closed 
m inds that are also found in the other parts  of m ovements and 
groups. Thus, for the closed mind on the Right, everyone on the 
Left is an enem y, and vice versa.

If we are to make any progress at all in sorting out the mess that 
th is country is in, we all have to forget our emotional prejudices 
and look at facts and principles. We have to think logically, and not 
act because of hate or envy or greed. We should be prepared to look 
with intellectual generosity at an opponent’s argum ents—seek to 
understand them —and not simply reject them , in relief, at the first 
obstacle.

People don’t always use words in the sam e way, and often have 
difficulty expressing them selves. It’s only after we understand what 
they mean, or are trying to say, that we are in a position to judge.
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There is, for exam ple, a m arked tendency for people of libertarian 
beliefs to view all socialists as the enem y, and take the view that 
everything  they say or stand for is wrong because they are socialists. 
The same can be said for the attitude of m any socialists towards 
free enterprise, let alone libertarianism.

This does not m ean that we should accept everything people say 
and make no judgem ents. To survive we m u st act, and to act we 
m u st make judgem ents. But to minimize our chances of making 
m istakes, we should base our judgem ents, as far as possible, on 
sound principles and solid reasoning. This, of course, involves work, 
and no doubt th a t’s why many people shy away from it. But it’s only 
by constantly evaluating, revising, checking and investigating that 
we can build up our knowledge, and grow.

The blind following of a leader and a dogm a, such as happened in 
Nazi Germany, is no way to progress. Freedom  of thought and 
expression, and tolerance of differences are prerequisites of a free 
and growing world. And tolerance, in sum m ary, is seeking to under
stand  the other person’s point of view. After all h e /sh e  is probably a 
hum an too.

TRANSPORT—PUBLIC
In recent State elections, in N.S.W . and Victoria, public transport 
has em erged as a major election issue. Public transport system s, 
particularly in Sydney, M elbourne, Brisbane and C anberra, have 
degenerated  so far they now try the patience of even the most tolerant 
user.

Poor services, filthy facilities, breakdown, accidents, late arrivals, 
over-crowding, strike disruptions and huge losses are some of the 
problem s these system s are plagued with. The N.S.W . Public 
T ransport Commission last year (1975-76) chalked up a m assive 
$240 million loss. Estim ates for losses Australia wide reach $400 
million, which is ten  tim es what it was a m ere four years previously.

Public transport services could well be the largest em ployers in 
A ustralia—even larger than the gargantuan A ustralia Post and 
Telecom. The N .S.W . Public Transport Commission has over 47,000 
on its payroll, while the Victorian Railways employ another 24,000. 
This enormous size allows plenty of scope for the em pire builders 
to get to work in its bureaucracy, and the Unions to wield their 
m uscle.

Usage of public transport is down, and continuing to decline. Peter 
Sam uels has quoted figures, in The Bulletin, th a t show a decline
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from 1122 million passengers in 1960 for the six State capitals to 
948 million by 1970. As population growth over th a t period was 
around 30 per cent, this represented a p er capita usage decline from 
196 trips to 126 trips a year. Samuels predicted th a t th is would be 
now well down below 100.1

Available evidence suggests overwhelmingly th a t fare reductions 
will not bring about sufficient increases in patronage to pay their 
way. Under Gough Whitlam the Federal Bureau of Transport 
Economics estim ated that, at most, patronage would increase by one- 
half of one per cent for every one per cent reduction in fares. A one- 
th ird  of one per cent increase is more likely. The N .S.W . Government 
still cut fares. To win votes. Not custom ers, or profits. It is not their 
money.

Four years of avoiding price increases by the M elbourne Tramway 
Board only m anaged to chalk up an annual loss of $21 million, 
w hereas it had previously been profitable.

The situation of our public transport system s is the  sam e as that of 
sim ilar services in Great Britain and the U.S.A. I t’s the same as 
exists in those countries for postal services as well, and for the sam e 
reasons. Our governm ents can call in consultants, seek reports, 
set up Royal Commissions, until they’re blue in the face. None of 
them  will do any good, because they will all try to figure out a solution 
th a t solves the problem s without changing the fundam ental system . 
They will spend more millions of taxpayers money trying to come up 
with more efficient ways to run the bureaucracies, new equipm ent 
(like Sydney’s E astern Suburbs Railway and M elbourne’s U nder
ground disaster areas), or better technology, bu t the fundam ental 
cause of the problem s will remain untouched. That cause is very 
sim ple: it is the fact that these systems are governm ent bureaucracies 
and not open, competitive, private companies.

Turning transport over to private enterprise w ithout at the sam e 
tim e encasing it in a maze of regulations will solve our transport 
problem s at one stroke. It would not do it im m ediately, bu t it would 
inevitably do it. Anything less than turning transport over to private 
en terp rise is putting Band-Aids on sores. It m ight buy a little tim e, 
bu t it won’t solve any problem s, because it does not touch the causes. 
At m ost, it suppresses some of the more annoying sym ptom s— 
tem porarily. We have avoided this fundam ental fact for years now, 
a t the cost of increasing deficits and declining services. We can ’t 
afford to let it go on any longer.

Free m arket forces of supply and dem and should be allowed to 
operate , to determ ine routes, tim etables, transp ort type, and price.
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Bureaucratic decisions will not do this efficiently or accurately, and 
paradoxically, the closer they are to doing so the  more unnecessary 
they become. As was the case with road tolls and parking fees, 
transport fares would be highest in peak periods and in high dem and 
areas. This would help spread usage, decrease congestion, and have 
the secondary effect of benefiting the old, the young, the un
em ployed, the handicapped and students, who all tend  to travel off- 
peak.

As we saw in the case presented for privately owned and operated 
roads, some, and possibly a lot of public transport, would be provided 
by both road, shop and other business ow ners. There would be 
economic incentives for all of these. Trade unions could do something 
constructive for a change and operate either ‘f re e ’ (paid for out of 
dues) or at least cut-price bus services for their m em bers. Suburban 
shopping centres in particular would probably find it a distinct 
advantage to run local bus services to bring people into their business 
area.

If there were no governm ent controls over w hat routes were set 
up, where the stops were, what the fares (if any) were or what 
sizes the buses were, services could and would spring up wherever 
there  was a dem and. A new area would be added to the small 
business field—the operation of small jitneys or m ini-buses. These 
could fill in the gaps left by the larger m ain bus and rail routes and 
add additional strength  to the main routes during peak periods. None 
of this is allowed to happen today. Some private bus services are 
provided, but they are severely regulated as to where they are 
allowed to go and stop, and w hat they charge.

We have a choice at the moment betw een a taxi or full size bus 
for public road transport. There m ust be am ple space in the m arket 
for small m ini-buses, to fill out the dem and betw een these two. 
T hese m ini-buses could follow fixed routes and tim etables, or cruise 
freely and be radio controlled. The m arket would quickly determ ine 
w hat was or was not viable. All the  governm ent has to do is to let it 
happen.

As far as the governm ent services them selves go, they should be 
all put up for sale. Until they are sold, sub-contracting should be used 
im m ediately for m aintenance, traffic scheduling, and depot 
operations. Once m ore, private enterprise under the force of the 
profit motive, would bring a lot more efficiency, imagination and 
innovation to bear in all these fields. Bus lines could be m ade up of an 
operating company and a num ber of driver owned or at least privately 
ow ned buses, as taxi and transport companies now operate.
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The closed field of taxi licences should be throw n open to anyone 

who w anted to set up in it. There should be no licensing, no  govern
m ent fare fixing or regulation. The m arket should be allowed to 
determ ine the fare level. The granting of taxi licences has set up a 
privileged coercive cartel which, as we have sta ted  many tim es, is 
som ething governm ent has the power, bu t not the  right to do. A 
system  of com pensation should be worked out for existing taxi-plate 
holders, based on the purchase cost (or even m arket price—the cost 
would be tiny com pared with the principle) of their plates, with the 
funds coming from the sale of other public transp ort facilities and 
equipm ent.

The railway system  presents a slightly m ore com plicated problem 
because of the high capital costs involved and the  lim ited am ount of 
track. Essentially, however, the process to be followed would be the 
sam e—de-regulate the system , allow com petition, and as soon as 
possible, tu rn  the service over to private enterp rise . For a start, 
private companies should be allowed to lease track tim e from the 
governm ent and run their own trains. Rolling stock could either be 
bought new—here or overseas (and free of tariff)—or bought or 
leased  from the governm ent. Transport com panies could construct 
special term inal facilities and run, for exam ple, specialized container 
freight trains. Special trains could be constructed to carry wheat, 
sheep , cattle, wool, coal, iron ore, and, in many cases, carry one 
product exclusively. Signalling functions, and train scheduling could 
be sub-contracted. Some of the large com puter com panies would no 
doubt be eager to instal and operate the necessary equipm ent. 
N eedless to say, once again the profit motive would ensure more 
efficiency, im agination and innovation, were brought to the task— 
particularly with private enterprise trains running.

M aintenance of track and government rolling stock could be sub
contracted. At the moment, it appears very little (if any) 
preventative m aintenance is carried out on the N .S.W . rail system. 
A ll  track should be put up for sale and sold as buyers became 
available. Contracts of sale would have to include clauses (perm anent 
or tem porary, depending on circumstances) guaran teeing access of 
tra in s to the track, if small sections were sold off.

Fares and freight rates should be set on normal commercial 
principles. Space over city railway lines could be sold for road 
expressw ay construction, saving the necessity for land resum ption.

This only provides a quick sketch of som e  of the  possibilities of a 
private enterprise transport system. W hat we have to bear in mind is 
th a t, w hether the service is government run or privately run, we pay
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for it. Under the governm ent service, we pay indiscrim inately, that 
is, w hether we use it or not, because of the  huge am ounts of tax 
m oney that are spent on transport every year. If we have to pay 
anyway it m akes sense to ensure that the am ount we pay is as small 
as possible. Comm onsense and hard, b itter experience both show 
th a t the cost of privately operated services is sm aller than  that of 
governm ent services. Private services also provide a more varied, 
efficient and relevant service, because they are constantly being 
tailored to consum er needs, rather than running in accordance with 
bureaucratic traditions.

W herever there is a need, there is an opportunity for someone 
to make money. Private enterprise public transport system s would 
answ er that need, in term s of quantity, quality, type and price. 
Bureaucracy, as we have seen, does not, cannot, and will not.
1. Peter Samuels, ‘PublicTransportShambles’, The Bulletin, 24 April 1976.
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UNEMPLOYMENT
W e have already discussed what happens w hen prices are fixed. 
W hen they are arbitrarily fixed too high, th ere  is a positive incentive 
for producers to produce, bu t a negative incentive for consum ers to 
buy. W hen prices are fixed too low—the reverse happens— 
production drops, bu t consumption increases. Therefore, the  form er 
situation results in a glut, and the latter in a shortage. The market 
price is the one w here the m arket clears—supply equals dem and.

Labour is a commodity on the m arket ju s t as m uch as eggs, shoes 
and refrigerators are. W ages are the price of labour, and in our 
economy, m ost w ages are fixed. They are fixed as a resu lt of Union 
activity and conciliation and arbitration by the governm ent. The 
laws of economics apply to labour just as they apply to other 
com m odities. W hen the price is fixed too high, in this case the 
supply rem ains relatively unchanged—although some extra people 
may be coaxed out of retirem ent, schools, or colleges, or out of the 
family home to en ter the labour market. The dem and for labour, 
however, drops. Staff are laid off, autom ation is increasingly used, 
businesses close down. The end result is an unem ploym ent problem.

W e believe the  m ain cause of unem ploym ent today is th a t wages 
are not free to fluctuate in accordance with variations in the  supply 
and dem and for labour. There are, of course, o ther factors that 
com plicate the  picture, bu t we believe these  are secondary. Such 
th ings as taxation, inflation, governm ent activity (such as when 
governm ent reduces tariffs suddenly, or devalues the dollar, or 
upsets a particular industry with new legislation)—all can produce 
unem ploym ent. W ith free, floating wages, th e  em ploym ent dem ands 
o f  the  people  would force wages down until the unem ployed who 
w anted  to work were able to find work. It is only when wages are 
not allowed to fall th a t an innocent percentage find them selves in the 
situation of being part of the ‘perm anently unem ployed’.

Union activity that secures wages rises generally only secures 
a gain for one section of the  labour force, at the  expense of the jobs 
of people in another industry; or even within their own. The ability 
of industries to pay increased wages has all bu t been  forgotten. With 
business being ravaged by high taxation, inflation, the  Prices 
Justification Tribunal and general economic uncertainty, it is little 
w onder that one of the  main results of recent huge w ages increases 
has been record unem ploym ent.

Once again, we see the results of governm ent m eddling in the 
economy. Governm ents are responsible for taxation, inflation,
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economic uncertainty (because of arbitrary changes of policy) 
institutionalized economic dislocations, and fixed w ages. Every one 
of these  contributes to unemployment, and fixed w ages, and ensure 
th a t they rem ain there.

W ages are paid out of production. Every em ployee on a free m arket 
is paid roughly in accordance with what they contribute to this 
production. If, through the introduction of be tte r m achinery, 
em ployee productivity is increased, then an em ployer can afford to 
raise that em ployee’s wages. Thus, a person who digs holes with a 
bulldozer can be paid more than one who uses a teaspoon. It is not 
how hard they work, or how long they work th a t counts. I t’s what 
they produce that determ ines what they can be paid.

In Great Britain some tim e ago a Royal Commission was appointed 
to enquire into the causes of the bankruptcy of the  Norton-Villiers- 
T rium ph motorcycle company. One of the th ings they  found was that, 
w hereas in equivalent firm s in Japan the motorcycle production was 
of the  order of hundreds of motorcycles per m an em ployed per year, 
in Norton-Villiers-Triumph they produced eleven per m an per year. 
Such a difference m ight be acceptable if one is com paring Rolls- 
Royce with Holden. It is not acceptable w hen one is comparing 
H olden with Falcon. It was little wonder th a t the  British company 
folded. O ther factors that contributed to its situation were strikes, 
Unions resisting the  introduction of more m odern machinery, 
dem arcation disputes, fixed wages and the inability to fire un 
necessary labour—as well as the old favourites of taxation, inflation 
and red tape. It all has a familiar ring, doesn’t it?

M inimum wage laws, in particular, contribute to unem ploym ent, 
particularly disadvantaging those who can least afford it: the old, the 
very young, and the unskilled. W hen the m inim um  wage is raised, 
all those whose productivity is not worth the new wage will lose their 
jobs. If the economic situation is bad, as it is a t p resen t, others 
lose their jobs as well, as companies trim  corners so as to stay in 
business. The sam e analysis can be m ade of all wage legislation 
enforcing awards.

On a completely free m arket, wages would be determ ined by 
supply and dem and. The popular m isconception th a t without 
legislation, workers would be exploited, is not true . It is in an 
em ployer’s best in terests to have a happy, positive, highly productive 
workforce. On a free m arket, workers would be paid in accordance 
w ith their worth: a good fitter and tu rner would ge t a higher wage 
th an  a bad one. To get the best workforce, an em ployer would have 
to offer high wages and good conditions. Ideally, em ploym ent would
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be via a job contract, which could be periodically renegotiated, with 
new wage rates being agreed upon.

Freely floating w ages would also serve to determ ine the supply of 
people in various occupations. If th ere  was a shortage of carpenters, 
for exam ple, their w ages would rise in response to dem and. This 
would attract more young people into the trade  thus forcing wages 
down again.

If unem ploym ent benefits are guaranteed and are at an attractive 
level, they will act to increase and perpetuate unem ploym ent. If, 
for instance, the  unem ploym ent benefit was fifty dollars a week, and 
the  minimum wage was seventy-five dollars a week, someone 
working on the m inim um  wage is, in effect, doing a whole week’s 
work for only twenty-five dollars more than they would get for not 
working. This may be low enough for the m inim um  wage worker to 
decide it’s not worth it, and so toss in his job and go on the dole. It 
may also discourage others on the dole from bothering to get a job.

If the governm ent refuses to leave the economy alone, experience 
shows that it can only avert unem ploym ent (temporarily) by 
spending. This spending usually only adds to inflation, bu t it does 
buy the governm ent a short-term  resp ite. The basic causes of the 
problem  have not, however, been attacked so it is not long before it 
once more rears its head. The longterm  effect of governm ents 
continuing to buy their way out of trouble while at the  sam e time 
keeping the economy in their sticky grip can only be a catastrophic 
depression. W hen th a t happens, it will alm ost certainly be used as 
the  excuse to im pose such Draconian controls on the economy (‘in 
o rder to get it back on its fee t’) that we will have a fully fledged 
to talitarian State.

It is not possible to produce a healthy economy or full em ploym ent 
by legislation. Production pays for em ploym ent. Free enterprise, 
by maximizing production, maximizes both em ploym ent and wages. 
There is no o ther way.

UNIONS
To repeat w hat w e’ve already said, labour, skills and knowledge are 
m arket commodities. W ages are their price. As m arket commodities, 
th e  laws of economics apply to them  in the  sam e way as all other 
com m odities, and sim ilar consequences will resu lt if those natural 
laws are circum vented by Union mob rule or legislation. In addition, 
because people are involved, moral laws also apply. Specifically, 
individual rights are involved.



2 54  u n io n s

Few people would deny th a t we have a Union problem  in Australia 
today. However, there  is a great deal of confusion as to how to solve 
it. This stem s in large part from the fact th a t very few people have 
taken  the trouble to work out which principles are involved, for it is 
only by reference to principles that you can determ ine w hat is the 
righ t thing to do. It can be assum ed th a t it is generally accepted 
as right that our society should be moral and ju st. It is also generally 
accepted that we all possess certain individual righ ts, such as the 
righ t to life, liberty and property. Can we, then , by applying these 
thoughts, sort out the issues involved in our trade  union problem? 
W hen an employer advertises a job vacancy and invites people 
w anting the job to apply, and the various applicants apply, what 
is happening?

First, the em ployer has decided, for reasons of his own, th a t he is 
willing to engage in trade with a suitable em ployee. The employer 
is willing to exchange a certain amount of his property for a certain 
am ount of work on the part of the employee. He has in his mind an 
idea of (1) ju st what work he expects to be done, (2) w hat i t’s worth 
to him , and (3) what price he expects to have to pay for it. For his 
pa rt, the prospective employee is willing to exchange his labour, 
skill and /o r knowledge with a prospective em ployer, a t a certain 
price. He has his own idea as to (1) w hat he has to offer, (2) w hat i t ’s 
worth to him and (3) what he would like to get for it.

W hen these two come together they determ ine w hether or not the 
em ployee is suited to the job, whether or not he has the necessary 
skills or knowledge or physical requirem ents, w hether they can agree 
on a price, and w hether there are any other conditions to be m et, 
and if so, w hether or not they can be met. If all these  can be agreed 
upon, they both have a decision to make. The em ployer decides 
w hether or not he w ants this particular em ployee, or w hether he can 
do better. The employee decides whether or not he w ants the  job, or 
w hether he can do better.

If they agree to do business with each o ther, the  em ployer hires 
the  employee. The price is the agreed wage and any agreed 
conditions, such as, sick pay, holiday pay, overtime, am enities, 
com pany car, or w hatever.

W hat are the essential points of this process?
1. I t’s a free, voluntary trade.
2. Each trades th a t which is his to trade. That is, they trade their 

property, which they own, or in other words, which is theirs by 
right.

3. There is, in the agreem ent of the em ployer to hire, and the
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employee to be hired, at least an implicit contract. This could 
easily be form alized as an explicit, written em ploym ent contract.

4. There was, in the discussion before the  final decision was m ade, 
opportunity to discuss possible future contingencies, such as, 
wage increases, prom otion, what happens if e ither one decided 
to opt out. These, if discussed, could form part of the implicit 
contract, bu t couldn’t necessarily be enforced. They could also be 
written into the formal contract, and then they could be enforced. 

Because this was voluntary trade, neither the  em ployer forced the 
em ployee to take the job, nor the employee forced the em ployer to 
hire him. N either could force the other to do anything. Both could 
refuse  and both could bargain. Both had a right to trade because they 
w ere each dealing with their own property, over which they had full 
control.

If we were to say now that people have a ‘r ig h t’ to a job, what 
would this do to our example? It would m ean th a t the employer 
could not refuse the employee that job. Or, on a broader scale, it 
could be said th a t em ployers have to provide jobs for all who want 
them . If you have a ‘r ig h t’ to a job, that m eans that someone has 
to provide you with one, and no one can refuse you one. This is 
clearly absurd, as it m akes one group of people slaves to another 
group.

The m atter is not improved by saying th a t it is the  responsibility 
of the  governm ent to provide the jobs, because the governm ent 
does not produce jobs. The governm ent can redistribute money, but 
th a t will destroy as many (and in the long run, more) jobs as it 
crea tes, or it can print money to encourage economic expansion. 
T hat will temporarily  create jobs, at the expense of accelerating 
inflation and, in the long run, create periodic recessions followed 
by a catastrophic depression. Finally, w hatever the governm ent 
does, it will involve the coercion of individuals, thus violating their 
righ ts and turning them  into part-tim e slaves.

There is no such thing as a ‘righ t’ to a job. W e have only the 
right to offer jobs (as employers) or to seek  jobs (as employees). 
W e cannot dem and th a t someone be forced to provide us with a job.

W hat about w ages? Do we have a righ t to a ‘fa ir’ wage, an 
‘adequate living’ wage, or to any wage at all? This question was 
answ ered in the section on Unemployment. Because w ages are the 
price of labour, any attem pt to fix them  at a ‘fa ir’ or ‘ju s t’ or 
‘ad eq u a te ’ level violates the rights of both em ployer and employee 
to free trade, and, depending on where they are fixed, will call into 
play natural economic forces which will cause either a labour
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shortage, a balanced labour market, or unem ploym ent. Obviously, 
w hat we all w ant is a balanced labour m arket, bu t th a t will only occur 
w hen wages are fixed at the free m arket level, in which case the 
fixing is totally unnecessary—th a t’s where they would have been 
anyway.

However, as we all know, the intended purpose of such fixing is 
to  force wages upw ards—to get them  above the  m arket level. 
Consequently, we have unemployment problem s, and a wage-price 
spiral as a bonus. The futility of the process becom es even clearer 
w hen we realize th a t if, for example, em ployees are gran ted  a one 
dollar a week wage increase, this nets them , a fter tax, maybe sixty 
cents a week, bu t represen ts an increase in costs of som ething like 
$1.20 a week to the company, after increases in payroll tax, workers 
com pensation, are taken into account.1 These extra costs m ust be 
e ithe r absorbed by the company, or passed on in price increases. 
They can be absorbed by cutting costs, by laying off staff, curtailing 
expansion, continuing to use old m achinery and plant or cutting 
profits, which will in tu rn  reduce investm ent, expansion, etc. The 
end  result is fewer jobs, lower productivity, poorer quality products. 
The only way the costs could be absorbed w ithout dam aging con
sequences would be if there had been a sufficient productivity 
increase prior to the increase in costs to cover the increase, bu t this 
is not usually the case. If the costs are passed on in price increases, 
the  em ployees are really chasing their tails, because for every sixty 
cents they get, prices rise the equivalent of $1.20.

W e see, therefore, that not only is the a ttem pt to fix a ‘fa ir’ or 
‘ju s t ’ wage immoral, because it violates both parties rights, it is 
also counter productive, doing more harm  than  good. W e m ust 
fu rth er ask ourselves, who is to determ ine ju s t exactly what 
constitu tes a ‘fa ir’ or ‘ju s t’ wage, and what criteria they use to 
determ ine it.

The final ‘righ t’ th a t is bandied around w hen Unions are talked 
about is the ‘righ t’ to  strike. Nobody has an absolute righ t to strike. 
W hether or not an employee is able to strike depends entirely on the 
te rm s of his or her employment. We have seen th a t the  agreem ent 
of the employer to accept an employee and the  em ployee to accept 
the  em ployer’s job constitutes an implicit or explicit contract. If 
th is contract was pu t down in writing, all conditions, contingencies 
and undertakings could be stated in it: wage, working conditions, 
holidays, sickness provisions, term  of contract, escape clauses, rise 
and  fall clauses to cover inflation, and so on. This contract would 
be legally binding on both parties, and disputes could be settled by
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negotiation or through the courts. No em ployee could strike if it 
breached this contract.

In a free m arket situation such contracts would quickly evolve, and 
standard  form s of them  would be available. The A ustralian Standards 
Association already has such standard conditions of contract for many 
business undertakings. Should events change circum stances in such 
a way that one or the  other of the partners in the contract were 
disadvantaged, they could seek to re-negotiate the contract before 
its term  expired, or failing that, they would simply have to wear it 
until the contract expired. Most decent people would be willing to 
re-negotiate if the circum stances were unusual or severe.

W here our industrial situation gets to be m essy is in the  fact that 
m ost em ploym ent contracts are implicit ra ther than  explicit. This 
pu ts all parties in a fog, because nothing is definite, and nobody can 
be held to anything. In these circum stances, em ployees could claim 
a righ t to strike—legally. They may be bound by their word, but if 
th ere  is no legal contract, they can simply walk out. However, while 
they can strike, they should not be able to forcibly prevent other 
people from being hired to replace them . They can ’t have their job 
and eat it too. They can’t refuse to do a job, bu t insist that they 
still have the job. To strike m eans to withhold labour. This gives 
the  employer a choice: e ither submit to their dem ands, or, negotiate 
a settlem ent, or elim inate the job, or hire som eone else. It is, after 
all, the em ployer’s com pany, his plant, or equipm ent, and his money 
th a t h e ’s paying out in w ages. If he is not willing to accept the 
em ployees dem ands, there is no way that in a free and civilized 
society, he should be fo rced  to accept them . This would mean that 
the  em ployees ‘r ig h t’ to strike has precedence over the  employers 
righ t to his property. All people have equal righ ts, bu t som e are more 
equal than others?

Union activity th a t forcibly  prevents o ther people from taking 
vacated jobs violates the rights of both the em ployer and the other 
people who want the  jobs. The Unions may attem pt to persuade a 
person not to take a job. They could even bribe him . But they cannot 
m orally force him. If the Unionist dem ands his righ t to strike, this 
other person can equally dem and his right to seek work, and the 
em ployer can claim a right to spend his money on whoever he likes, 
or on no one at all. N eedless to say, the issues involved could be put 
beyond any doubt by using job contracts.

It is questionable w hether or not union activity today helps or 
harm s Union m em bers. It certainly h a sn ’t helped the tens of 
thousands of unem ployed, and it certainly h a sn ’t helped the
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economy, thus harm ing all Australians. M ost gains th a t Unions make 
are sectional, with one group’s advances being paid for by another’s 
losses. They do not take the money out of the hands of the greedy 
rich and redistribute it to the ‘workers’. They take it off their m ates.

In fact, the redistribution of wealth is a bit of a m yth. In the U.S.A. 
in 1968, out of a total of 68 million taxpayers, 383,000 or only six- 
ten th s  of one per cent, had taxable incomes of over $50,000. Their 
to tal adjusted gross income was $37 billion, or 6.6 per cent of the 
to tal gross income reported. Out of this they paid $13 billion, or 
36 per cent in taxes. If the United States governm ent took all of 
the $37 billion and redistributed it among 200 million Americans, 
they would receive the princely sum of $120 each, or an increase of 
4 per cent in the disposable p er  capita incom e.2

Surveys by the Opinion Research Corporation in the U.S.A. have 
found that the m edian opinion of people polled was th a t out of every 
dollar American corporations divided up betw een owners and 
em ployees, twenty-five cents went to the em ployees, and seventy- 
five cents went in profits. It is probable that sim ilar opinions would 
be held here. The facts however, reveal a different story. In 1970, 
for exam ple, in the U.S.A ., 9 per cent of income w ent to profits, and 
91 per cent went to pay employees.2 Of all personal incomes in the 
U .S.A . for 1970, 70 per cent was in the form of w ages and salaries, 
less than 7 per cent was in the form of business and professional 
incom e, 8 per cent was in terest payments and only 3 per cent was in 
the  form of dividends .4

In Australia, for the year 1975-76, total household income was 
$59,814 million. Of this $40,510 million, or alm ost 68 per cent was in 
the  form of wages, salaries and supplem ents. Income of farm  un 
incorporated enterprises was 2.2 per cent, o ther unincorporated 
enterp rises, dwellings, in terest and dividends was 18.5 per cent, 
and governm ent cash benefits 10.6 per cen t.5

We can see, then, that employees already get by far the major 
portion of the money available. Any redistribution th a t takes place 
then , is likely to be at the expense of their fellow em ployees. W e 
have already discussed, under Unemployment, how Union activity 
and wage legislation harm s the old, the very young and the unskilled, 
by forcing them  out of the labour market. Union activity also harm s 
the  best workers in any occupation, because with aw ard w ages there 
is a tendency to pay employees in accordance with the  aw ard rather 
than in accordance with their work. This sam e Union activity harm s 
the unemployed, because it prevents them  from taking the jobs of 
strikers, and from taking jobs at lower wages.
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By far the most destructive and harmful aspect of Union activity, 
however, is what it does to the production process. As an example of 
w hat modern production requires, consider th is. In the U.S.A. in 
1968, businesses had invested $30,000 for every production workers’ 
job. In our own iron ore developments in W estern  Australia, the 
figure is around $250,000 per job. We stated  before (under Un
em ploym ent) th a t w ages are paid out of production, and th a t a man 
digging a hole with a bulldozer should be paid more than a man using 
a teaspoon. The m an with the teaspoon m ight work harder and 
longer, but the m an with the bulldozer would do more. The catch, 
of course is the cost of the bulldozer—th at requires capital invest
m ent. In order to buy the bulldozer, the  company has first to 
accum ulate the capital. The more capital it is able to accumulate 
and invest, the more equipm ent it is able to m ake available to its 
em ployees, and the higher is their productivity and, consequently, 
th e ir wages.

Union activity wrecks th is process all along the line. They dem and 
wage increases regardless of productivity; they reduce profits and 
hence capital accumulation; they resist the introduction of better 
equipm ent; they insist on over-staffing and general feather-bedding; 
and by striking, they further reduce productivity, production and 
profits, thus triggering off a whole new round of price increases, 
job losses, business contractions, and so on. In general, Unions 
seek to reverse the law of cause and effect. Somehow they seek to 
d istribu te the cake before they bake it, and to distribute a bigger 
one than  they bake.

Union activity has become political. In particular, communist 
and socialist Union leaders are using rank and file Unionists as 
cannon fodder in their efforts to bring about their communist and 
socialist totalitarian utopias. It is at least consistent th a t they have 
chosen to use totalitarian m eans to achieve their to talitarian goals.

All people have the right to get together to form Unions. That, 
however, does not give them  a right to violate the rights of other 
people, w hether they be employers or fellow em ployees. Compulsory 
Unionism, closed shops, job demarcation and industrial sabotage all 
violate individual rights, and all are counterproductive. Unions 
should not be used as a bludgeon. There are many things Unions 
could do for their m em bers that would be of som e use. First, they 
could back m em bers with legitim ate grievances against employers. 
Second, with their num bers, they could provide all sorts of services 
and facilities for m em bers. They could bulk-buy at reduced prices 
everything from cars, to refrigerators, to holidays, to food. They
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could, as previously suggested, run their own businesses, for 
exam ple, transport services, clubs, hotels. There are hundreds of 
possibilities, all of which would be helping the  rank and file, rather 
than  harm ing them . (And when their business ven tures went broke 
they  might gain a be tte r understanding of business itself. There are 
no certainties at the race track or in business.)

W ith non-compulsory Unionism, the U nions’ success at providing 
real benefits for em ployees would be reflected in their m em ber
ship num bers. (Why should I join?)

W hat is needed to bring all this about is very simply a strong 
governm ent dedicated to getting itself out of people’s lives and 
protecting rights. But over the years, governm ent legislation has 
helped  build the power of Unions. And such governm ent legislation 
should be repealed , along with all the o ther legislation that is 
currently strangling our economy. And, of course, if we had a healthy 
and growing economy, our current militant Unionism would die from 
a lack of interest.

It will be said, however, th a t a governm ent cannot repeal these 
laws precisely because the Unions would stop it. I f  this is so, then we 
m igh t as well com e right out and admit that the real governm ent o f  
the  country is the union movement. The real problem  is that the 
governm ent wants to solve the Union problem  w ithout giving up its 
own power. To do both is impossible. And only an entirely free 
econom y, and  a respect for individual rights will give us a real and 
lasting  solution to the Union problem. Or any other problem .
1. These figures w ere quoted by Mr Kerry Packer, The Australian, 2 November 1976.
2. Figures from Henry Hazlitt, The Conquest o f  Poverty, Arlington House, New 

Rochelle. N.Y., 1973, p. 115.
3. Ibid,p. 46.
4. Ibid. p. 114.
5. Quarterly E stim ates o f  National Income and E xpenditure June 1976, Australian 

Bureau of Statistics, Canberra, 1976.

UTILITIES—PUBLIC
Public utilities, such as gas, electricity, sew erage, garbage and 
w ater systems can be supplied by private enterp rise . All the 
argum ents put forward under Public T ransport, Post Office and 
Roads apply equally to these utility services. Problem s of duplication 
of system s would be overcome as soon as com panies saw that all 
would benefit by elim inating duplication w herever possible. One 
com pany, for exam ple, could lay a large main pipe to a certain area,
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and many other com panies could connect into this, either leasing 
space (in the case of electricity or phone lines) or paying a fee for 
service in proportion to the volume of m aterial transported  (in the 
case of gas, water, sewage and even garbage). Disneyworld in the 
U.S. A., for exam ple, has a pneum atic garbage disposal system  which 
operates all over the city like a giant vacuum cleaner.

Special mention should be made of the trem endous waste that 
occurs today with our governm ent sewage disposal system . Not only 
does it pollute our beaches, it also makes no use of the valuable 
resources available. If the enormous am ount of m ethane that 
decom posing sewage produces was collected it would provide a 
valuable energy source for our towns and cities. Because govern
m ent systems are not profit oriented, they do not even worry about 
w asting such a valuable resource. No private enterprise company 
could afford to throw such an opportunity away. It is also likely that 
the decom posed sewage would find use as a fertilizer, and large 
am ounts of w ater would be reclaimed.

If private enterprise were allowed to operate, or even compete, 
much of the garbage collected would also be recycled. M etals, glass, 
pap er and yet more m ethane and fertilizer could be reclaim ed or 
produced. As resources run down, alternative energy supplies will 
becom e more and more im portant. Free m arket price m ovements 
would encourage this (see Conservation) and profit oriented utility 
com panies would probably be the first to move into such things 
as solar heating, wind generators and tidal power system s. As 
electricity and gas becam e more expensive, th is would be inevitable.

It is also highly likely that, by that tim e profit oriented private 
en terp rise  com panies would have evolved a m ore efficient m eans of 
collecting  garbage. There has to be a better way than m en emptying 
tins into trucks. But who is going to find it (or be stupid enough 
to announce it when found) while local governm ent has a legal 
monopoly?

Governm ent bureaucracies are notoriously slow to change. It is 
only a public finally angered beyond tolerance th a t will force them  
to wake up and do som ething. More variety, diversity and 
experim entation would take place with com peting private companies. 
W hile they did their best to put one another out of business, the 
public, for a change, could sit back and enjoy the benefits, instead 
of watching governm ent put us out of bu sin ess.
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It is, perhaps, the ultim ate contradiction for a supposedly free and 
dem ocratic society to be founded on a system  of compulsory  voting. 
Compulsory voting is a blatant violation of an individual’s right to 
freedom , voluntary action and free choice, and as such is totally 
im m oral. It should be repealed immediately.

As has already been m entioned elsew here, voting only assum es 
the im portance it has today when governm ents possess the power 
they currently hold. Strip governm ents of th a t power, and remove it 
from  their grasp by constitutional change, and it w on’t particularly 
m atter who votes, or who is elected. In this regard , argum ents 
over the m erits of various types of voting, or over allocation of 
electoral boundaries in order to achieve a more efficient voting 
system  so as to make for more efficient governm ent, entirely miss 
the essential point. They are argum ents over details which concede 
erroneous fundam ental principles. W hat’s the  point of arguing 
over w hether or not the governm ent perform s certain operations 
efficiently or not, w hen it can be shown that they really have no right 
to be perform ing them  at all?

As has been discussed under Democracy, voting today is the  m eans 
w hereby one group of voters help them selves to the property of 
ano ther. It is the m eans of pressuring governm ents into handing out 
privileges, and determ ining which privileges are handed out by 
which governm ent to which group. It represen ts a total perversion of 
the  original idea of governm ent.

Two interesting ideas th a t are being prom oted in the U.S.A. 
(w here voting is not compulsory) are the inclusion on voting ballot 
pap ers  of the alternatives ‘none of the above’ and ‘I vote to abolish 
th is office’. This, at least, allows voters to reg iste r a positive vote 
of discontent.

It is significant th a t in the most recent United States presidential 
election, which was a very im portant and close contest, alm ost h a lf o f  
the eligible voters did not bother to cast a vote. That is both an 
indictm ent of the m odern United States governm ent and a reflection 
on the lousy choices offered to voters at election tim e. It also makes 
a mockery of the ‘dem ocratic’ process. (It is no solution, however, 
to compound the problem  by advocating com pulsory voting.) The 
answ er, as stated above, is to reduce the power of governm ent, 
so the  low voting figure doesn’t m atter because politicians don’t 
m atter.

W hile A ustralians are forced to vote, it would help if more people

VOTING
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at least learned how to vote effectively, by using their preferential 
vote. This system  gives the voter, in effect, m ore than one vote. It 
allows the voter to vote, first for a minority candidate, and second 
for the major Party of h is /h e r choice. If the minority candidate 
d o esn ’t win and is eliminated, as preferences are allocated, the 
vote passes on as a fu l l  vote  to the major Party candidate. Less 
than  10 per cent of the Australian electorate understand  this. This 
allows people to support minority candidates w ithout prejudicing 
the  chances of their favourite majority P arty’s victory.

In view of the increasing incompetent sam eness of our major 
P arties, use of the preference system would give voters a real chance 
of prom oting a genuine alternative. Or at least le tting  leaders of both 
m ajor political groups know we really don’t w ant e ither of them .
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Of all the ideas that have gained popular acceptance in this day and 
age, all over the world, there is none more deeply entrenched or 
endow ed with g reater respectability than th a t of governm ent welfare. 
Any person who is so bold as to criticize the fundam ental idea of it is 
im m ediately branded a cruel, heartless, inhum ane person with no 
social conscience whatsoever. And, as the welfare States of the 
world follow one another like lemmings into the sea of economic 
stagnation and decline, social disintegration and political 
totalitarianism , this fundam ental premise rem ains, secure and safe, 
deep at the bottom of the well-intentioned, generous and deadly 
hearts  of unthinking people.

W hat do you think would happen if you ran a com pany on the sam e 
basis as governm ents run their welfare States? W hat would happen if 
you ran any company on the basis of ‘from each according to their 
ability, to each according to their need?’1 W hat would happen if 
you paid everyone the sam e wage, from cleaner to m anaging 
director? W hat would happen if you paid w ages regardless of 
w hether or not your em ployees worked, or regard less of how much 
they produced, or the quality of their production?

It doesn’t take much imagination to see th a t very soon your 
hum anitarian experim ent would have some m ost anti-hum anitarian 
resu lts: your staff would lose their self-respect, and the best whingers 
and whiners would get the most: the proud independent workers 
would get the  least— and such people are usually the  best workers; 
your factory production would drop alarmingly, as would its quality, 
for few would care about it—there would be no incentive to care 
and eventually all your staff would lose their jobs as the company 
w ent bankrupt.

A country is ju st like a large, complex com pany, and the W elfare 
S tate, in the nam e of hum anitarianism , will have the  sam e inevitable 
anti-hum anitarian results.

The Federal Governm ent budgeted to spend, for the year 
1976-77, $6,187,100,000 on Social Security and W elfare,
$2,908,700,000 on H ealth, $567,900,000 on H ousing, $223,600,000 
on Labour and Em ploym ent services and $2,204,000,000 on 
Education. Most of this can be classed as w elfare—the m ain possible 
exception being some of the education spending. This adds up to a 
m assive total of $12,091,300,000—or just under 50 per cent of the 
to tal estim ated Federal Government expenditure. It is 74 per cent of 
the  total ‘General Public Service’ expenditure of the  governm ent. If

W ELFARE
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education is not included, it am ounts to ju st over 40 per cent of total 
F ederal Government estim ated outlays for 1976-77. For the  year 
1975-76, governm ent cash benefits to persons accounted for 
$6,333,000,000, or 10 per cent o f  all household income.

These figures quoted for Federal Governm ent expenditures do not, 
of course, include State and local Governm ent expenses, which 
would add about one-third as much again to the  total figures.

W hat do these figures represent? For a sta rt, where does the 
m oney come from? Only from taxation and inflation (the creation of 
m oney by the governm ent). Three th ings can be said about th is: (1) it 
provides a negative incentive for all people to work and produce; 
(2) it creates welfare recipients because of its economic consequences 
— it contributes to unem ploym ent, poverty, economic stagnation and 
high prices for exam ple, and (3) the burden of taxation and inflation 
falls most heavily on precisely those people th a t the welfare is 
supposed to help—on the underprivileged, the old, the sick, the 
handicapped and the unem ployed—because taxation reduces wages 
and raises prices (especially indirect taxes, which double the price 
of m ost commodities) and inflation erodes savings and the purchasing 
pow er of everyone’s money. We see once again an exam ple of our 
governm ents making work for them selves by seeking to solve with 
one hand the problem s they create with the other.

This tendency becom es even more obvious w hen you consider the 
num ber of welfare recipients that are created by compulsory re tire 
m ent rules, prohibitions on young people working, wage legislation 
and the generally destructive effects of m ost, if not all, economic 
regulations. As we have seen elsewhere, unem ploym ent could not 
realistically be a problem  on a free m arket, inflation would be 
elim inated, and taxation, would at least and at last be drastically 
reduced . The tendency of the m arket com petition to produce the 
b est quality products at the lowest possible prices would further 
benefit those who currently depend on governm ent handouts.

Even way back in the Industrial Revolution governm ent activity 
w as one of the greatest im pedim ents to im proving the lot of poor 
people. Everyone has heard of the pre-revolution’s terrible housing 
conditions, the small, airless houses. But few know th a t the  govern
m ent of the day had im posed a tax on windows, bricks and tiles, 
and tariffs on im ported building m aterials.2

The same lessons are to be found in Governor B radford’s famous 
history of the Pilgrim F ath er’s communistic experim ent in the 
Plymouth Bay Colony. The colony was very poor, and the people took 
to stealing from each other. ‘So it well ap p ea rd ’, Governor Bradford
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wrote ‘that famine m ust still insue the next year also, if not some way 
p rev en ted .’

(Thus the colonists) begane to thinke how they m ight raise as 
much corne as they could, and obtaine a b e te r crope than they 
had done, that they m ight not still languish in m iserie. At length 
(in 1623) after much debate of things, the  Gov. (with the  advice 
of the cheefest am ongest them ) gave way th a t they should set 
corne every man for his owne perticuler, and in th a t regard 
trust to them  selves . . . and so assigned to every family a 
parcell of land . . . This had very good success: for it made all 
hands very industrious, so as much m ore corne was planted 
than other waise would have bene by any m eans the  Gov. or 
any other could use, and saved him a g rea t deal of trouble, and 
gave farr be tte r contente.

The women now w ente willingly into the field, and tooke their 
little-ons with them  to set corne which before would aledg 
weakness and inabilitie, whom to have com pelled would have 
bene thought g reat tiranie and oppression.

The experience th a t was had in th is commone cause and 
condition, tried  sundrie years, and th a t am ongst godly and 
sober m en, may well evince the vanitie of th a t conceite of Platos 
and other ancients, applauded by some of later tim es;—that the 
taking away of propertie, and bringing in communitie into a 
commone w ealth, would make them  happy and tlorishing, as if 
they were wiser than God. For this com unitie (so farr as it 
was) was found to breed much confusion and discontent, and 
retard  much im ployment that would have been to their benefite 
and comforte.

For the yong men that were most able and fitte for labour and 
service did repine that they should spend their time and streingth 
to worke for other mens wives and children without any recom
pense. The strong, or man of parts, had no more in devission of 
victails and cloaths, than he that was weake and not able to doe a 
quarter the other could, this was thought injustice . . .

And for men's wives to be commanded to doe servise for other 
m en, as dressing their m eate, washing their cloaths, etc., they 
deem ed it a kind of slaverie, neither could many husbands well 
brooke i t . . .

By the tim e harvest was come, and instead of fam ine, now 
God gave them  plentie, and the face of th ings was changed, to 
the rejoysing of the harts of many for which they b lessed God. 
And the effect of their particular (private) planting was well 
seene, for all had, one way and other, pretty  well to bring the 
year aboute, and some of the abler sorte and more industrious 
had to spare, and sell to others, so as any generall wante or 
famine hath not been am ongst them  since to this day.2 

A more eloquent dem onstration of the function of incentive in 
im proving the general welfare would be hard to find.

In the U.S.A. the num ber of individuals receiving Aid to Families
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with D ependent Children (A.F.D.C.) rose 33 per cent, or from 8.3 
million to 11 million individuals, in the period from 1970 to 1973. 
In New York City, the num ber of welfare recipients grew from 
328,000 in 1960 to 1,275,000 in 1972. No w onder New York is 
bankrup t today. M ore than 10 per cent of the  residen ts of the  twenty 
la rgest cities in the U.S.A. were on welfare by 1973. Over the whole 
country, welfare recipients grew from 6,052,000 in 1950 to 15,069,000 
in 1972.4

The efficiency of governm ent in adm inistering welfare can be seen 
in figures quoted elsew here, for exam ple, Aborigines in A ustralia 
(see Aborigines). A U.S. example is San D iego’s program m e for 
D ependent Children of the Court, which in 1973 spent $944,532 
on adm inistration and $372,384 for the actual support of and care 
for the  children.5 The welfare State destroyed the  old Roman Em pire 
and is now destroying Sri Lanka, Great Britain, Uruguay, New 
York and even its mecca, Sweden.

Sweden suffers from serious housing shortages, am ong the highest 
ren ts  in Europe, overcrowded and understaffed hospitals, shortages 
of doctors and nurses, scarcity of homes for the  retired  and disabled, 
plum m eting educational standards, rising crim e ra tes, the worst 
alcoholism and drug abuse problems in E urope, serious industrial 
problem s resulting in frequent strikes, rising unemployment, 
inflation, and absolutely massive tax bu rdens.6

It is our argum ent that these consequences are caused  by govern
m ent interference in the economy and such grandiose schem es as 
the  W elfare State. The idea of welfare as we have said, is immensely 
respectab le. But it has to be pointed out, nevertheless th a t we are 
suffering under a sad delusion if we believe it actually helps people 
the  way it is handled by States.

The Australian H enderson Committee Report on Poverty adm itted 
th a t even with all our welfare spending, the m ajor source of welfare 
assistance today for people in need is the  networks of family, 
friends and neighbours. It also emphasized the  role of private welfare 
agencies, which it saw as offering more choice, flexibility, and 
individual consideration in their services. The low efficiency of 
Aboriginal welfare expenditure led the H enderson Committee to 
com m ent: ‘As happens so often in other spheres of activity, Australia 
is following the trend  in the U.S.A. and poverty is becoming 
professionalized and bureaucraticized. In the process it is becoming a 
lucrative business—for professional welfare w orkers, adm inistrators, 
researchers and consultants’.

In their efforts to help people avail them selves of their ‘righ t’
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to welfare, some governm ent agencies even employ people to go into 
the communities to tell people what they are eligible for, and to 
encourage them  to apply for it. In this regard , our situation in 
A ustralia is getting to be a bit like the U .S.A ., w here no one seem s 
to know precisely how many program m es th ere  are. In 1971, the 
U .S.A . spent $171 billion on welfare.

In 1969, a Democratic Congresswoman, M rs Edith Green, asked 
the Library of C ongress to compile the total am ount of funds a family 
could receive from the Federal Governm ent if the family took 
advantage of all the  assistance that was available. They found that 
a hypothetical fa m ily  o f  m other and fo u r  children—one in pre
school, one in elem entary school, one in high school and one in 
college—was eligible for a total of $11,503 a year in benefits and 
services. In 1969, a hypothetical family of e ight children could collect 
$21,093 a year.7 In 1969! W ithout doing one m inute’s work. W ho’d 
bother?

Consideration of these sort of benefits brings us to the most 
psychologically destructive elem ent of welfare—its effect on 
incentive. The taxation and inflation necessary to pay for it decrease 
the  incentives to work, produce and be independent. Simultaneously, 
the  benefits available from welfare increase the incentives to do 
nothing. It is no accident th a t the num bers of people dependent on 
w elfare continue to grow every year.

W elfare recipients are always used as political footballs as rival 
parties attem pt to buy their votes, but taxation and inflation always 
kill any gains they m ake, and more.

W e m ust seriously ask ourselves w hether, for all our good 
intentions, we m ight be actually doing more harm  than good with 
governm ent welfare. The Chinese have an old proverb which says 
‘Give a man a fish, and h e ’ll eat well today. Teach him how to fish 
and he'll ea t well for the  rest of his life.’

W elfare (while we have it at all) should aim at helping people to 
help them selves. To do this welfare cannot be guaranteed  because 
if it is, people will depend upon it and plan for it. Furtherm ore, 
it should only provide tem porary assistance and that at a level of 
bare  necessity. Any more than that attracts people to stay on welfare. 
And most im portantly, welfare m ust never be allowed in any way to 
act as a brake on production, for we must first produce th a t which is 
redistributed .

W hat alternatives are there to current welfare system s? The 
first thing to be said is that while we m ust accept the  fact that there 
will always be som e  people who will need w elfare, we can affect



how many there will be. Our welfare system  can be e ither structured 
so as to tend to maximize the num ber (as it is now) or so as to 
m inim ize the  num bers (as it should be). To minimize the num ber we 
m ust remove the guarantees of assistance.

No one has a right to welfare, because all welfare is paid for by 
o ther people. To adm it such a right would, to th a t extent, tu rn  those 
who pay for it into slaves.

The next th ing to do is to remove all those laws which prohibit 
people currently on welfare from becoming independent: for example 
w age level laws, prohibitions on young and old people working. Many 
old, young and handicapped people could get work if em ployers were 
allowed to pay them  in accordance with their (probable) low produc
tivity. Even if the wage was not enough to ensure complete 
independence, it would take some of the load off the welfare 
agencies, and also do a lot for the wage ea rn e rs’ self-respect.

If we could greatly reduce taxation and elim inate inflation by 
reducing governm ent spending, and de-regulate the economy, the 
resu lting  economic boom would raise the s tandard  of living of all, 
th us greatly increasing the money available for welfare and at the 
sam e time decreasing the need for it. Reduced prices, for example, 
th a t resulted from it would be a relief for pensioners and the  poor.

Insurance schem es could cater for the possibilities of children 
being born perm anently handicapped (local G .P .s could act as agents 
selling this insurance) or for accidents, sickness, and other medical 
problem s.

The sense of community th a t would develop in a free society would 
fu rth er enhance what the Henderson Report called the  network of 
fam ily, friends and neighbours. Finally, private agencies, such as 
the  Smith Family, St Vincent de Paul, the Autistic Childrens 
Association, Royal Blind Society and the ideal example, the  W ayside 
Chapel, could continue to do their very fine work.

Private w elfare can cater for our needs if it is given an opportunity. 
G overnm ent welfare, well-intentioned though it m ight be, will kill 
our economy, continue to be abused by politicians, and foster social 
breakdow n by killing independence, self-respect, and basic hum an 
decency.

All the incentives in a governm ent welfare State are the wrong 
way round, thus resulting in a progressively sm aller economic cake to 
be shared among an increasing num ber of dem anding m ouths. If 
th is, as it inevitably will, bankrupts our society, how will that help 
the  old. the sick, the poor and under-privileged? It w on’t.

272 WELFARE



WELFARE 273
And that in the end is the stupidity and absolute futility of 

governm ent welfare.
1. For a chilling portrayal of the results of this see Ayn Rand, A tlas Shrugged, Random 
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W OM EN’S LIB
The wom en’s m ovem ent, if we may call it that, typifies the  nature of 
much of the political activity going on today. Organizations such as 
the  W om en’s Electoral Lobby are reactionary, not radical. W .E.L. 
is reactionary because it is doing (or attem pting to do) exactly the 
sam e things as ju st about every o ther lobby and pressure group in 
the  country. It is m erely lining up at the public trough and asking 
for its share of the privileges.

And while W .E.L. is in there jostling and elbowing for a position, 
they are loud in their criticism of governm ent handouts to other 
groups. As som eone once said— ‘let he(she) who is without sin . . . ’.

In this sense, W .E.L. is simply acting like a gangster complaining 
to his m ates th a t he d idn’t get a fair share of the loot. There is no 
difference in principle  betw een W .E.L. calling for fr e e  contraception 
and fr e e  child m inding facilities, and business calling for such things 
as tariffs, subsidies, and quotas. Or people in the arts calling for 
g ran ts , schools, and theatres. Or students calling for ‘living’ wages, 
scholarships or free books.

All are wanting to dip into the public purse to get som ething for 
nothing. All they disagree about are the  priorities, and they are a 
m atte r of opinion or tas te , not principle.

The principle is the sam e for all—that is, a particular special 
in terest group believes that the public at large should be forced to
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finance its w ants, or otherwise comply with its wishes. T h a t’s the 
num bers gam e again—pressure group warfare.

An example of tw isted thinking by some sections of the w om en’s 
m ovem ent at the m om ent is to be found in the dem and for a wage to 
be paid, by society, to those women who work as housewives and 
m others. They argue that these women are doing valuable and 
necessary work, and producing som ething essential to our society’s 
fu tu re  progress (that is children).

Every artist, writer, unemployed person, archeologist, nuclear 
physicist, bum  and screwball in the country could make the sam e 
claim. The fact that a person wants to have, or do som ething, does not 
constitute a valid argum ent for forcing ‘society’ to provide it. Once 
m ore, the relative m erits of claims is a m atter of opinion and taste .

W omen who are supported by a m an, and who work as housewives 
and m others do get paid—indirectly. Because they do th e ir job, they 
do n 't have to hire someone else to do it. They don’t  have to pay for 
babysitters, laundries, cleaners, someone to do the shopping, cooks, 
m aids, gardeners. The problem is th a t because th is distinction is not 
m ade, the percentage of the m an’s salary that is saved is not credited 
to the woman for her work.

It could be argued that such a wage is too low. If so, then  the 
wom an can always pay others to do the work and go out to work 
herself for a higher wage. If it is then argued that she shouldn’t 
have  to, because she would ra ther stay at home, but she should be 
paid the extra money, then again, the same argum ent can be used 
elsew here. Engineers could dem and to be paid as much as doctors, 
for exam ple. Although most engineers are intellectually capable of 
doing a medical course, they chose engineering because th a t’s what 
they preferred. So, can they, can anyone, say that they should be 
allowed to remain as engineers (producing a socially desirable and 
necessary service) and ‘society’ should make up their pay to the 
doctor’s equivalent?

The fact is that we are all responsible for our own choices and 
th e ir consequences. This applies equally to engineers, housewives, 
professional fighters and ‘d eserted ’ unm arried m others. That fact 
th a t someone wants som ething does not m ean that som eone else 
has to provide it.

Every time a male and female have sex there is the  possibility 
th a t the female might become pregnant—regardless of w hether or 
not contraceptives are used. Implicit in the decision to have sex is 
acceptance of this risk and responsibility for the possible con
sequences. For his part, the male is responsible for his share of all
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the  costs involved. If he refuses to accept th is responsibility and 
skips town, then the woman can no more dem and  public assistance 
than  the shareholders of a bankrupt company can. All she can do is 
ask  for help, or, better still, help herself.

But the w om en’s m ovements have achieved many good things. 
They have given many women a better sense of self, and an 
appreciation of their identity. They have raised many im portant 
issues and justly criticized many accepted attitudes. They have 
highlighted many ways in which women are trea ted  as second class 
citizens, or as ‘property’. They have encouraged many women to 
fight for their own points of view, for what they think and want, 
for acceptance as independent and autonomous hum an beings. 
W om en are people, and as such have the sam e rights as m en. B ut 
no m ore and no less.

They should be treated  as equal before the law. However they 
should not want to tu rn  over the opposite side of the sam e coin, and 
dem and that now women should be given privileges at the  expense of 
m en. That m ight satisfy a desire for revenge, bu t it will not solve 
th e ir problem s.

One final point th a t should be m ade is to repeat th a t private 
individuals do have the right to discriminate (see Discrimination) 
and can do so in favour of women, or against women. Laws 
forbidding such discrimination are another result of enthusiastic 
blindness, for they are both immoral and counter-productive. Men 
are be tte r suited to some jobs than women (for exam ple jobs 
requiring  physical strength) and, conceivably, women are better 
su ited  to some jobs than men (for example, jobs requiring greater 
levels of sensitivity and perseverance). And either a man or a women 
may be best suited to an intellectual occupation, dependent only on 
the brains and not upon their sexual organs.

As far as equal pay for equal work is concerned, th is would not 
even be an issue if w ages were set on the open m arket. One thing 
wom en have to accept is that they are a higher risk in em ploym ent 
than  men because of the possibility of pregnancy. It costs money to 
train  certain em ployees and some employers may not be prepared  to 
take the risk of training women, or will only do so at a lower price. 
T hat is som ething the m arket could sort out.

WORKERS PARTY
If you have read through this book to this point, it should be obvious 
to you why we helped start the W orkers Party. Although this book is
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not an official statem ent of the W orkers Party philosophy, the  two are 
in harm ony.

The W orkers Party was started because it was necessary. There is 
no o ther political Party in Australia, in Government or Opposition, 
ded icated to reducing governm ent to its proper function of protecting 
individual rights, to reducing taxation and regulation, and to fighting 
for freedom  for all Australians.

The W orkers Party is essentially anti-State, bu t is pro-governm ent. 
It seeks the rule of law, rather than the rule of m en. It totally rejects 
the idea that the function of governm ent is to distribute privileges, 
and rejects as m eaningless such brom ides as ‘the national in te rest', 
and ‘the public good’. It believes that people function best under 
the positive incentives of freedom , rather than the negative 
incentives of fear. It believes that the freedom to trade is as much a 
part of freedom as the freedom to engage in activities th a t have been 
te rm ed  ‘victimless crim es’.

The Workers Party does not want governm ent power in order to 
dictate how Australians should live. It does not w ant to dictate taste, 
economic conditions, lifestyles or what anyone may choose to do in 
voluntary co-operation with others.

The W orkers Party seeks to abolish most governm ental power and 
governm ental activity. It seeks only to provide a fram ework of 
governm ent sufficient to protect the rights of all individuals— male, 
fem ale, black, white, rich, poor, sick and healthy.

However, it does not believe that protecting the ‘r ig h ts ’ of one 
person can or need be done at the expense of violating the rights 
of another. It does not believe that one person’s need gives that 
person a moral claim on another person’s life or property.

The fundam ental principle underlying the position of the W orkers 
Party on all issues is that ‘no person or group of persons has the 
righ t to initiate the use of force, fraud, or coercion against any other 
person or group of persons’. That is the basic non-interference 
principle of the W orkers Party. It believes th a t its platform  is a 
consistent application of this principle. It fully recognizes th a t in 
m any areas consistent application of this principle leads to unpopular 
and m isunderstood conclusions—for exam ple, on the issues of drugs, 
education, im m igration, roads and welfare.

However, unlike the L iberal/N .C . Parties, the W orkers Party does 
not determ ine what it believes in by counting votes (which is probably 
ju s t as well) and is more concerned with the truth rather than votes— 
with what is right rather than what is popular. It fu r th e r  believes 
that what is right is practical in the long run. It is practical because
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it is right. Nature does not to lerate contradictions and so it is not 
possible to make a wrong idea work in the long run.

O ther Australian political Parties may dress their proposals up in 
firre hum anitarian term s, bu t their results tell a different story. They 
are killing our economy, our standards of living, and our freedom . 
They are all, intentionally or unintentionally, laying the groundwork 
for a totalitarian State. The only difference betw een them  is how long 
it will be before it arrives.

The W orkers Party seeks to pu t com m onsense and principle back 
into politics, in place of short-sighted, self-interested pragm atism .

Contrary to popular belief, the W orkers Party is not the hand
m aiden of big business. There is probably nothing our institution
alized corporate elites fear more than the open competitive m arket, 
and the elimination of all their privileges, both of which the W orkers 
Party advocate. The W orkers Party is not a conservative fascist 
Party either. It has no desire to enforce any form of victim less crime 
legislation, bust commune dwellers, or force people to live 
‘respec tab le’ lives.

The Workers Party believes that mixed economies are a long-run 
im possibility, num bers gam es are inherently immoral, and welfare 
Statism  is anti-hum anitarian.

Cynics will say th a t if the W orkers Party was elected to political 
office, it would ju st behave as any other political party. The W orkers 
Party would reply th a t it would have to do w hat it says it would do. 
If it d idn’t it would be guilty of such enormous and b latan t hypocrisy 
th a t no voter would support it again. It could also be said th a t any 
organization’s basic strength is in the people who are in it. If enough 
decent and honest Australians join the W orkers Party in order to 
achieve the stated  W orkers Party goals, it will be done. If not, it 
w on’t.

A ustralians have for many years been w eaned onto the State. It 
will, no doubt, take m any years to wean them  off. The basic tool of 
peaceful change is education. The initial function of the  W orkers 
Party has been to toss new ideas into the ring , and to promote 
discussion. This discussion is part of the process of education and the 
changing of ideas.

Change will be gradual, but even the longest journey s tarts  with 
the first step. W e cannot say w hether the W orkers Party will succeed 
or not, or even w hether it will survive, all we can say is th a t its 
principles m ust survive  if Australia is to ever realize its potential. 
W hether those principles are im plem ented by the W orkers Party or 
any other Party is an absolute irrelevancy.





XENOPHOBIA
If the rights of all people all over the world to freedom , life and 
property are recognized, then there is no possible way a governm ent 
can restrict im m igration. If any person, from any country, can afford 
to travel here (or find som e private person, institution or com pany to 
pay his or her fare) and support them selves on arrival, then he or she 
has a perfect right to do so. However, they do not have a right to 
governm ent subsidised fares, governm ent welfare on arrival or a 
right to a job. They are not the taxpayers’ responsibility, and nobody 
has a right to a job—there is only the right to try and get a job.

Any governm ent that controls immigration is guilty of dis
crim ination, and, as has been m entioned before (see Discrimination) 
only private individuals and organizations have the right to 
discrim inate. G overnm ent’s don’t. Chinese, British, French, 
Am erican, Italian or African people, black, white, yellow or red 
people, rich or poor people, skilled or unskilled people—all have 
one thing in common. They are all, simply people, and as such have 
equal rights. If they can find a company or individual willing to 
transp ort them , a place to stay and a place to work—all based  on 
voluntary agreem ent on the part of all people involved—then they 
are violating no person’s rights, are doing no wrong, and therefore 
cannot be morally stopped from coming here.

One of the minor idiocies of our welfare mentality is that we 
profess great concern for the starving millions in, for exam ple, 
India. We send them  foreign aid (most of which is eaten  up by 
corruption or adm inistrative expenses anyway). But our governm ents 
deny them  the two most im portant kinds of help, and their govern
m ent denies them  the th ird. Our governm ents deny them  the freedom  
to export their goods to Australia (by our high tariff levels) and the 
righ t to travel here to build a be tte r life for them selves. Their govern
m ent denies them  the help of foreign investm ent.

If new im m igrants arrived here, they would help build a bigger 
dom estic m arket, which would be good for us. If our m anufacturing 
industry had such a m arket they w ouldn’t need tariff protection and 
we would all benefit from lower prices.

The im m igrants would also probably take up the low wage jobs 
which most of us w on’t touch. This wouldn’t be a bad th in g—they’d 
still be far be tte r off than  they were in India or wherever, and w e’d 
also be better off. As we have seen with other im m igrants, they 
need not rem ain long in those jobs. If they work hard and save, as 
m any Italians and Greeks have done, they can soon be in business
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for them selves, or at least enjoy a much higher standard of living, 
and do more for their children, than they could ever hope to do in 
th e ir native country.

But because of some weird idea that ‘w e’ own A ustralia, and 
because of racial prejudice, we deny them  this opportunity. Racial 
h a tred  and racial problem s are not caused by the m ere fact that 
people are different. They are caused by prejudices, oppression and  
the arbitrary distribution o f  privilege  to favour one group at the 
expense of another. Eliminate those (and, at base, they are all 
caused by governm ent meddling; or people using governm ent 
m eddling for their own advantage) and a multi-racial Australian 
society can grow and prosper without any more trouble than any other 
society is likely to have.

I t’s very easy to forget that none of us has been here longer than 
five m inutes. And it’s even easier to forget th a t the only reason we 
a re n ’t crying out for im m igrants is because a few low-intellect 
waks in Canberra have allowed a few ignorant pressure groups to 
con them  into forcing Australia to stagnate—and all in the  nam e of 
progress.

XEROPHTHALMIA
Stiffening of the eyeballs.

A particular problem with politicians. Prevents them  from seeing 
any tru th , anything longterm , and anything not in their own personal 
in terest.
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It is a peculiar fact that many people who hate totalitarianism , 
fascism  or dictatorships in the political world, seem  to believe in them  
in their own homes. The relationships of paren t to child, teacher 
to child and State to citizen have many similarities in our modern 
world. It is probably relevant to ask w hether it is possible to alter 
the State-citizen relationships unless we first alter the parent-child, 
teacher-child relationships? All th ree are quite authoritarian, and 
take little (if any) notice of the rights of the various people involved. 
In particular, the rights of children are flagrantly violated in all th ree .

Children do have rights. They are, after all, hum an beings, and as 
such have precisely the same rights as all o ther hum ans. They are 
not ‘property’. They are people, and if they w ere treated  as such—if 
th e ir rights were recognized and respected—we would live in a far 
saner, healthier and happier world.

In the current situation, children are victims of the  dem ocratic 
num bers gam e. Arbitrary figures are plucked from the air for such 
th ings as school leaving age, minimum wages, voting age, and the 
age for legal responsibility. The fact that these ages only fit some 
people—hopefully a majority—and by no m eans all people, is the 
usual result of the m isuse of democratic power. It is obvious that 
som e people would be far be tte r off out of schools much earlier 
than  the minimum age perm its, that many people would work if the 
w age levels could be lowered to a point where it was economically 
viable to hire them , th a t many people can’t cast an in telligent vote 
when they are over the  eligible age, while others could, bu t a ren ’t 
allowed to because they are below the eligible age.

These exam ples all illustrate the inevitable results of trying to 
substitu te  the democratic num bers game for the logical use of 
fundam ental principles as the basis for making decisions. In this 
sense , democracy persecutes minorities.

W hat happens then , if we analyse the situation of children, using 
the principle of individual rights as our guideline? The first thing to 
recognize is that all people—children and adults— have equal rights 
(unless by their own actions, they forfeit these rights— see Crime). 
As has been m entioned before (see Freedom), a situation in which 
children have all the rights, and parents none, is one of licence, not 
freedom . Conversely, when adults have rights and children none, the 
relationship is authoritarian. The proper situation is one w here both 
adults and children, being equally hum an, have equal righ ts.
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The most im portant of these rights, in order to determ ine the 

ru les of the parent-child relationship, is the right to property. As 
has also been stated before, this right to property is the righ t of 
control over and disposal of property, and, in particular, gives the 
ow ner the right to determ ine the rules of use of the  property. So while 
paren ts do not ‘ow n’ their children, they do own the house, furn iture, 
food, money, and other things that the children need and use to 
survive. For their part, the children ‘own’ their lives, and those 
th ings they have earned, have been given, or have otherwise morally 
acquired. The im portant implication of this is th a t parents have the 
righ t to set the house rules and conditions. The children, on the  other 
hand , have a fundam ental choice to make—they have the right to 
accept or reject these rules and conditions. If they choose to reject 
them , and the parents refuse to change them , the children have the 
righ t to leave home and seek alternative arrangem ents.

It is argued that children are not capable of making this type of 
decision, and so, for their own good, it has to be taken out of their 
hands. It can with equal validity be argued th a t many adults are 
incapable of making particular economic, social or political decisions, 
and so these have to be taken out of their hands. It is true  in both 
cases that certain individuals will prove incapable, as expected. 
B u t in neither case is this a valid justification fo r  the im position o f  
any fo rm  o f authoritarian control, no m atter how benevolent its 
inspiration. Every Hitler in history has, no doubt, at some stage, used 
th a t excuse, and used it sincerely.

Both adults and children have equal rights to their freedom , but 
freedom  for both carries with it both responsibility and risk. All 
around us we can see where well-intentioned efforts to reduce risk 
‘in the  public good’ have resu lted  in corresponding reductions in 
both freedom  and individual responsibility. In the  short and the long 
te rm , this is not doing anyone any favours.

As in many other areas of hum an activity, for better or for worse, 
th e re  are tim es when plain hum an judgem ent has to be used . Quite 
obviously, when this is done m istakes are m ade. But these  m istakes 
will be fewer in num ber and far less dam aging in consequence if 
they are guided by sound moral principles rather than som e nebulous 
idea of ‘the greatest good for the grea test num ber’.

An infinite num ber of possible situations can be throw n up to 
dem onstrate the problem s th a t will arise if the right of children to 
leave home is recognized. Similarly, an infinite num ber can be found 
to dem onstrate what happens when this right is denied. Such a 
course achieves nothing. The fact rem ains that, as hum ans, children



THE YOUNG 2 85
have equal rights and, no m atter w hat problem s arise, we are morally 
bound to recognize them . It is our contention th a t by doing so we will 
also reduce the problem s. Because m ost parents do not w ant their 
children to leave home as a result of unhappy circum stances, there 
is an incentive for them  to settle on rational, fair and relevant rules, 
and to communicate effectively with their children. The entire 
parent-child relationship will, in order to survive, have to be based 
on m utual respect ra ther than domination and exploitation.

P arents have to exercise judgem ent based on their knowledge of 
the  individual children. They need to care about the child ren’s safety, 
and institute w hatever safeguards are necessary to protect their 
children, for exam ple, safety fences or covers on pools, secure 
cabinets for poisons and m edicines, care with dangerous tools, 
instrum ents and weapons, and so on. Obviously, the em phasis here 
should be on making the m aterial objects safe, ra ther than  on 
restrain ing the child. For exam ple, make the pool inaccessible with 
fences, rather than  rely on physically and verbally restra in ing  the 
child. Parents also have a responsibility to educate their children, 
at least to the point where the children are able to care for them 
selves. Too many parents rush into having children w ithout a proper 
appreciation of the  responsibility involved, and th is tendency is made 
w orse by the entire cultural, social, political, economic and 
sexual environm ent in which we live.

There will always be those parents who do abuse their children. 
The fact that these children can leave home will give them  one 
possible out. If this is not possible, then  outside help will need  to be 
adm inistered in some way—just exactly what is done and how it is 
done will depend on the  particular circum stances. But in our efforts 
to help these children, we should not (but unfortunately do) fall 
into the trap  of coercing all parents and all children. Surely we 
would be better off concentrating on those th a t need help while 
leaving the others alone? But no, in order to protect those few 
children with irresponsible parents, our society, for exam ple, coerces 
all children into schools, with horribly tragic results.

W age legislation and child labour laws prevent many children from 
obtaining part or full-time work. This is particularly so for dis
advantaged minority groups. (Studies in the U.S.A. have shown that 
such legislation and laws bear particularly heavily on, for exam ple, 
black Americans.) In a free m arket, children have the righ t to bargain 
with employers for work—and if our personal experience with 
children is any guide, th ey ’ll drive a hard and fair bargain. If children 
were free to find part or full-time work, they would be gaining a
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very valuable aspect of their general education, learning about 
responsibility, enhancing their own self-respect, and sense of general 
efficacy, and reducing the burden on their parents.

The psychological spin-offs from treating  children as people rather 
than  property would be enormous. Many people despair about young 
people today. W e find it amazing that they survive as well as they 
do. They suffer a generally exploitative and authoritarian home 
environm ent, an authoritarian and deadening school system , 
economic and legal discrimination, a generally tw isted sexual society, 
and social discrimination in a m ultitude of ways. They have no legal 
outs, no recognized rights, and very few opportunities. They are 
denied work, the vote and freedom . In the face of all that, we should 
be thankful that they are as sane and tolerant as they are. And we 
should move im m ediately to take the screws off them  by abolishing 
laws enforcing compulsory schooling, captivity at hom e, and dis
crim ination in the work place.

Then, and only then, we might begin to earn their respect.
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