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This year at our manufacturing
plant in Canberra we produced units
worth more than $17 million in sales
value. A fifth of all these products were
exported.

The success of our Canberra plant
means that we are teaching more
Australians skills in a growing industry.
And we are buying more Australian-
made components for our computers.

(In fact, this is increasing every
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month as we increase production and
add new product lines.}

The computers we are making are
also having a significant impact on
Australians.

With our success in networking,
one of the most vital functions in
computers today, Australians can now
share knowledge from office to office,
department to department and State
to State.

Even our competitors use Wang

‘networking to make their own computer

products compatible.

Further, all Wang products work
and grow together. So they don't
become obsolete as businesses and
departments extend their systems.

Which should easily explain why
Wang's numbers arc growing every day.

Not just in Canberra but all around
Australia.
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THERE ARE ALWAY
NEW REASONS TO EXPLORE.

Although Santos has come of age as Australia’s most successful explorer-producer
of on-shore oll and gas, our primary concern is Australia’s continued capacity to meetits
energy needs. We are committed, therefore, to a future of relentliess exploration. For without
significant new discoveries, Australia’s capacity tomeetits fuel requirements willdiminish.
So, the hard work that put us amongst Australia’s top companies willcontinue.
Andwe'llcontinue toinvestin Australia. For the future of Australians.
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EDITORIAL

Senator Button is (half) right

“The issue upon which the Right will, I believe, be most successful in coalescing its forces
and obtaining wider community support is the attacks on the perceived relationship
between the Government and the union movement and the public image of trade unions.”

(Senator Button, March 16)

The Minister for Industry, Technology and
Commerce, Senator Button, is correct. Perhaps
the most potentially dangerous issue for the
Hawke Government and its prospects for re-
election is its relationship with the trade union
movement.

Australia today has a coalition Government
whose partners are the ALP and the ACTU, The
poor public image of the trade union movement
(which was confirmed in surveys carried out by
the Hancock Committee) is only one aspect of
the problem highlighted by Senator Button.

This coalition is contrary to Australia’s
democratic traditions. No special interest lobby
should have so much influence on Government
policy. The public would rightly reject a similar
accord between the Liberal Party and big
business. To date they have accepted the
coalition as it has been represented to them as a
way of controlling trade union power. As the
privileges granted under the Accord to the trade
union leadership become more apparent support
is likely to decline.

But a more fundamental problem for the
Hawke Government is that its credibility seems
certain to be undermined by the policies being
pushed by the trade union movement. Trade
union-run  superannuation, capital gains
taxation and wage indexation are some of the
policies which have been forced on the
‘Government -by the unions and which have
adverse economic effects. The unacceptably high
unemployment rate seems destined to rise
further in the year ahead. As the Hancock
Committee makes clear, the present power of
trade unions can only be sustained by abrogating
basic democratic rights such as the rule of law.

Senator Button claimed that fundamentally
at stake was a contest between two models:

“The United States model where trade
unions have been reduced to the status of an
ineffectual rump and the European model,
where traditions of consultation and co-

operation have led to the trade union movement
being a progressive and significant participant in
economic affairs. There are plenty of people in
Australia who aspire to the U.S. model as the
solution to all our problems. If we do not
succeed in making the European model work in
Australia the U.S. model will progressively gain
more and more adherents”,

He claimed that both these models “in quite
distinct ways seem to work”.

On this matter Senator Button is over
optimistic. The European model is simply not
working as effectively as the US model. Arthur
Burns,former head of the U.S. Federal Reserve,
indicated in his recent visit to Australia that the
job creation record in the U.S. far outshines that
of the somewhat more rigid European
economies. Between 1970 and 1985, 28 million
jobs were created in the US whereas in Western
Europe employment hardly budged. The
European model is not a viable alternative for
Australia.

The problem for the ALP is that increasing
trade union power seems to be synonymous with
economic rigidityy, When unions become
dominant the end result is to tie up organisations
in rules and regulations in an attempt to secure
the interests of present emplovees at the expense
of opportunities for later job applicants.
Paradoxically this is not only damaging to
unions themselves but to the institutions into
which they intrude. Great institutions such as the
universities and the ABC are now joining the
railways, the shipping industry and the Post
Office as examples of what trade union power
can do to major public sector institutions, with
adverse consequences for the economy overall.

The challenge for Mr. Hawke, as for Mr.
Howard, is how to introduce increased flexibility
into our labour market relations. Modern day
unionism, as we know it in Australia, and labour
market flexibility seem quite contradictory.
Unless Mr. Hawke can reconcile this
contradiction, the job will be done by others.



GUEST EDITORIAL

Reject the Australia Card

The proposal to introduce a compulsory identity
card — the Australia Card — should be rejected
because it poses a major threat to our liberties.

Australians will be required to use the card
for any application for employment, the opening
of any bank account, the purchase of any house
or flat, the purchase of shares, and soon it will
also have to be used by any aged pensioner or
other welfare recipient when applying for
benefits.

It has been estimated by the Australian Tax
Office that during the next ten years average tax
collections would increase-by $400 million per
annum if the Australia Card were introduced.
There would also be savings in regard to welfare
fraud, but these are not easy to quantify.

However the costs — both economic and
social — of introducing the card and running the
I.D. system are high. Running costs and
compliance costs in the community will absorb
a large proportion of the hoped-for savings.

The social disadvantages of the Australia
Card are largely bound up with questions of civil
liberties. Use of the card would enable
comprehensive information to be obtained in
regard to many financial and personal aspects of
individuals’ lives. It is hardly going too far to say
that it would enable bureaucrats to have
complete dossiers on all Australians.

This comprehensive information would
become highly relevant if, for example, new and
confiscatory taxes were to be imposed or if a
government were to attempt a higher level of
regulation over people’s lives. These matters
shouid by no means be regarded as remote or
irrelevant risks. Recent Australian history has
shown how easily governments of both political
persuasions have imposed a high level of
economic regulation on individuals.

It is not possible to justify substantial
intrusions into privacy and reductions of civil
liberties of these kinds by reference to increased
tax revenue, which could in fact be secured in
other, less sinister ways.

IPA Review, Autumn 1986

Preferable alternative courses should be
examined.

In regard to tax evasion the problems that
have been raised by the taking by taxpayers of
second jobs have been largely overcome by the
system of pay-as-you-earn tax deductions. This
system does not prevent a failure to pay tax in
certain circumstances, particularly where a small
amount of casual work is involved. However it is
extremely unlikely that an Australia Card would
be effective in this instance.

Another area where there is presently a loss
of revenue is in regard to interest on amounts in
bank accounts and on other securities. However
here more could easily be done by improving
current Taxation Office checking procedures,
without the drasticc step of introducing
compulsory general identity cards.

Similar comments apply in regard to welfare
fraud. Procedures for verifying claims ought to
be strengthened, and in particular more
attention should be given to the important
problem — which would not be solved by
compulsory identity cards — of persons, and
particularly young persons, who do not make
proper efforts to find employment.

On a full analysis it appears that the alleged
necessity for an Australia Card does not exist. As
Professor de Q. Walker has said, “The only
effective safeguard against the dangers of this
proposal is to prevent it from becoming a reality
in the first place’

So far the case for the Australia Card has
been based upon .misinformation. Alternative
methods of protecting the Revenue have been
suppressed, and the general dangers of a
compulsory general identity card have been
glossed over.

Australians' should not allow themselves to
be bullied into accepting a proposal which has
ominous implications and particularly a grave
temptation for abuse by government.

Ian Spry, Q.C
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John Stone

Economic Strategy?
- or Rout?

As this Review issue goes to press, the question-
mark over the conduct of Australian economic
affairs for over a year now is growing larger.

In February last year the value of the
Australian dollar started falling. It fell again in
April, and again in November.

Although initially the Government was taken
unawares by this development, it made the best

of it by welcoming the new stimulus which

currency depreciation would give to an economy
by then beginning to flag.

The 1985-86 Budget last August incorporated
a two-pronged economic “strategy” arising from
the depreciation to that time.

First, so went the thesis, the large fall in the
$A, by rendering Australian producers of goods
and services more internationally competitive than
before, would produce a massive “switching”
process as domestic demand focussed more on
products produced here and less on imports. After
a time-lag, imports would fall and domestic
production (and exports) would rise. Secondly, this
rise in domestic production would induce before
long a rise in private business fixed investment.
Manufacturers, and producers of services such as
tourism, would begin to run up against constraints
from existing capacity and would move to increase
that capacity by stepping up their capital
investment.

With nine months of 1985-86 now gone, there
has been little sign so far of imports (or exports)
turning around in line with that “J-curve” theory
of events. As a result, the deficit thus far in the
current account of our overseas balance of
payments has risen to $10.4 billion. This is virtually

the same as the deficit for the whole of 1984-85
— when, as the Government has previously
acknowledged, it was already much too high.

This overseas deficit on current account has
to be financed — by selling off Australian assets
(farms, buildings, companies, shares, etc.) to
foreigners, or by the Reserve Bank of Australia
selling off its holdings of foreign exchange (which
it has been doing quite heavily) or by borrowing
overseas on either governmental or private
account. It is this last process which, cumulatively,
has produced the growing rise in Australia’s
overseas indebtedness, to a level at 30 September
last of § 69.7 billion (gross) or § 52.6 billion (net).

Most external observers now agree that our
balance of payments deficit in 1985-86 will now
reach {or even exceed) $13.0 billion which, if so,
would amount to around 5.5 per cent or more of
forecast Gross Domestic Product (GDP). That
latter figure has only been exceeded once in the
post-War period, in 1981-82, when it stemmed from
the large private (and public) investment boom
associated then with the coal and bauxite-alumina-
aluminium industries particularly. It is one thing
to increase one’s overseas borrowings to help
finance the construction of such massive private
enterprises, particularly when they are as export-
oriented as those were. It is quite another thing
to go on borrowing abroad, hand over fist, to
maintain (or increase) a standard of living we can
clearly no longer justify on the basis of those levels
of productivity which our trade union bosses will
presently permit,

Now that the economy is visibly slowing,
imports may begin to fall, albeit for quite different
reasons from those envisaged in the Government’s
Budget-time “strategy”. Imports always do fall in
time of recession. So, of course, do other items:
employment, for one, and investment, for another.

John Stone is the [PA’s Senior Fellow and former Secretary to the Commonwealth Treasury.
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That brings us back to the second element
in the Government’s “strategy”. So far from private
business investment rising in the wake of the $A
depreciation, it has been stagnant. In the second
half of 1985 private investment in non-dwelling
construction, seasonally adjusted, barely changed,
while on the same basis private investment in plant
and equipment actually fell slightly. The other
major element in private sector investment
(dwelling construction), which was also virtually
unchanged in the second half of 1985, is of course
currently shaping as the disaster area of 1986.

Meanwhile the previously bullish surveys of
private business expectations regarding future
capital investment plans are already beginning to
turn bearish. In short, the second element of the
Government’s strategy seems, if anything, even less
likely of fulfilment than the first.

‘Politicization of the
Public Service

In the last issue of the Review I devoted part
of this column to discussing the Politicization of
the Public Service, particularly (although far from
exclusively) the Commonwealth Public Service.
While accepting public servants’ rights to belong
to political parties (and trade unions, membership
of which by senior public servants can lead to
certain not dissimilar problems), I confessed to “a
certain unease on the matter, at any rate so far
as it refers to public servants of some seniority”.

Since that time two things have happened on
this topic which may be worth noting. First, the
March issue of Quadrant carried a full-scale article
on “Politics in the Public Service: The New
Corruption”, by Sir Paul Hasluck, which should
be read by everyone concerned about the steady
degradation of conduct of public affairs now
occurring in Australia both at State and Federal
government levels. Sir Paul concludes that:

“The only sure and certain protection against
authoritarian rule in Australian government
is a professional, competent career public
service independent of the favour of
Ministers and conscious of its own
specialised role in the conduct of public
affairs”.

Secondly, I refer to an incident in Canberra
involving a senior officer there of the Department
of Finance, Mr. John Louttit. As I was penning
my column last January, Mr. Louttit was
apparently being nominated by his Department

to advise the Department of Territories on
financial and legal aspects of the proposals for
self-government of the ACT. Perhaps I should add
that although Mr. Louttit is personally known to
me, I have naturally not discussed this matter with
him, nor indeed have I had any conversation with
him for at least the past two years.

The proposals for ACT self-government are
of some political sensitivity. Canberra citizens
voted overwhelmingly against the whole concept
of self-government when it was put to them in a
local referendum a few years ago, and | feel sure
they have not changed their minds. Nevertheless,
the present Government is determined to thrust
self-government upon them. So the Secretary of
the Department of Territories (Mr. John Enfield)
was undoubtedly right when, on 31 January last,
he claimed that there was no area of his
Department’s responsibilities as politically
sensitive as that concerned with developing policy
on ACT self-government.

Mr. Enfield’s statement was made in response
to enquiries by the Canberra Times and others
about his decision to reject Mr. Louttit’s
nomination for the post in question and to ask
the Department of Finance to nominate an
alternative. Mr. Louttit, you see, also happens to
be President of the ACT Branch of the Liberal
Party, Although Mr. Enfield was careful to say that
he would have taken precisely the same view had
the nomineé been President of the local Branch
of the ALP, or the Democrats, nevertheless he
thought it inappropriate to appoint any such
person to the post in question.

The Merit Protection Review Agency, a body
constituted under the legislation passed by this
Government in 1984 with a view to providing some
spurious assurances against the politicization of
the Commonwealth Public Service for which that
legislation covertly provided, now has the matter
under examination. Mr. Louttit is also reported
to have asked for an investigation by the Human
Rights Commission, thereby betraying, if I may
say so, an unwarranted confidence in the role of
that unlovely body in the scheme of things. Before
we are through, perhaps we can expect the
Administrative Appeals Tribunal to be involved;
or perhaps alternatively {or in addition) for an
action to be brought in the Federal Court in terms
of the Administrative Decisions (Judicial Review)
Act. There’s a lot of law about these days.

What all this costly (to the taxpayers) mess
reveals is, of course, obvious enough. First, and
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quite irrespective of what the Merit Protection
Review Agency, the Human Rights Commission
or Old Uncle Tom Cobbley and all should, in the
end, decide, it seems to me that Mr. Enfield was,
from any common-sense standpoint, entirely
correct. I would have done exactly the same had
1 been in his place. That is no reflection upon Mr.
Louttit. But, as | said in my more general
comments last January:
“It is not really good enough for public
servants who have gone so far as to
demonstrate their political allegiances by
becoming active members of a political Party
to claim that this in no way detracts from
their professionalism and that they are as
entitled as their non-activist fellows to be
trusted by Ministers of a different political
persuasion. While I do not assert that the
squaring of that circle is impossible, it is most
certainly very difficult; and the question is
whether those who make claims of that kind
are not really trying to have it both ways”.
In writing those words 1 had principally in
mind, for obvious reasons, those Labor Party-
affiliated public servants whose presence at the
senior levels of the Public Service is increasingly
evident not only in Canberra but in such State
Administrations as New South Wales, Victoria and
Western Australia in particular. It is a nice irony,
I think, that while the ink was barely dry on them,
the difficulties of “squaring that circle” (of
political allegiance versus public service
professionalism) should have so strikingly arisen
in the case of a public servant affiliated with the
Liberal Party.

Unemployment amd the
Arbitratiom Commissiom

On the weekend of 1-2 March, 1986 there was
held in Melbourne the Inaugural Seminar of the
H.R. Nicholls Society, a new body being convened
to address industrial relations issues in Australia
today, including our system of determining wages
(and other conditions of employment) and the
closely associated issue of trade union' power.

The Guest of Honour at the Society’s dinner
on the Saturday evening was Sir John Kerr. Sir
John is doubtless best known to Australians as Mr.
Whitlam’s appointee as Governor-General of
Australia. Nevertheless, for much of his life before
that time, he was a distinguished advocate in the

industrial jurisdiction, becoming in due course a
Judge of the Industrial Court as well as,
subsequently, Chief Justice of the Supreme Court
of New South Wales.

In his dinner address Sir John spoke on two
seminal cases in Australia’s industrial relations
history in which he was personally involved. These
were, respectively, the Cattle Station Industry
(Northern Territory) award with respect to
Aboriginal workers in 1965, and the notorious
Clarrie O’Shea case in 1969, In the former case
Sir John appeared before the Commonwealth
Conciliation and Arbitration Commission as
advocate for the employers; in the latter case, in
his by then judicial capacity, he presided over the
proceedings, the outcome of which effectively
marked the end of the so-called “penal sanctions”
provisions of the Conciliation and Arbitration Act
so far as they applied to trade unions (they
continue, of course, to apply to employers).

It is hoped that, in due course, the text of Sir
John's address may be published along with the
many other equally interesting papers presented
to that Inaugural Seminar. As it happens, however,
a brief and extremely readable account of the first
of Sir John’s two cases — the Cattle Station
Industry (Northern Territory) Award — has
recently been given by Dr. Gerard Henderson. Dr.
Henderson is now Senior Adviser to the Leader
of the Federal Opposition and was formerly an
officer of the Commonwealth Department of
Employment and Industrial Relations.

Dr. Henderson’s account appears as Chapter
8 of Wages Wasteland: A Radical Examination of
the Australian Wage Fixing System, edited by
Messrs. John Hyde and John Nurick and
published by Hale and Iremonger in association
with the Australian Institute for Public Policy. [t
is an essay which should be read by all thoughtful
Australians concerned about the state of our
country today.

The theme is struck in Dr. Henderson’s first
paragraph:

“The prime victims of Australia’s rigid
centralised wage system are those groups and
individuals who are least able to help
themselves — the poorly educated, youth,
newly-arrived immigrants and Aborigines.
Minimum wages handed down by Australia’s
industrial tribunals (and sanctified by
members of the Industrial Relations Club)
have the unintended consequence of forcing
the lower end of the labour market onto the
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dole queues. The plight of Aborigines in
Northern Australia provides a traumatic
example of the devastating social
consequences that result from determining
wage levels irrespective of the capacity and
willingness of individual industries and
enterprises to pay”.

The case was heard in 1965 by a Full Bench
of the Commission comprising its then President,
Sir Richard Kirby, its then Deputy President (and
subsequent President) Mr. (now Sir) John Moore
and Senior Commissioner Taylor. This high-
powered group concluded that “the great majority
(of the Aborigines employed on cattle stations in
the Northern Territory) are unable to work in a
way which employers would expect of white
employees”. They concluded that, in those
circumstances, “disemployment of some degree”
would occur if Aborigines were paid full award
wages, but nevertheless proceeded to make such
an award. As they said, with that high-mindedness
which characterizes our arbitral tribunals:

“We do not flinch from the results of this
decision .... There must be one industrial law,
similarly applied, to all Australians,
Aboriginal or not”.

As Dr. Henderson points out, it was not only
Northern Territory Aborigines who were affected.
In 1967 Commissioner Donovan followed the full
Bench’s lead by extending it to Aborigines working
under the Pastoral Industry Award, which covers
all States except Queensland. There followed a
dramatic decline in Aboriginal employment on
cattle stations in the Northern Territory and
Western Australia; Aboriginal unemployment rose
and many Aboriginal families who had previously
supported themselves moved onto welfare.

I defy any humane person to read Dr.
Henderson’s telling recitation of the unadorned
facts in this matter without experiencing a surge
of indignation that such travesties of Justice can
be perpetrated in her name. It is said that to err
is human; to forgive, divine. On that basis, we can
only trust that Sir Richard Kirby’s (and Sir John
Moore’s) obvious humanity will be matched,in
time, by the divine quality of forgiveness on the
part of those Aboriginal Australians and their
families. Clearly the results of the former have
given rise to much need for the latter.

In one sense, of course, the Full Bench was
right. There must indeed be one industrial law,
similarly applied to all Australians. Its central tenet
must be to cease determining wages in this manner.

A Reflection

I have recently been reading the text of an
address by the Commonwealth Minister for Trade
(Mr. John Dawkins), This address, on “The False
Patriots of the New Right”, was delivered by Mr.
Dawkins last Australia Day at the presentation of
awards for the International Year of Youth
Australian Young Writers’ Project.

Yes, it is a bit of a mouthful, I know, but then
our Government takes our Young Writers seriously,
particularly if they are old enough to vote. No
awards of our money can be too great where such
potentially influential people are concerned. As
Mr. Dawkins said, “I trust there are some among
my audience today who will recognise the danger”
(i.e. of people such as Mr. Hugh Morgan — or
even possibly myself — advancing arguments that
Mr. Dawkins and his Party do not like) “and direct
their talents to meeting it”. Indeed, they could only
be termed ungrateful if they didn't.

It is true that so far as I can see Mr. Dawkins
does not suppert — with more than abuse, that
is — his offensive charge that these people of
whose views he disapproves are “false patriots”.
Nor indeed, if one can judge by general
community sentiment, would their views qualify
for locating in any quarter that could be called
the Right were it not that Mr. Dawkins’ point of
reference is so far Left. So far as one can judge,
their basic values seem to be broadly those of
“middle Australia”. As such they are, no doubt,
regarded as thoroughly and depressingly passe in
the circles in which Mr. Dawkins moves. But New
Right? If words still mean anything, those at any
rate are meaningless.

Nevertheless, Mr, Dawkins’ speech is in fact
something of a gem of its kind. Reading it, one
can only wonder whether the views presented in
it are truly those of Mr. Dawkins, or whether they
have been drafted for him by some highly
ideological member of his Ministerial Office staff
(in which case, nevertheless, he has clearly
consented to put his own name to them). To the
extent that they are his own, they must at the very
least raise a question about the intellectual and
emotional maturity of a Minister of the Crown
who can seriously advance such views in public
on Australia Day.




Can Soviet Aggression
Be Curbed?

Jeane Kirkpatrick

In analysing the continuing instability of the international strategic situation, Ambassador Kirkpatrick
focuses on the lessons of the failed attempts over the last forty years — from the creation of the United
Nations to the policy of detente — to restrain the expansion of the Soviet Empire.

Is the post-Geneva superpower balance stable? The
answer is assuredly not. The fact is that there is
no stable balance between the superpowers, so
called, and no prospect of cne. There is no global
equilibrium that can be counted on to persist. This
is the first harsh fact about the international
-environment in which business and all the rest of
us must operate today.

Global political instability stems from the fact
that the Soviet Union is frankly and proudly a
revolutionary power with a commitment to
expansion. It neither seeks nor values a stable
world order. To draw this conclusion, it is only
necessary to look at maps of the world since World
War II, to observe the changing borders of the
Soviet Union (with the incorporation of the Baltic
States and part of Poland) and the extension of
the Soviet empire first to Eastern Europe and then,
after 1960, to the Western hemisphere, Africa,
Latin America, the Middle East and Asia.

Throughout the post-World War II period the
United States and the Western democracies have
made the creation of a stable world order their
principal goal. One of the most dramatic and
ambitious efforts to achieve this goal after World
War II was the establishment of the United
Nations. The United Nations Charter sought to
institutionalise and stabilise existing national
borders and jurisdictions among member states.
The UN Charter calls for respect for sovereignty
of member states; it calls for respect for territorial
integrity, which is another way of saying respect

for existing borders; it calls for non-intervention
in the internal affairs of other states.

The UN Charter does some other things as
well. It provides for peaceful settlement of
international disputes and commits its members
to the non-use of force or threat of force. It is clear
that the US and the other Western nations
expected that the UN Charter and that the UN
itself would not only commit member states to
these existing territorial arrangements and patterns
of sovereignty, but also, in a very literal sense,
police them.

We Americans, at least, expected that the
collective security arrangements in the UN would
work rather like *the legal arrangements in a
western town. It was expected that most nations
would be law-abiding, would respect the laws and
live by the terms of the charter. In the case of an
outlaw nation violating the charter by failing to
respect territorial integrity and committing
aggression against another country, then the law-
abiding nations in the UN Security Council, like
a posse of law-abiding citizens in a western town,
would rally round to bring the international law-
breaker to change his policies. This would be done
by, if necessary, defeating his efforts at aggression
or, what would be much more desirable,
persuading him through a process of discussion,
reason and resolution-making that his course of
action was unjust and that he should desist.

It seems quite clear in retrospect that the
machinery of the UN and the UN itself was a

Jeane Kirkpatrick is a former US Ambassador to the United Nations and currently Senior Fellow at the American Enterprise
Institute. This article is an abbreviated version of one of Jeane Kirkpatrick's speeches to the joint IPA/.J}EI conferences,

“Australia and the World: Opportunity, Risk and Security”.
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major effort to create and reinforce a stable world
order. And it seems just as clear that it has not
succeeded. The fact of its failure began to be
obvious quite soon after its establishment. It
became clear that not all member states of the UN
valued peace more than they valued any other
good, and that not all member states, of the UN
were prepared to respect the territorial integrity
and sovereignty of other nations. A variety of
threats developed in the world.

The threats which concerned the US most
directly in those early efforts at maintaining a
stable world order were those directed to the
nations of Western Europe. After the
incorporation of Czechoslovakia into the Soviet
orbit, which, of course, occurred after the prior
incorporation of the Warsaw Pact countries, the
US under President Harry Truman and Secretary
Dean Acheson became progressively concerned at
the processes of internal subversion and external
aggression that were mounted by the Soviet Union
to challenge the territorial integrity and sovereignty
of Italy, Turkey, Greece, and France. Harry
Truman called a joint session of the US Congress
and appealed to them to take immediate action
to reinforce Greece and Turkey and, eventually, the
other countries of Western Europe, to resist the
efforts arising from the Soviet Union to subvert
and incorporate them,.

Those policies came to be called the Greek-
Turkey Doctrine, and eventually the Marshall Plan.
NATO itseif was a direct growth of this process
and, let us be clear, all of these had as their object
the reinforcement of the stability of the existing
order in Western Europe. The US did not so much
stand for the status quo as for a status quo which
could be changed only with the consent of the
peoples affected, not by force. We were not trying
to prevent change per se, but change by force.

Doctrine of Containment

The second major American foreign policy
designed to provide for world stability was the
Doctrine of Containment.

This Doctrine was more realistic than the UN
Charter. It was premised, after all, on recognition
that there existed in the world countries which have
a deliberate policy of destabilising world order.
The policy of containment guided American policy
through the Vietnam War and constituted the
intellectual basis for the various regional security
arrangements that were developed — NATO, RIO
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Pact, ANZUS, SEATO and so forth. One
consequence of this effort to maintain global order
was to involve the United States in two wars in
Asia — the Korean War and the Vietnam War.

I think it is clear, if one looks at the
statements and documents of Americans who led
the US into those two wars, that they conceived
both those actions in the context of maintaining
regional order on the basis of collective security.
Explanations of the Korean War, for example,
make very clear that aggression was not to be
permitted to succeed. It was argued that world
order could be maintained only by actively
opposing the aggression of the North against the
South. Similarly, the statements of Dean Rusk,
Eugene Rostow and others — distinguished
international lawyers all — explaining the Vietnam
War, justify military action as part of an effort
t0 maintain a stable world order through collective
security. Of course, these arrangements did not
work out well.

The Soviet Union caught up with the
military strength of the West and then
moved on. Carter’s own Secretary of
Defence, Harold Brown, summed up the
sitnation: “When we built they built, and
when we stopped building, they built”.

One of the reasons they did not work out well
was that a lot of law-abiding nations which might
have joined the posse, so to speak, did not do so.
Another reason was that it turned out that there
were perhaps as many of the outlaws interested
in destabilising world order as there were countries
interested in maintaining a stable world order.
Finally the US and the American people lost their
appetite for the task.

The search for a stable world order has also
led the US into various efforts at arms control.
In the immediate post-World War II period, the
US Government made a serious offer to put the
atomic bomb and nuclear military development
under international control. This American offer
was accepted by all members of the Security
Council of the United Nations, except the Soviet
Union which vetoed it. That was, I think, a first
American effort at preventing nuclear weapons
from becoming a destabilising element in the
international power balance. Rapid US
demobilisation after World War 11 was in itself a
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kind of powerful argument by example.
Carter’s Policy\ of Appeasement

Another interesting original effort of the
United States to enhance stability was that
undertaken during the Carter years. The American
Government undertook the unprecedented step of
deliberately permitting its principal potential
adversary to catch up in military strength.

The policy was based on the theory that the
reason the Soviet Union was so interested. in
military strength and expansion, and so
preoccupied with developing war-making
industries, was insecurity. This insecurity was a
consequence of being less powerful than the
United States and the West. Therefore, according
to this theory, if only the Soviet Union felt more
secure, the preoccupation with power and
expansion would end. The military build-up would
end, and everyone would live happily ever after,
so to speak, at lower levels of armament, lower
levels of risk and threat.

This reasoning led the Carter Administration

to a policy of unilateral restraint bordering on
unilateral disarmament. As part of the policy the
Carter Administration cancelled the Bl bomber,
the Trident submarine, long-range Cruise missiles
and virtually eliminated research and development
in military technology. The Administration
negotiated the uneven restraints of the SALT II
Treaty, unilaterally adopted maximally inhibiting
interpretations of the SALT and the Anti-Ballistic
Missile (ABM) Treaties. Of course, the Carter
theory underlying those unilateral restraints did
not work out. The Soviet Union caught up with
the military strength of the US and the West and
then moved on. Carter’s own Secretary of Defence,
Harold Brown, summed up the situation in the
following words: “When we built, they built; and
when we stopped building, they built”.

These events led to an effort by the Reagan
Administration to restore parity in all important
military fields by the rebuilding of the American
defence potential. These American efforts have
been paralleled by the efforts of France and
Britain, and Australia and some other countries
to restore their own defences.

In sum, we may say that the efforts so far of
the US and the Western powers to create and
maintain a stable world order in the period since
World War II have failed. Not only have they
failed, but the instrumentalities which were created

to maintain a stable world order have in some cases
been turned by the Soviets, and contribute to the
destabilisation of the world order. I think, for
example, of the United Nations system. Not only
does the UN not serve as an effective
instrumentality for maintaining a stable world
order but the UN has legitimized destabilizing
movements, such as National Liberation
movements. When it-gives a quasi-legal status to
such groups as the PLO, SWAPO and the
Polisario, the UN destabilises world order rather

“than stabilising it. And that is not all. In its
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inability to mediate such relatively “minor”
conflicts as Libya's invasions of Chad or the
Sudan, or its inability to deal with the Iran-Iraq
war or the Vietnamese occupation and invasion
of Cambodia, the UN demonstrates its irrelevance
to stability in almost all parts of the world.

Detente

Another example of an instrument developed
by the United States and Western European powers
and turned by the Soviets to destabilise world
order is the policy of detente. As developed and
articulated by the former American Secretary of
State, Henry Kissinger, the policy of detente was
designed to contribute to stability by the use of
economics as 4 tool of foreign policy. By making
credit and trade available to the Soviet Union and
to the states of Eastern Europe at highly
favourable terms the policy of detente sought to
involve these states in some profitable and pleasant
relationships with the West, and thereby persuade
them of the advantages of peaceful, profitable
relations with the West. They would be led to
abandon expansionist power in favour of the
pleasures of the consumer society.

That also did not work. It too was turned by
the Soviets to their advantage. It became
potentially destabilising for the West as huge
Soviet contracts and the jobs they generated
became important, if not downright indispensable,
to governments of Britain, France, and West
Germany.

The effort to negotiate arms control
agreements also has not contributed to world
stability, principally because of problems of
verification and of Soviet non-compliance.
Instead, the arms control agreements have tended
to neutralize areas of US advantage by imposing
restraints on those areas. Meanwhile the Soviets
have tended to ignore restraints imposed on them.
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So far, therefore, we could say that arms control
agreements have contributed as much to instability
as to stability in military power.

Happy exceptions to the failure of most
means devised to provide international stability are
the regional security pacts which have contributed
to security in specific areas. NATO is a success,
perhaps the greatest Western success of post-World
War II diplomacy. The economic and political
strengths of the European democracies are
manifest. Europe is the largest single area in which
the Soviets have made no efforts at destabilisation
of independent governments in the period since
the establishment of NATO, ANZUS has also been
a success story. The RIO Pact and SEATO were
never as institutionalised as NATO or ANZUS,
The North Pacific seems to me today to present
troublesome problems because of the absence of
collective security arrangements in that region.
Where collective security regional arrangements
have been strong Soviet power has not been able
to expand, and we can speak reasonably of
stability — regional stability if not global stability.
The Soviet empire has grown in the interstices of
regional collective security arrangements,

Moral Equivalence Doctrine

I should like to focus briefly on the
ideological and moral instruments of foreign
policy and to note that the Soviet Union has used
the ideological instruments of foreign policy with
very great success. It has sought to delegitimise
democratic conceptions of world order.

There has been a particularly relentless
campaign of propaganda and outright
disinformation concerning the United States. The
doctrine of moral equivalence that has emerged
in the last half decade is a principal fruit of this
ideological offensive. It should be taken very
seriously.

Its principal manifestation is the concept of
superpower rivalry. The very notion that the
contemporary world is divided into a struggle
between two superpowers for pre-eminence or
dominance is, I think, profoundly mistaken and
profoundly damaging to the kind of world order
which democratic nations desire to preserve. The
very notion of superpower struggle suggests some
kind of symmetry between the two powers which
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have in common the goal of world domination and
which seek through their foreign policies to achieve
this goal. It suggests that the values of independent
nations — sovereignty, territorial integrity -— are
subordinate to a more basic process: the process
of determining which of two superpowers will
dominate the contemporary world.

This is deeply mistaken and dangerous. It is
mistaken because the United States has no imperial
vocation and no imperial ambitions. Most
Americans do not even have a desire to see
themselves as leaders of the free world. It is
profoundly dangerous because nations whose
survival, independence and strength are dependent
on ours need to understand that most Americans
do not desire to interfere in their affairs. The
maximum most Americans are willing to do is to
help others help themselves, to reinforce
independent countries through regional security
arrangements. The notion that the US will take
some sort of initiative to impose itself in some
region because of some desire or contest it is

.engaged in with the Soviet Union, in the Pacific

or in Latin America or in Europe, or wherever,
is simply wrong. There is nothing about the
Geneva conversations that has changed this or that
could change it.

With regard to the Geneva conversations and
the post-Geneva balance of power, I would note
that none of the problems with which I have dealt
today developed because of a personal falling-out
between Josef Stalin on the one hand, and
Winston Churchill and Harry Truman on the
other. These problems are not based on personal
misunderstanding. They cannot be resolved by a
better personal understanding or good personal
chemistry between Ronald Reagan and Mikhail
Gorbachev. They are based, rather, on profoundly
conflicting goals and profoundly conflicting
desired outcomes.

The United States, like Australia, desires to
live in a world of independent nations with which
we can trade, among which we can travel, and with
which we can live in peace. Our stake in the
containment of Soviet expansionism is no different
than any other country which desires to maintain
its own independence and to live in a world of
independent nations with which it can trade,
among which it can travel, and with which it can
live in peace.




* DEFENDING AUSTRALIA

Harry Gelber

This column is a “letter from Washington™.
Following conversations with a number of senior
administrators and officials there, it concentrates
on our relations with the USA as seen from their
point of view.

Official America thinks about Australia at
two levels. At one — the operational — Australia
remains a firm, established ally. At the other, there
is widespread American concern at a lack of reality
in much Australian thinking. Any serious rupture
of the relationship would be an important political
setback, quite apart from any practical economic
or strategic loss to the Western group of nations
which America leads. On substance, Prime
Minister Bob Hawke is as sound and sensible as
any senior.figure on either side of the Australian
political fence. (This was shown again in Mr
Hawke's warm reception by President Reagan in
Washington, mid-April). Relations must therefore
be handled so as to maximise his control of foreign
and alliance affairs within Australia. That means
concessions to his needs on other and lesser
matters, ranging from trading issues, or quiet
acceptance of some ALP anti-American rhetoric,
to a determination to handle the New Zealand
nuclear ships issue mainly so as to keep matters
under control in Australia. From the US point of
view that criterion is considerably more important
than the direct US-NZ problem.

These needs create difficulties. Mr Lange
seems determined. New Zealand opinion is not
likely to swing quickly. Even an eventual post-
Lange Government will not easily be able to repeal
the anti-nuclear-ships legislation.

Australia’s public posture is one of
disengagement from US-NZ differences. But
privately Australia is urging on the US two courses
which may well be incompatible. On the one hand,
Australia says the IS must on no account give way

to New Zealand lest the anti-nuclear flood-gates
open in Australia also. On the other, we are urging
the US to make a deal with New Zealand lest a
sustained quarrel, with the New Zealand legislative
position successfully maintained even post-Lange,
also tempts more Australians to emulate the New
Zealanders,

The Americans also find themselves in
difficulties on the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone
Treaty. They are unhappy about some of its
provisions and Australian pressure on them to sign
the anti-nuclear and anti-nuclear.testing protocols.
Yet signature would cause deep offence to France
and difficulties with Western Europe. It is hard
to avoid the conclusion that if the Americans are
forced to choose between Western Europe and the
South-West Pacific, they will conciliate Western
Europe.

More generally, the Americans note the
Hawke Government’s view that the Treaty will
defuse ‘some Australian anti-nuclear sentiment,
especially within the ALP, but fear that it may
achieve the opposite. They are sceptical about the
Australian view that the whole South-West Pacific,
stretching for thousands of miles is Australia’s
“neighbourhood” and an area where Australia, in
spite of minimal efforts in resources and attention,
has prescriptive rights to say who may do what.

This involves the other level of US concern
about Australia. However sound the Hawke
Government may be about a (now mostly bilateral)
ANZUS or the maintenance of joint Australian-
US facilities, several trends in Australian public
and political opinion are worrying.

There is the disposition, in Australia as well
as New Zealand, to believe that the Soviet Union,
even China, have suddenly become reliably benign;
the view that Australia can and should insulate
itself from the broad strategic affairs of the world;
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an assertive Australian parochialism sometimes
labelled national self-assertion.

There is the tendency to believe that America
needs Australia and New Zealand more than they
need the US; that the smaller partners have made
proportionately larger contributions to the
alliance. More pointedly still, there is the glib,
superficial and frequently ill-informed Australian
comment on issues ranging from Latin America
to arms control, combined with the neutralist
language of many public pronouncements,
assumptions about moral equivalence between the
US and the USSR (assumptions especially galling
to Americans) and the consequential constant
chipping away at the political legitimacy of the
alliance,

What all this underestimates, officials
murmur in private, is the new importance of US
nationalism. The feeling, right or wrong, is
widespread in Congress that allies are
unreasonably willing to make claims on US
resources and goodwill while criticising, even
condemning, the US in public. What is needed,
in this view, is .more fairness, reciprocity and
therefore allied help on common concerns.

From Washington’s point of view, what that
means is that if Australia wants help on
agricultural exports, which we do, or on access to
advanced military and civilian technology, which
we do, or on US support in the Indian Ocean
region or a dozen other issues, the least we can
do is to abstain from impulsive and unnecessary
criticism of US policies and a general attitude of
moral superiority, disengagement and a continual
stress on differences between us.

American officials are particularly critical of
Australian official views on arms control,
including those expounded by the Australian
Ambassador for Disarmament, Mr. Richard
Butler.

There are substantive problems about several
Australian positions. On chemical weapons the
Australians want an agreed ban and an
international organisation — based in Paris (where
else?) — to supervise it. US officials, who have
no objection to a Paris posting either, nevertheless
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point out that no such ban could be verified; that
no ban could be devised which would avoid either
being ineffective or else a major constraint on
normal chemical or pharmaceutical trading; and
that an ineffective ban would merely give the
public a false sense of security.

On a Comphrensive Test Ban (CTB), too,
Australia is reacting to a public mood at home and
in the UN General Assembly rather than to
technical and strategic realities. In the US view,
this is a subject on which head-counts in the
General Assembly are wholly irrelevant. No CTB
could be entirely verified and none would be likely
to attract support from all countries, including
China and France. In addition, insofar as a CTB
was effective it would prevent the development of
warheads, including smaller and more
discriminating (or benign) ones. Most important
of all, it would create uncertainties about the
reliability of existing stores of weapons which
would be certain to create political and strategic
instabilities. In consequence, some embarrassment
is caused by Australia’s repeated and public
advocacy of a quick but premature CTB.

If weapons are to be devalued then in the US
view it will not be as a result of a CTB but of the
development of strategic defences, another subject
which Australia misunderstands, at least at the
general political level. To be sure, Australian
support or acquiescence is not necessary on a
project which the US can undertake by herself.
To that extent, the Australian Government is
perhaps free to express domestic emotions.
However it is entirely unclear why the Australians
— who have been more severely critical of SDI
than any ally with the possible exception of France
— are so sure that SDI will not “work™, seeing
that R & D has only begun, that some parts of
it look very positive and that the configuration
of any eventually deployable system has barely
been discussed. Nor is it clear that the Australians
understand that defence against medium-range,
theatre weapons is not prohibited by any existing
treaty, and that in the absence of SDI the strategic
balance may well become much more dangerously
unstable.




We’re spending
$41 million to stop
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As anyone in business knows, the ring of a cash register 1s a
profitable sound.

But at Woolworths, we have a better sound — a beep.

It’s the sound that our scanning machines make as they “read”
customers’ purchases.

Woolworths currently have 800 checkouts with scanning
systems in fifty-five supermarkets. A further 3200 checkouts will
be equipped by the middle of 1987.

For our customers, it means a service that’s twenty percent
faster and seven times more accurate.

For our employees, it means working conditions are quieter
and less fatiguing, And, for us, it means we can maintain tighter
control of stock, and measure the sales success of new products.

It’s all part of our commitment to making shopping easter,

whilst making the company more efficient.
And we’re finding it’s paying off. Quietly.

Woolworths Ltd.

And you probably thought we were just a chain of supermarkets.
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Compulsory Unionism and
Individual Rights

Peter Costello

Compulsory unionism is a brutal reality in Australian industry today. It cannot be enforced by law
but it is widely practised nonetheless. It is implemented and maintained by trade union power. Although
one of the marks of a free society is the protection of individual and minerity rights, Australian workers
have little protection of their freedom to choose not to join a trade union.

The right to refuse to join a trade union is no less
a basic and fundamental human right than is the
right to join one. They are the two sides of the
one coin. In each case the individual should be
free to make his decision in exercise of his basic
human right of freedom of association. This is a
right contained in Article 20 of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights adopted by the
United Nations.

The article provides as follows:-
“Everyone has the right to freedom of
peaceful assembly and association. No-one
may be compelled to belong to an
association”.

But Australian workers have no statutory
protection of this basic human right in the
workplace. When they do choose not to join a
trade union they are subject to vilification,
harassment and in many cases, they lose their
livelihood as a result. The denial of the basic
human right of freedom of association is the norm
in Australian industry today. In the face of union
coercion there are few who are able to exercise
{what should be ) their democractic birthright.

Conscientious Objection

The Commonwealth Conciliation and
Arbitration Act (the C & A Act) does make
provision for people to obtain certificates if their
“conscientious beliefs” do not allow them to be
a member of any trade union. While such a
certificate is in force (it must be renewed every

twelve months) it is an offence for an employer
to dismiss a conscientious objector for refusing
to join a union, and it is an offence for a union
to incite an employer to do so. The road to
obtaining such a certificate, however, is a rocky
one. The test of “conscientious beliefs” is narrow
and the applicant must prove that those beliefs
de not allow him to join any union. It is not
enough to show that one’s beliefs preclude one
from joining a particular union. A person who
embarks on the long journey to obtaining a
certificate is normally subject to quite a deal of
intimidation before it is granted and in some cases
he is dismissed or refused employment long before
the certificate is ever obtained.

But what of protection for those who refuse
to join a union because they do not agree with
its industrial policy, or its political programme, or
who cannot afford the money, or who do not wish
to spend it on union membership?

They should be no less entitled to refuse to
join a trade union than they would be entitled to
refuse to join a political party or a friendly society,
or a cultural organisation, on the same grounds.
These people have no statutory protection of their
right to freedom of association and this right is
regularly denied in Australian industry.

How is Compulsory Unionism Enforced?
The Commonwealth Arbitration Commission

does not have the power to include terms in its
Awards making it compulsory for employees to
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join unions. It can award ‘“preference” however.
A preference clause usually obliges an employer
to prefer a unionist to a non-unionist when taking
on employees. If he has a choice between two
people, one a unionist and one not, an employer
is obliged by the Award to give the job to the
unionist. This is a real sanction in inducing an
employee to join the union in - the first place.

In many cases the employer is even obliged
to notify the union when a job vacancy occurs so
the union can arrange for a member to apply for
it. Providing the union can supply a steady stream
of members applying for job vacancies, the
operation of the preference clause effectively
prevents non-unionists from ever entering the
workplace.

But if a non-unionist does manage to find
employment, or obtains a job whilst he is a union
member and later resigns, the full force of union
intimidation is often applied to force him into the
union or out of the workplace. Unions do not
leave the question of membership to a matter of
individual choice. The most brutal methods are
used to enforce compulsory membership and
thereby guarantee union income through
membership fees. The most common method used
is to engage in, or threaten, industrial action
against the employer.

The employer is notified that unless the
dissident is removed from the workplace, work will
cease. If work ceases the employer stands to incur
large financial losses. Employers have an
obligation to their shareholders to produce profits.
They have ongoing liabilities to lending
institutions. They have ongoing contractual
obligations to their suppliers and purchasers, and
they have an obligation to continue production.

The employer is faced with the choice of
either dismissing the dissident or sustaining
substantial losses. The choice is easy. Invariably
the dissident is dismissed. For exercising his basic
human right the employee loses his livelihood. If
he is ever to obtain another job he must first
overcome the effect of “preference” at the next
workplace, and, if he does so, he can expect the
same pattern of coercion to be repeated. This is
not an isolated occurrence, For employers in the
grip of powerful unions this is business as usual.

Trade unions run what amounts to no more
than a protection racket in Australian industry.
The union fee represents the protection money.
Although unions run the racket, they use the
employers as standover men.

I am not suggesting that employers
voluntarily assume this role, or that they do so
gleefully. They do it largely because they have little
financial choice. .

What can be done to protect freedom of
association in the workplace?

In some cases there are legal remedies
available through the common law courts for
people who suffer damages as a result of coercive
union behaviour. These remedies are expensive and
lengthy, however, and few individuals have the
resources to mount them.

Even so, there is an active campaign by the
ACTU to obtain trade union immunity from
common law actions or at least to take away the
powers of the common Iaw courts to protect them.
This campaign should be vigorously opposed by
those who consider it desirable to protect
individual freedoms.

In recent years a number of human rights
bodies have been established at both
Commonwealth and State levels which one might
think would protect freedom of association. For
instance, the Victorian Equal Opportunity Act
protects a person against dismissal on the grounds
of his political views or activities. One might think
that this would be of some assistance to those who
are dismissed, at the instigation of unions, because
they refuse to join, or to pay levies to, unions. This
is not the case however. The Victorian Equal
Opportunity Act specifically exempts the dismissal
of a person brought about as the result of a
“lawful arrangement relating to industrial
relations” from being considered as
discrimination.

The Victorian Equal Opportunity Act
specifically exempts the dismissal of a
person brought about as the result of a
‘lawful arrangement relating to industrial
relations’ from being considered as
discrimination.

—————

If an employee is dismissed because he is
black, or a woman, or a fascist, or a communist,
the Equal Opportunity Board has the power to
reinstate him or pay him damages because of
“discrimination”. Yet if the dismissal occurs in the
interests of fostering “industrial harmony”
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(appeasing unions) it is beyond the scope of the
Act.

As can be seen from such examples, the Equal
Opportunity Board and institutions like it are
ideologically slanted institutions. They are
concerned with protecting individuals against
some forms of discrimination but not others. They
neglect the victims of industrial coercion.

The Victorian Equal Opportunity Board
recently considered the complaint of a Mr.Frank
Hein who was dismissed by his employer in
December 1984 because he was not a member of
the Amalgamated Metal Workers Union, The
Board undertook a preliminary investigation of
Mr. Hein's complaint. Mr. Hein was not entitled
to any relief from the Board unless it was of the
view that his refusal to join the union amounted
to a refusal to engage in political activity. The
Board was obviously troubled by what constituted
“political activity” so it consulted some experts
in the area. After doing so, an officer of the Board
informed Mr. Hein that he had been informed and
apparently believed that the union was not a
political organisation. If so, Mr. Hein could not
establish political discrimination, Who was the
source of this Officer’s information? None other
than Mr. John Halfpenny, the State Secretary of
the Union concerned.

Either the Equal Opportunity Act should be
made to apply to all forms of discrimination,
including discrimination resulting from “an
industrial arrangement relating to industrial
relations”, or it should be repealed.

Reforming the Conciliation and Arbitration
System

The time has now come for wide-ranging
reforms to our industrial relations system to
protect the right of freedom of association. The
C & A Act was drawn with the express purpose
of encouraging unionism. While this object may
have been understandable at the time the Act was
drawn, a time when unions were relatively weak,
they have since developed powers far wider than
were ever anticipated. The encouragement given
to trade unionism by the C & A Act is now
unnecessary and should be repealed.

For example, it is an offence for an employer
to dismiss a person because he or she joins a trade
union. It is not an offence to dismiss a person
because they choose not to join a trade union, This
one-sided provision of the C & A Act should be
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repealed or at least amended to provide equal
protection for unionists and non-unionists alike.
In other words, if an employer commits an offence
in dismissing a person because he joins a union,
it should be an offence to dismiss a person because
he refuses to join a union.

Another example is the concept of preference.
Preference is sometimes used as a means of settling
demarcation disputes, and if it were abolished,
there would need to be a new mechanism which
could be used to settle these disputes. But where
preference is merely a cover for unions to widen
their membership, it serves no useful function and
should be abolished. Unions, like other
organisations, should attract membership on the
basis of the services which they provide to their
members and not on the basis of discriminatory
legal privileges.

Justifications for Compulsory Unionism

The traditional justification for compulsory
unionism is that if all employees in the workplace
benefit from the trade union’s activities then they
should all pay for it. This justification is
inadequate and misconceived.

In the first place this justification begs the
question. All employees in the workplace
supposedly “benefit” from trade union activity
only because they have no power at present to
negotiate their own terms and conditions of
employment. They are not entitled to take
individual responsibility for their own working
lives, They are forced to accept the deal which the
union has negotiated for them, and then it is said
that they should be forced to pay for it. If an
employee was truly free to look after himself he
would not bear this compulsory union “benefit".
He would bear no debt to anyone, and there would
be no argument that he was obliged to pay the
union for its activities,

Secondly, it is becoming increasingly clear
that unions do not always act in the interests of
their members. Several prominent industrial
disputes which have occurred over the last twelve
months illustrate this clearly. The Mudginberri
dispute is an example of a trade union leadership
which actively campaigned against an agreement
which resulted in its members receiving higher
wages.

The union’s argument is that al/ members
benefit, therefore all should pay. It is clear that
in some disputes not all do benefit. In fact some
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suffer. Why should those who suffer be forced to
pay the union leadership for harming them,
Employees should be free to assess the costs and
benefits that the union delivers, and make their
choice of whether to become members
accordingly.

The real justification for compulsory
unionism is the ideology of “collectivism”. This
is the central motivation of the trade union
movement. Individual rights must be subjected to
the interests of collective membership, and where
the individual’s interests are opposed’ to the
interests of the collective, individual interests must
be suppressed. At the same time the individual
must be forced to financially support the
suppression of his individual interests in aid of
“collective advancement”. As the ACTU President
said of the Mudginberri dispute “It isn't a question
of the supremacy of individual rights, it is a
question as to how oné collectively represents that
grouping of individual rights to ensure that the
outcome is in the best interests of the community

as a whole, and that’s what the trade union
movement stands for..”

The Australian workplace should be opened
up to allow real freedom. Individual freedoms such
as the right of association should be respected in
the workpace no less than anywhere else. Until
these freedoms are protected in the workplace
Australia’s record on basic human rights is
blighted. Human freedoms should not be
suppressed, so lightly in aid of trade union
collectivism.

The former editor of the New Statesman,
Paul Johnson, resigned from the British Labour
Party because he perceived that it had drifted into
the ideology of collectivism. In an article entitled
“Farewell to the Labour Party” he wrote:-

“ .. in a system of belief where conscience is
collectivized, there is no dependable barrier
along the highway which ultimately may lead
to Auschwitz and Gulag. I do not intend to
travel even one miserable inch along that
fearful road”.

Wednesday, June 11 at 6.30 for 7.00pm at the
Danish Club, 177 Beaconsfield Parade, Middle
Park.

Cost is $25 per head for members, $27.50 per
head for non-members.

Enquiries to Justin Brooks 618 4168 (BH) or
Dr. Tom Jellinek 435 9679 (AH).

Post remittance to the Secretary, Australian
Adam Smith Club, Box 816F, Melbourne.
Tickets will not be sent.

AUSTRALIAN ADAM SMITH CLUB (MELBOURNE)
Dinner — Meeting

Viv Foijes (President, Tax-Payers United) will speak on
‘“Who’s Killing Free Enterprise”

places at $25 per head
for members and $27.50 per head for non-
members for the June dinner of Australian
Adam Smith Club (Melbourne). I enclose the

amount of $....... in payment for the same.
NAIE ..oovnerrce i rcen e e e e e
Address.....ooevieiiiiiiiicc e
Signature.........co.ceuenens Teloooeiniiininnn.
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What Small Business
Wants

Peter Boyle

o

In the last issue of the IPA Review, Ian McLachlan, President of the National Farmers’ Federation,
outlined the reasons for the increasing farmer militancy in an article entitled “What the Farmers Want”,
Peter Boyle suggests that increasing power of trade unions and the suffocating growth of the public
sector are two of the factors behind the increasing frustration and anger felt by small businesses around

Australia.

Many of us are deeply worried at the anti-business
philosophies and practices of the new power elite
-- the bureaucrats employed by governments and
by the trade union apparatus. These bureaucrats
have presided over a massive erosion of the rights
of ordinary businessmen and women to conduct
their affairs without undue harassment or
victimization.

The ability of business to freely respond to
market forces has been sharply curtailed by new
and harsh requirements (accompanied by savage
penalties) in the occupational health and safety
legislation enacted by State Governments and by
new laws and regulations in the State and Federal
jurisdictions regarding the employment and
dismissal of staff.

The intrusions of equal rights tribunals and
now the affirmative action legislation, soon to be
introduced, have ushered in a massive shift in
rights and freedoms away from business. Isolated
small business proprietors can find themselves
experiencing the full wrath of trade unions in
enforcing these new conditions, usually backed up
by the intimidatory power of the State.

Meanwhile the powers and privileges of the
trade union movement, the de facto arbiters of
Australia’s economic destiny, have been further
entrenched by compliant arbitral bodies and by
acquiescent governments. The Australian Small
Business Association (ASBA) believes that the
ending of the union movement’s monopolisation
of the labour market should be assigned top

priority in the reforming of our economic system.

Currently, we have virtually a system of
industrial apartheid, with business hedged and
restricted by all types of onerous laws while unions
are free to do as they please. No penalties attach

* to the unions for pursuing their claims in defiance

of the accepted arbitral procedures. Yet should
business renege on its responsibilities, then the full
and frightening powers of the State, via the
industrial inspectorate services, are unleashed.

The inevitable result of this completely
unequal industrial system is that the prosperity of
business, and its ability to employ is being
continually squeezed by cost pressures. If
companies lift prices, then inflation results. Often
they cannot because they are competing against
imports and a price rise would cause a loss of
market share. In such circumstances, new
investment is discouraged.

Trade union induced inflation has, of course,
been the means by which governments have
engorged themselves with a rising tax harvest.
They have stolen from the productive forces in the
economy and paid out the claims of special interest
groups, whose votes they have bought. Enterprise
has been sapped by the handout mentality that
pervades our society.

Small business people traditionally have been
apolitical. We have regarded politicians with
contempt, preferring instead to attend to the
disciplines of working our businesses for fifty or
sixty hours a week and competing fiercely with

FPeter Boyle is Federal President of the Australian Small Business Association, founded three years ago.

IPA Review, Autumn 1986

20



WHAT SMALL BUSINESS WANTS

other businesses for the customer’s dollar. We
believed that if we acted responsibly then so would
others.

Many of us — an increasing number each day’

— now know we were wrong. While we were
attending to’ our customers, our “goods” were
being stolen out the back door. We know now that
if we are to act effectively, then we must join
together in united, decisive action. What is at stake
is the free enterprise system itself and therefore
our way of life.

We can no longer trust big business to defend
the interests of the free enterprise system. They
have proved too willing to compromise and make
concessions. They have demonstrated a less than
deep commitment in many instances to the free
enterprise ethos.

Small business does have that commitment
because we know what it is like to risk all. We are,
collectively, an economic giant, but we have been
political pygmies. We intend to match our
economic strength with political muscle.

The Australian Small Business Association
has attracted nearly 4,500 members in its short life
and can lay claim to being the fastest-growing
business organisation in Australia. The equivalent
Canadian business group, which commenced in
the early 1970s, has about 55,000 members. On
a per capita basis, we believe the ASBA could
reach a membership of 40,000 within five years.

With those numbers we could begin to
exercise a marked impact on the political agenda
of this country. Our goal must be to turn the
attention of Australian politics away from the non-
productive sector and towards the productive
sectors of the Australian economy.

Uniting Against Big Government

ASBA has far broader objectives than
traditional trade and industry associations. We
want to unite small businessmen and women, the
self-employed, and the hard working managers
and employees of this nation in a common cause
of ridding Australia of anti-business practices. We
want an end to big-spending and big-taxing
governments. We want the vast social welfare
industry to be controlled.

We have forged strong ties with the National
Farmers’ Federation. ASBA and the NFF have
worked together to assist Jay Pendarvis, the owner

of Mudginberri Abattoirs, in his fight against the
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Meat Workers’ Union.

We must get government off the backs of
the wealth producers. We must fight for a
labour market attuned to market realities
rather than trade union muscle.

]

We have joined with other business groups
in a strong campaign against compulsory
employer-paid superannuation. We have
intervened in the current productivity hearing
national wage case in defence of small business.

ASBA, along with the Melbourne Chamber
of Commerce, the National Farmers’ Federation,
the Housing Industry Association, the Victorian
Automotive Chamber of Commerce and other
groups, has been the driving force behind the
formation of the Australian Federation of
Employers, a new peak Council aimed at

-strenghtening the ability of small and larger

business to defend themselves from attacks by
unions and other anti-business forces.

The mass politicisation of small business will
not happen overnight. Small business people are
too hard-working, too competitive, and too lacking
in political skills and awareness for that to occur.
But the message is spreading, slowly but surely,
in small business ranks.

It would be easy for us to become yet another
lobby group seeking special favours. It is even
possible to mount a respectable case for handouts
for small business simply on the grounds of
evening up the score. )

But we must have the self-discipline and the
organisational will to avoid being seduced by
political baubles. Our goal must be the health and
welfare of the entire free enterprise systerm. We
must liberate the entrepreneurial energies of
Australians. We must get governments off the
backs of the wealth producers. We must fight for
a labour market attuned to market realities rather
than trade union muscle. We must argue for
rewards for risk-taking.

Unless Australia changes course, and quickly,
then our economy is headed for the scrap heap
in the next century. We are engaged in a race -
against time to re-invigorate our economy. If we
fail, then we will be badly bloodied by the
entrepreneurial and export-oriented countries of
Asia,



Today, hell be working for us.

New ideas are what spark a company. Du Pone
is na exception. We continually seck beter ways to
give people a heer lifcsl’ykﬂ

Look how aylon changed the world!

Today we make products to help food grow
more plentifully, and athers to keep it fresher, longer.

.We make fashions fit more comfartably. Medical
analysis more precise.

And minerafs and coal mining safer. Auseralian
industry and Australian consumers are henefiting from
these technological advances today,

While we fook for new ones for omorrow.



Betraying the Young

Literature Programmes in Schools

Susan Moore and Leonie Kramer

In recent years, Australia’s education system has been accused of failing to cultivate in children an
adequate appreciation of the Western cultural heritage. A crucial part of this heritage is great literature,
but, as the authors here argue, the modern English curriculum in many schools reflects a refusal to
recognise conventional standards of literary judgement.

“A good book is the precious life-blood of a
master spirit”.

Milton’s declaration is not mere rhetoric but
an essential part of his noble argument in defence
of the freedom of the press. In the second half
of this century this argument has been
misappropriated as a defence of mediocrity and
even depravity. Milton’s clear distinction between
liberty and licence has been muddied, and for the
first time in the history of the literate society it
has been denied that books can do harm. That
denial is, of course, also a denial that they can do
good. The confusion resulting from this position
has done much to undermine judgements about
the relative values of books. But if evaluative
judgements are not made, then there is no credible
argument for literature in education. Only opening
the minds of young people to be receptive to the
best literature from all times and places can
support an argument for the centrality of literature
to education.

Yet in a great many schools very few people
are familiar with the vast body of superior
literature produced in the past 15 to 20 years. This
exposes the glaring inadequacies of the “popular”
material which is regularly taught instead. The
books which English Departments can afford to
buy are too often chosen haphazardly. The
documentation for this relates to New South
Wales, but the argument has wide application.

Since the New South Wales Department of
Education no longer offers schools a syllabus, a

recommended book list, or a critical guide to
children’s literature for Years 7-10, it is not
surprising that English teachers responsible for
selecting new books flounder. To try to remedy
this situation, the New South Wales Primary
English Teachers’ Association recently issued a
book on children’s literature containing chapters
on pre-school, infants, primary and secondary
literature programmes. In each chapter a teacher
or C.A.E. lecturer presents an annotated
bibliography and discusses approaches to the
teaching of literature for children.

Unfortunately, however, despite its manifestly
good intentions and its up-to-date acquaintance
with many fine books, the PETA Guide to
Children’s Literature fails to provide what teachers
need most: reliable criteria for judging children’s
literature and distinguishing between the good, the
mediocre, and the downright bad. Virtually
everything listed in the guide is perceived .as
worthwhile, and few direct indications are given
of relative merit. The only inferior books which
teachers of older children are urged to avoid are
those in the “Sweet Dreams” and “Choose Your
Own Adventure” series — i.e, material so
obviously bad that even the poorest English
teachers could not be expected to defend it.
Nowhere in the annotated bibliographies is there
the slightest hint that the popular books included
have received scathing — indeed, virtually
unanswerable — criticism from eminent writers
and critics overseas.

Susan Moore is a lecturer in English at the Sydney Institute of Education. Dame Leonie Kramer is Professor of Australian
Literature at the University of Sydney and former Chairman of the ABC. :
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Unless a literature guide rests on a sound and
unequivocal understanding of the meaning of
literary quality, its effect will be to compound the
problem of choice already faced by well-
intentioned teachers. Brief statements about what
a book is about or sweeping pronouncements,
conveyed in jargon, about why children and their
teachers like a particular offering (“The style has
epic qualities”) cannot assist people who are
anxious to know what should or should not be
included in a school’s reading programme. Much
more is needed.

In New South Wales schools, literature
selections for Years 7-10, predictably, reflect
profound confusion about the meaning and
purpose of literary study, and indeed all schooling.
On reading lists and on school book shelves
distinguished writers and mediocrities sit side by
side. The best books of prize-winning authors e.g.
Betsy Byars — are often not the ones chosen for
study (“Yes, her other books are better, but the
kids won’t read them’’). What seems immediately
“relevant” or contemporary takes precedence over
material requiring a more disciplined and
imaginative effort. The quality of a book’s vision
of life, and of its style and characterisation,
matters much less than its length and readability,
and the provocativeness of its themes.

Sensationalism

Fiction which treats previously taboo subjects
— drugs, teenage sex, the victimization of
minorities, the abuse of power in trusted
institutions, crime and violence — is welcomed
for the immediate interest it generates. On the
principle that you have to begin where kids are,
and with what they are used to, adolscents’ likes,
not their needs, are seen as imperative. In many
classrooms so much professional energy goes into
solving' discipline problems that increasing
numbers of English teachers have little left for
anything except material which resembles comic
books or the cruder television dramas. The kind
of text which, according to one Australian
publisher, was once used in primary schools is now
embraced by high school staff.

Particularly disturbing is the fact that the
inferior books so often used in schools thrive on
the sensational: teenagers wrecking a place during
a party, male teachers bullying helpless boys, a
naive younger brother watching older kids try to
get drugs, groups of girls picking on solitary
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figures who happen to be plain or fat or new to
a place. As well, these inferior books feed
prejudices which better literature would explode.
In many of them, parents are uniformly
unreasonable, unreliable, or absent, adults in
positions of power are brutal or weak, the odds
are against everybody in their teens, but especially
against those who live in the wrong part of town;
and being young and misunderstood is a certainty.

Increasingly junior secondary pupils are
bombarded by authors who are an embarrassment
to cultivated readers. Immediate examples are Judy
Blume, S.E. Hinton, Robert Cormier and Paul
Zindel, but there are many others. These writers
have enjoyed vast paperback sales throughout the
English-speaking world — as over-rated writers for
younger children, like Roald Dahl, have done. And
it is not difficult to understand why. Like some
of the more successful commercial television
writers, they indulge the susceptibility of a naive
audience to flash narrative moves, sudden changes
in scene, appeals to surface feelings of dislike or
approval, and deadpan humour — much of it
black. They are strongly and simply behind their
young protagonists, and against whatever has
conspired to make life confusing, difficult, or
painful for them. And they rely on language which
teenagers who live for kicks claim immediately as
their own,

Here are some representative samples of their
prose:

Are you there, God? It’s me, Margaret. | just told
my mother I want a bra. Please help me grow, God.
You know where (p.36)... Are you there, God? It’s me
Margaret. Life is getting worse every day. I’'m going
to be the only one who doesn’t get (my period). I know
it, God. Just like I'm the only one without a religion.
Why can’t you help me? Haven't | always done what
you wanted? (p.86) -

Judy Blume, Are You There, God? It's Me,
Maeargaret

Then 1 tried Weston McCauley’s place. He was
there, with some other people, but they were all spacey
and nervous and dopey, doing horse. Junkies can't
stand to be around straight people, so I left, feeling
really sad because Weston has been second lieutenant
in the Packers. He had been the closest thing to a friend
that the Motorcyle Boy had. (p.60)

I was hearing all kinds of noises, swearing and
thumping like people were being clubbed to death, and
Steve screaming “They killed him!” Even though [ was
glad he was still alive, 1 wished he wouldn’t yell. Noises
went right through my head like knives. (p.86)

S.E. Hinton, Rumble Fish

Obie, the spotlight, concentrated on Renault. Poor
dumb doomed kid. He can’t win and he doesn’t know
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it. Not from Archie. Nobody wins from Archie. Archie,
whe'd been going down to defeat — what a great scene
that had been, the last Vigils meeting when he’d stood
there humiliated — but now he was on top again, all
the chocolates sold, in charge once more, the entire
school in the palm of his hand. All of which proves
that the meek don’t inherit the earth. Not very original.
Archie must have said it at one tinie or another. (pp
169-170)
Robert Cormier, The Chocolate War

My friends would call me Chris, but I didn’t have
any friends. No real friends. I also have no father. Now,
once upon a time I did have a father, and my father
and Helen really loved each other very much for the
first seven years they were married, and then after that
they hated each other so much that my father pulled
that old trick of saying he was going out to buy the
evening paper but he went to Mexico. As far as I know
he lived for about three months in Guadalajara and
then Helen received the news that he died from an
overdose of amoebas. That’s one of the first things I
learned about life; it’s not always like you read about
in your local newspaper ... (Anyway) I was raised
without a father. I have only a few memories of him
like he loved animals and took me to the zoo and he
liked dogs and he told me to eat the beets on my plate
because they were good for me. I also remember he
was bigger than me and I was really impressed by that.
(pp7-8)

Paul Zindel, Confessions of a Teenage Baboon

To intelligent readers of 12 and over it is
obvious at once that the prose of popular writers
like these is crude, bland and cliched. It is obvious,
too, that their characters are two-dimensional;
most of their teenage speakers sound alike; their
sense of place is so weak that their cities and towns
could be found almost anywhere; their plots are
carefully contrived; their attitudes are often crass;
and their treatment of human imperfection is
insensitive and thus destabilizing. But because they
tackle controversial subjects, and because, at the
same time, they appeal to their readers’ sense of
the familiar, English teachers who should know
better rush to their defence.

Only rarely do teachers who rely exclusively,
primarily, or in part on writers of this calibre
acknowledge their deficiences of mind. Yet these
deficiencies are glaring. Blume’s Are You There,
God.. , which is often taught in New South Wales
state and independent schools, is superficial about
everything it tackles: schools and friends, puberty,
religious conflict within the family, problems faced
by outsiders, and the impulses which compel
young girls to be like everybody else. And her other
books for this age group — e.g. Blubber, Deenie,
Forever — are even worse: tasteless, chilling in their
bluntness, unfunny and crass.

Zindel, Cormier and Hinton, in their
depiction of unhappy adolescents, have a similarly
limited sense of possibility. Their favourite subject
is class war, and the confusion and alienation
which proclaim it. In their books loneliness, fear
cowardice, insensitivity to others, neglect, envy,
and incipient or actual violence assume such
prominence that alternative states of being or
feeling lose their living status and power. Joy,
peace and harmony become, at worst, mere words
— at best, distant dreams. And simple goodness
appears ineffectual, abstract, or unattainable.

Human Baseness

Cormier is preoccupied with human weakness
and powerlessness, with baseness of motive and
cold-blooded attempts to undermine decent
people. In the two books of his most widely used
in schools The Chocolate War, which portrays a
thoroughly corrupt Catholic boys’ school, and 1
Am the Cheese, which dramatizes the bewildering
and insane effects of rule by faceless enemies —
his depection of man is relentlessly black, and
finally, evasive. Zindel, though not so obviously
negative and distasteful, is very good at striking
sentimental attitudes and turning his back on
difficulty. “You’re supposed to say nice things too
so the story will be richer — more balanced. Well,
I don’t agree with that. I think it might make this
book crap”, his teen-age narrator announces in 7
Never Loved Your Mind (p.51). And Hinton,
despite her sympathy for her characters, always

* contrives to dramatize their ultimate helplessness
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before an indifferent universe.

The presence of these dispiriting books in our
classrooms would be easier to justify if they were
the only ‘“problem novels” available to us. But
they’re not. Many better writers cover similar
thematic terrain (and other, broader terrain as
well). On growing up, love, sex, indentity, and
other standard preoccupations of teenage girls,
such gifted children’s novelists as Katherine
Paterson, Eleanor Cameron, Virgina Hamilton,
Ruth Park, and Mollie Hunter have produced
many excellent books. On violence and physical
danger there is a wealth of material which the
better schools here and abroad use — novels by,
for instance, Mildred D. Taylor, Leon Garfield,
Diana Wynn Jones, Aidan Chambers, Susan
Cooper, Alan Garner, Ursula Le Guin, and
Laurence Yep. Historical realism, allegorical
fantasy, war books, science fiction, and fantasy
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incorporating myth or legend, in the hands of
these and other very able craftsmen, may include
as many attacks, near-deaths, and deaths, as say,
Hinton’s more sensational novels, but they also
include very much more.

The problem for many high schools is that
few of their braver English teachers know enough
about what’s available in particular genres or in
specific subject areas in the broad field of
children’s literature to counter. the prevailing
anything-goes trend. Not uncommonly, English
Departments with wide reading programmes cater
to rigidly confining interests, simply because the
undemanding tastes of demanding adolescents
“force’’ them to do so.

The argument for wide reading programmes
which include general prose (i.c. essays, memoirs,
travel books, etc) and poetry as well as fiction is
that different kinds of literature provide different
educational benefits. From fiction students can
learn a great deal about human behaviour, and
the interaction between the individual and society;
from general prose they can learn how to construct
and evaluate arguments and broaden their
knowledge. From poetry, in particular, they
acquire an appreciation of the most precise,
sensitive and discriminating use of language. To
say this not to say that young people should be
discouraged from popular reading. A balanced
diet is important. But teachers should offer
nothing but the best, whatever individual choices
students might make for themselves.

Anti-Intellectualism

Why is there no proper critical tradition
governing literature teaching in our schools, and
why has so little been done to foster one?

In a culture suspicious of the view that a
curriculum must have a sound philosophical base,
badly needed reforms are resisted. A strong critical
tradition founded on a commitment to excellence
has never taken root in Australia as it has in
Europe and North America. Years before an
insistence upon quality in all areas of education
was called “elitist” by powerful, anti-intellectual
forces in this country, judgements about
comparative merit were frowned upon by teachers
in the Humanities. In English teaching, not
judging the work of expressive writers who write
for the young has long been considered as essential
as encouraging children to express their personal
views and then refraining from judging them in
any way.
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Although teachers and critics in the field of
Children’s Literature have not hesitated to
proclaim their approval of widely shared beliefs
and values most have eschewed the finer
discriminations. The relation of literary merit to
the aims of literary study has never been for them
a serious issue. Even at the more advanced levels,
an assured majority has taken it for granted that
trenchant literary judgements are little more than
sophisticated put-downs; that criticism, by its
nature, is destructive, and that difficult truths
cannot be spoken in love. For a long time in
Australia it has been widely assumed that teachers
who praise every writer’s effort and stop there are
enlightened, whereas those who insist upon the
importance of what is actually achieved are self-
righteous, cruelly judgemental, dogmatically
prescriptive, and anti-egalitarian.

Yet it is not a spirit of egalitarianism, but fear,
that spawns a belief in the inappopriateness of
rigorous judgement in the expressive arts. In
experienced teachers of English who shrink from
trenchant criticism of books chosen for stiidy, a
reluctance to offend, to take emotional risks, and
to be wrong, or an unwilligness to acknowledge
that reasoned, tactful criticism can actively help
writers, is quickly rationalized as proof of
generosity, tolerance, and concern. In the field of
Children’s Literature, an anarchic welcoming of
virtually anything except Mills and Boon leads in
practice to the championing of inferior books
themselves rooted in a hail-fellow-well-met,
nihilistic relativism.

New teachers exposed to the species of
uncritical acceptance which transforms a fear of
wrong and arbitrary judgement into a programme
outlawing a!/ judgement, quickly learn that it is
unacceptable to criticize “respectable” literature,
or to discuss it publicly except in terms of its
immediate appeal. Very rapidly, liking everything
becomes a moral imperative, even though the idea
that there might be “moral imperatives” is rejected
as antiquarian. Private shrugs about the value of
a comic novel which depicts a child violently doing
away with his maddening grandparent are allowed;
but public statements questioning such a book’s
place in the curriculum are tacitly forbidden.

As a result, the conviction of serious writers
that those who engage in literary study must be
strong in courage comes to seem ludicrously
irrelevant. A fundamental betrayal of public trust
parades as the guarantee of light. And the deepest,
most important needs of children recede into the
never-never,




Peace Studies

An Intellectual Quagmire

William Maley

In an important statement, the NSW Labor Minister of Education, Rodney Cavalier, has rejected
the introduction of peace studies in NSW schools. “My observation is that single-issue subjects are
often conducted in an academic vacuum divorced from the mainstream of human knowledge”, Mr.
Cavalier said. “I am not prepared to authorise any subject that will be divisive, politicised and
emotional”. However, peace studies are making considerable inroads in Australian schools. As William
Maley argues, peace studies provide a vehicle for the propagation of radical slogans and intellectual

slovenliness.

The intellectual quagmire of “peace studies” seems
set to swallow up large numbers of our young
people. It is therefore appropriate that we should
look rather carefully at the conceptual foundations
of peace studies, in order to determine whether
they are entitled to justify the interest which this
new field of endeavour has generated. Such an
examination shows that peace studies are at once
open to a severe criticism, that is that the notion
of “positive peace” on which they appear
distinctively to be based is so ill-defined as to be
virtually meaningless. The strongest criticism to
be made of many peace studies courses is not so
much that they are doctrinaire, as that they are
theoretically amateurish.

What is “Positive Peace”?

Peace, to the great French thinker Raymond
Aron, was the more or less lasting suspension of
violent modes of rivalry between political units.
This definition, it is fair to say, is broadly accepted
by most scholars in the field of international
relations, and the reasons why are not hard to see.
It is admirably concise, and demarcates an
important social phenomenon, worthy of detailed
analysis. Unfortunately, this negative conception

has come to be challenged by radical scholars such
as the Norwegian writer, Johan Galtung, whose
efforts to supply a broader notion of peace on
which researchers could focus have provided the
single most important theoretical stimulus to both
the academic enterprise of peace research, and the
educational enterprise of “peace studies”.

Galtung has set out to provide an allegedly
“richer” notion of peace than the negative concept
can supply. He accepts that peace is the absence
of violence, but goes on to claim that as well as
direct violence, the absence of which constitutes
negative peace, one can identify what he calls
structural violence, the absence of which
constitutes positive peace. Structural violence
consists of exploitation, penetration,
fragmentation and marginalisation, all of which
terms Galtung finds it easier to deploy than clarify.
It exists, for Galtung, when “basic needs” for
“welfare” and “identity” are not being met!

It is here that the obscurity and danger of
Galtung’s notion of positive peace emerge.” First,
it is by no means clear in what way one can go
about identifying the precise content of these
‘“hasic needs”. One supporter of the idea of basic
needs, Christian Bay, has even made the incautious
concession that it is impossible to prove, strictly

William Maley is Teaching Fellow in Government at the University of New South Wales at Duntroon.
‘Johan Galtung, “Twenty Five Years of Peace Research: Ten Challenges and Some Responses’, Jonrnal of Peace Research,

Vol. 22 No. 2, 1985, pp 141-158.

*For more detailed criticism, see my article “Peace, Needs and Utopia®, Political Studies, Vol. XXX1Ii, December 1983,

pp 578-591.
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speaking, that particular needs, or needs in
general, as distinct from wants, actually exist.?
Second, a comprehensive theory of needs can be
the basis for a suppression of both democratic and
liberal aspirations. Democracy and liberty are both
concerned with personal desires, the former in the
sphere of the polity, and the latter in the sphere
of the individual, however these spheres may be
determined. Needs theory subjugates both the
individual and the polity to the abstract ideology
of the needs theorist.

In practice, the notion of “positive peace” is
often presented in an even vaguer form than
Galtung puts forward, and the concept of peace
is reduced to little more than a justification for
a radical posture, an excuse for propagating crude
slogans of the Left under the guise of education
in the important questions of our times. This is
well illustrated in a revealing article by Tim
Hardy*. He lists as his explicit assumptions the
following:
® One cannot consider that peace is simply the

absence of war. Peace will only result from the
struggle against the root causes of war, against
injustices, indoctrination, and oppression in the
Third World.

@ We will only be able to attack these sorts of
problems in the world if we also turn our attack
on injustices in our own society.

® Peace will only result from a basic reordering
of our priorities in society.

® Such a reordering will result only from the
influence of the masses.

This statement of assumptions only serves to
raise many difficult questions. Terms such as
“injustice” for instance notoriously cry out for
elucidation. By contrast, Hardy seems to regard
such terms as clear and uncontroversial, and while
to someone of his ideological persuasion they may
be, this is scarely a solid basis upon which to
incorporate them in a school subject. Indeed,
“peace” has become nothing less than a synonym
for the Good Society — the traditional focus of
political philosophy — and peace studies courses
are the vehicle through which teachers can vent
their own views about the Good Society without
having to meet the standards of rigour which
political philosophy demands of the practitioner.

It is idle to suggest that students can be
protected from such theoretical vulgarisation. In
fairness to teachers, it should be pointed out that
peace study courses may well attract students
whose appetite for pat solutions to difficult and
complicated social problems is already voracious
— and whose is not? A recent study of a group
of students from a peace studies class in Canberra
provides ample cause for alarm, Surveyed by their
teacher towards the end of their course, they
produced the following definitions of peace: “no
arms, no bombs, no US Government, and no
oppression anywhere”; “freedom from fear and
anxiety”; “non-violence”; “non-hatred, non-
conflict”.* Their teacher concluded that the survey
pointed to the need for the incorporation of peace
studies into the curriculum of secondary schools.
Given the manifest inability of his charges after
a considerable period of study even to define the
central focus of their enterprise in other than
ideological or vacuous terms, many would see a
need for the very opposite.

Blind Spots

As even some peace researchers have noted,
peace studies courses have a tendency not to treat
seriously the arguments for the view that military
preparedness, and even the possession of a
thermonuclear deterrent, may be powerful
constraints upon the initiation of hostilities by an
opponent. Studies such as Kenneth Waltz’s
Adelphi Paper, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons:
More May be Better, find themselves on an
unwritten index fibrorum prohibitorum.
_“

The argument against passive resistance
— that it may well result in the slaughter
of innocent noncombatants on a massive
scale — is rarely articulated.

_“

On the other hand, works stressing the
advantages of “passive” or “social” (but not civil)
defence receive a currency which the arguments
in favour of techniques of passive resistance hardly
justify. The argument against passive resistance
— that in all but extremely atypical circumstances

$Christian Bay, “Human Needs and Political Education” in Ross Fitzgerald (ed), Human Needs and Politics (Ist ed, Pergamon

Press, Rushcutters Bay, 1977) pp 1-25 at p.2.

*Tim Hardy, “Peace Fducation in the Curricufum®: in Nancy Shelley fed) Pence Edvcation (Ist ed, ACT Chapter, The Australian
College of Education, Canberra, 1982} pp. 25-33, at Dp. 29-30,
*Barry York, “Peace in the Classroom’; Eduction News, Vol, 19, No. 2, March 1985, pp. 33-34, at p.34.



The “Hidden Curriculum” of
Peace Education

A report of a survey from the Victorian Education
Department’s Curriculum Program’s Section claims
that 79 per cent of Victorian high schools have
introduced peace education studies, either formally
or informally, and that 82 per cent of technical
schools are conducting peace education “of some
type”. Seventy-seven-per cent of children surveyed
at a Melbourne technical school from year 7 to 11
thought a nuclear war was likely to occur in their
lifetime; 80 per cent said they did not feel safer
having American bases in Australia,

Such figures give some indication of the
penetration into schools of peace education, with
its commitment, according to a recent discussion
paper from the Victorian Education Department’s
Peace Education Task Force, to “political
consciousness-raising”.

Not only are peace studies and peace education
intellectually dubious enterprises, as William Maley
argues, but they are at the forefront of the
politicization of education in Australia.

Peace studies are an outgrowth of the peace
movement, with its dangerous mixture of naivety
and animosity towards the security and strategic
interests of Australia. Typical themes are reflected
in, for example, the Victorian Association for Peace
Studies’ Peace Dossiers (PD): removal of US bases
from Australia {(PD ), severing of the Anzus
Alliance (PD 4, 7 & 10), an end to uranium mining
(PD 9), the South Pacific as a nuclear free zone (PD
8), the playing down of the Soviet threat (PD 3) and
unilateral nuclear disarmament (PD 6).

Even where the rhetoric of the peace movement
favours bilateral disarmament, the reality is that only
in the democracies of the West are governments
responsive to public pressure; only there can the
peace movement’s call to disarm exert any influence.
Bilateral disarmament negotiations are only
productive when they are approached by the West
from a position of strength. Without the emphasis
given by the Reapan Administration towards
redressing the arms imbalance and its planned
development of the Strategic Defence Initiative
{“‘Star Wars”) there is little doubt that the Soviet
leadership would not have been brought to the
disarmament table in Geneva last November.

The organisational and ideological links
between the peace studies campaign and the various
sections of the peace movement — the people and
their publications — are explored in detail in a
recent, thoroughly documented book, Operation
Peace Studies: War in the Classroom by Pat Jacobs.

Much of peace studies’ most vocal support, Jacobs
demonstrates, is coming from the teacher unions
and radical sections of the churches.

The radical agenda of peace studies is, in fact,

" far wider than the issue of nuclear disarmament.

This is clear from a discussion paper soon to be
released by the Peace Education Task Force of the
Curriculum Programs Section of the Victorian
Education Department. The Peace Education Task
Force was set up in 1984 to, look into the
establishment of peace studies in Victorian Schools.

Drawing on the views of Johan Galtung, the
Norwegian peace researcher criticized by William
Maley, the discussion paper defines “peace” in far
broader terms than the absence of war: ‘“the
problems of peace are fourfold: violence/war,
inequality, injustice and environmental damage.
These four problems generate values which need to
underpin any definition of peace, i.. absence of
violence, economic welfare, social justice and
ecological balance”, Peace education, the paper
argues, “may involve political consciousness raising
that could result in heightened and more effective
responsible political action”.

The Task Force’s own preferred option is to
introduce peace education as, to use the paper’s own
words, the “hidden curriculum” of schools. This
approach, the paper argues, has implications for
discipline policy, children’s rights and democracy in
schools (“The full implementaton of peace
education should mean that schools should examine
to what extent students take part with meaning in
the real decisions that affect their lives at schools”).
Peace education as the “hidden curriculum” of
schools goes far beyond the mere introduction of
a new teaching subject. The Task Force's preferred
option would mean that a broad left-wing agenda
from environmentalism to economic equality —
including criticism of sex role stereotyping because
it renders boys insensitive to the nuclear threat —
would infuse the whole philosophy and practice of
the school — from its teaching content to its
approach to issues of discipline and authority.

Bars on the introduction of peace studies as a
distinct subject, such as that made by Rodney
Cavalier the NSW Education Minister, may still be
insufficient to keep out peace education as the
“hidden curriculum’ of schools.

With 1986 as the United Nations’ Year of Peace,
for which the Federal Government has promised $3
million, the push for peace studies is intensifying.

Ken Baker
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it may well result in the slaughter of innocent
noncombatants on a massive scale — is rarely
articulated. It is worth recalling Hilaire Belloc’s
epitaph for a pacifist:
“Pale Ebenezer, thought it wrong to fight,
But Roaring Bill, who killed him, thought
it right”

Even were the notion of positive peace .

vigorously excised from peace studies, the
obstacles to making peace the specific focus of
school study would still be formidable. Peace
studies are often defended as interdisciplinary, and
this is certainly true. The analysis of war and peace
raises profound methodological, political,
philosophical, economic, jurisprudential and even
theological issues. But this fact surely weakens the
case for introducing peace studies in schools. The
best interdisciplinary scholar is one who has
already substantially mastered as many as possible
of the different disciplines upon which his
interdisciplinary focus draws. Such people are
occasionally found in universities, or in the
community at large, but rarely in abundance
within the teaching profession, and scarcely ever
amongst school students. To put it bluntly, peace

studies, if they are to be carried out at the
appropriate level of sophistication, are beyond the
capacity of most schoool teachers and virtually
all school pupils.

Conclusion

The push to introduce peace studies in our
schools has come from a minority of activists, and
has been accommodated by the educational
authorities in this country for political reasons
which have little or nothing to do with educational
excellence. Resources to fund such courses will be
diverted from areas where the need is great and
urgent, such as the raising of literacy and
numeracy in the school population. Peace studies
hold out the promise of producing a generation
of students who will need systematically to be
cleansed of the maddening simplicities which
make up the subject’s grammar and vocabulary.
In what has been educationally a grim decade in
this country, the rush to peace studies may well
stand out in retrospect as a cameo of our Gadarene
inclinations.

Operation Peace Studies
War in the Classroom
by Pat Jacobs

A detailed expose of the origins, affiliations and motives of the peace studies activists.

Available from bookshops (RRP $9.95) or direct from the publisher,
Rosa Research and Publications, PO. Box 878G, Malbourne, 3001
(Ph: 347 191) at 50% discount.

P.ACT.
Professional Association of Classroom Teachers

PACT. opposes:

* the displacement of excellence as the principal goal of education.
* the decline of discipline and responsibility in the classroom.

* the poor preparation of pupils for further studies or employment.
* the rise of militant teacher unionism.

A subscription to the PACT. Journal costs $10.

Two ninety minute tapes of a recent debate chaired by Professor Geoffrey
Brennan on the state of education in the ACT. are also available for $10 each.

PACT, PO. Box 218, Woden, ACT. 2606
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Now It's Mr Keating’s
Deficit

If the Hawke Government had not introduced
substantial new expenditure commitments, the
Commonwealth Budget would now be almost in
balance.

The table below, based on figures published
in Terry McCrann's column in The Age (2nd
April), shows that net new policy commitments
(i.e. after allowing for savings on existing policies)
will cost the Government some $5,400 million in
1986/87, which seems to be around the likely
deficit for Mr. Keating’s next Budget.

COST OF NEW POLICIES
(SM, 1986/87 DOLLARS)
Initial Year

Fall Year

Budget Cost?* Cost
1983/84' 1563 3690
1984/85 675 1486
1985/86' -821 182
1986/87 0 0
TOTAL 1417 5358

' Including impact of the 1983 and [985 May mini budgets.
3 Net, after allowing for spending savings.
' Assume no new programmes Or cuts in existing programmes.

In its first three years in office the present
Government has initiated new programmes which,
after allowing for savings on existing programmes,
totalled $1417 million in 1986/87 dollars. Since most
programmes operated for only part of the year in
which they were introduced and many of the
savings were once-only efforts the full year net
costs of the new programmes are very rmuch
greater than the initial year cost.

The table illustrates an obvious, but
inadequately understood, aspect behind the
growth of government: the willingness of

Jacob Abrahami

governments to institute new policies year after
year despite demands for lower taxation and
growing public sector deficits and borrowings.

Had the Government adopted a “no new
policy without offsetting savings” principle in its
first four Budgets — a policy which is reported
to have been instituted in the pre-Budget
negotiations for the 1986/87 Budget — substantial
savings could have been made to the Budget.
These would have been sufficient to provide for
large cuts in both the deficit and taxes.

A policy of no new expenditure commitments
without offsetting savings would be a first step
towards breaking the government expenditure
spiral.

Are We Mean and
Selfish?

The accusation is sometimes made by
academics and politicians that Australia is a mean
society because our level of spending on social
welfare is somewhat lower than the average of
other industrial countries. Some of the differences
can be explained by the fact that a considerable
proportion of Australian welfare provisions such”
as superannuation, sick-leave, and workers’
compensation is provided by the private sector
rather than through the public sector.

But rather than examining the generosity of
governments in their distribution of compulsorily
collected taxes, a better picture of whether
Australians are mean or generous can be obtained
by examining the voluntary behaviour of ordinary
citizens.

Figures provided in a report titled Non-
Government Welfare Organisations: A National
Classification, produced by the Social Welfare

Jacob Abrahami is the IPA’s Senior Economist.
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Research Centre, seem to give the lie to the
allegations that Australians are mean and selfish.
Based on figures provided by the report, it appears
that Australians voluntarily provide some $6
billion a year — $1,000 per taxpayer — in money
and free labour towards the operation of non-
government welfare agencies.

The study also reveals the following:
there are some 37,000 non-government welfare
agencies in Australia; .
these welfare agencies employ several hundred
thousand paid staff as well as relying on the
services of some 1.3 million volunteer workers.
Thus around one in eight adult Australians gives
up some of their private time to work for
voluntary welfare agencies. The annual value
of the work of 130,000 full-time employees is
around $4 billion.

As the U.S, study The Alms Build Up (see
page 57 in this Review for a summary)
demonstrates, charity tends to increase as taxes
decline. The lesson for those who wish to
encourage more charitable work in Australia is
obvious.

Highly Taxed Families

The current debate on means testing family
allowances is part of the wider debate about how
much the tax/welfare system should provide for
families. The Australian tax system pays less regard
to families than most other countries.

The following table is based on figures
recently released by the OECD in its annual
publication, Tax/Benefit Position of Production
Workers.

Personal Income Tax*
Tax as % of Gross Earnings

« Country Single Person Family with % reduction
2 children in tax for family
compared to single
person
Australia 299 16.7 23.7
Canada 18.9 93 50.8
Denmark 39.6 138 4.6
France 7.7 0.0 100.0
Germany 17.6 10.7 39.2
Japan 8.7 26 700
Holland 11.8 9.3 212
Norway 233 15.5 335
Sweden 36.1 342 5.3
Switzerland 11.5 6.2 6.1
K. 221 17.6 20.1
US.A. 29 15.2 136
Average All OECD
countries 18.9 13.0 36.5

* At the income level of an average production worker, the figures include
transfers (such as family allowances) from government.
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The Australian Government relies more on
direct tax and less on indirect tax for revenue
compared to the governments of most other
OECD countries. Thus, Australian single persons
and families with one income earner carry a
heavier tax burden than their counterparts in most
other countries: 29.9 per cent and 16.7 per cent
compared with OECD averages of 18.9 and 13 per
cent.

Not only do Australians pay higher direct
taxes, but Australian families are treated less
generously relative to families in other countries.
The Australian family pays 23.7 per cent less tax
than a single person with the same earnings; by
contrast, for the 22 OECD countries the average
reduction is 36.5 per cent. In some countries
families qualify for a tax/benefit advantage of
over 50 per cent and in the case of France a family
with two children pays no income tax at all.

In fact, Australia’s position is somewhat
worse than these figures suggest. Two of the
countries that appear to be less generous to
families than Australia — Denmark and Sweden
— provide substantial tax concessions for home
buyers. Since home buyers are more likely to be
families than single people, the tax position of
families in these countries is better than indicated
in the above table.

More on the Perils of
Working for Government

In the Summer 1985/86 Review 1 presented
figures on workers’ compensation which suggested
that pen-pushing in the public service has become
a real minefield.

One of the recent major causes of public
service casualties is Repetitive Strain Injury (RSI)
which according to figures in the latest Annual
Report of the Commonwealth Public Service
Board may be costing the Commonwealth
Government $30 million a year in lost output.

The 1984/85 Report details the results of a
survey on the frequency of RSI among the 170,000
Public Service Act employees. _

In the March 1985 quarter, the Board was able
to identify some 3,500 cases of RSI, 90 per cent
of them women. Approximately one in 20 women
employed under the Commonwealth Public
Service Act was affected by RSI. Typists, Data
Processing Operators and Secretaries were most
likely to come down with RSI. The percentages
of persons affected by RSI in these three groups
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were 32.8 per cent, 24.4 per cent and 18.0 per cent
respectively.
The cost to taxpayers of RSI in the quarter
was 70,264 staff-days or 281 staff-years lost.
The table below presents figures for selected
Commonwealth Departments.

RSI in the public Service

Department RSI cases as
percentage of
women employed

Royal Australian Mint 29.8
Primary Industry 21.3
Prime Minister & Cabinet 20.8
Art Heritage and Environment 206
Industries Assistance Commission 16.8
Resources and Energy 15.5
Average all Depariments 53
Aboriginal Affairs 3.2
Employment and Industrial Relations 32
Special Broadcasting Service 32
ACT Health Authority 2.7
Australian Audit Office 2.6
Community Services 2.2
Veterans Affairs 2.2
Foreign Affairs 2.0

No explanation is given in the Report for the
very significant variations between departments.

The Minister for Science and Technology,
Barry Jones, was reported as -saying that RSI,
which is largely an Australian phenomenon, is
possibly a result of social factors, such as boredom
at work. If this is the case, why is the disease much
more common in Australia than elsewhere? And
why is it particularly prevalent in some
Government departments?

. . . And Still More Perils

The announcement by Senator Walsh that the
Commonwealth Government has set up an inquiry
into the high rate of invalidity in the public service
is long overdue.

The extraordinarily high levels of invalidity
retirements in the public service have been a
national scandal for a long time, The latest report
of the Commissioner for Superannuation suggests
that little headway has been made in dealing with
this problem.

According to the Commissioner there were
5618 retirement pensions granted in 19847835, of
which some 42.]1 per cent — 2365 pensions — were
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on grounds of invalidity. One in four of these was
due to mental disorders.

While this is an improvement on the picture
5 years ago when two-thirds of all retirements were
invalidity retirements, it is completely out of kilter
when compared with what is happening in the
private sector where invalidity retirements account
for around 15 per cent of all retirements.

Australia’s Ethnic Mix

The ethnic composition of Australian society
is changing, but not nearly as fast as or to the
extent that some commentators would have us
believe.

In a report recently drawn to my attention,
Dr. Charles Price, a Canberra academic, produces
the following figures on the distribution of the
Australian population by ethnic origin for 1891,
1978 and a projection for the year 2008:

Ethnic Origins of Australians
(% of Total Population)

1891 1978 2008
English 411 454 42.6
Scottish 13.5 12.3 11.5
Irish 243 17.6 16.5
All British 871.2 76.9 721
Germanic 4.0 4.1 4.2
All Northern European 6.1 1.7 7.2
East Enropean 0.5 4.1 4.1
Italian 0.2 4.2 4.0
Greek 0.1 2.4 23
All Southern European 04 8.1 1.7
Astan 21 2.0 6.4
Oceanic, American and
African 0.3 0.2 0.9
Aborigine, Torres Strait 34 10 1.6
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0

People of British, Oceanic, American and
African background are proportionately less
numerous today than they were 90 years ago.
Southern and Eastern Europeans, Aboriginals and
to a lesser degree Northern Europeans have
increased their share.

Although the proportion of Australians of
Southern European origin in the population has
increased at 3 times the rate of Australians of
British origin their total share is still only
8.1 per cent.

In the next 30 years, according to Dr. Price,
Asians may be the fastest growing ethnic group
in Australia but people of British origin are still
likely to make up almost three-quarters of the
population.
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worth of Austrahan
owned aircraft

that didn’t cost
Australia a cent.

These new aircraft (four Boeing 747s and six
767s) represent the latest additions and improvements
to the fleet of Australia’s international airline.

Their acquisition serves the national interest
because it will put Qantas in a stronger competitive
position in world markets, thereby improving the
Australian economy through greater foreign earnings,
tourism and jobs.

The investment programme represents about a
billion dollars worth of hard-working assets for
Australian aviation. But it’s not costing Australia one

cent in terms of the balance of payments.

That’s because Qantas s funding the programme
from foreign exchange earnings.

Qantas earns around one billion dollars a year in
foreign markets, and earnings surplus to local needs
are partially used to service overseas borrowings.

Qantas is a recognised leader in currency
exposure management. And that’s one reason why ten
new aircraft for Australia are being paid for by the
British, the Swiss, the Germans, the Dutch, the French,
the Japanese and other foreign customers.
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Australia’'s Negative Growth
Rate

Wolfgang Kasper

Official statistics suggest Australia’s growth rate in the three years to June 1986 will be over 4.5 per
cent per annum. In this article Professor Kasper argues that the way in which growth is officially
measured, in terms of expenditure, including expenditure financed by taxation and public borrowings,
has exaggerated the rate of growth of the economy. Professor Kasper has constructed an alternative
measure of economic well-being which shows that since 1973 our “true” economic growth has been
much below the official rate and in the last three years (to 1983/84) for which figures are available,

the growth rate in fact has been negative.

What would you think of a farmer whose
production rises year after year at 2.5 % but whose
spending goes up 5% because he throws a lot of
parties for the farm workers and continually
improves staff facilities?

The farmer would have to run up increasing
debts and eventually go broke.

Yet the same applies to a nation. We are
celebrating the success that spending has been
rising fast and are told that our economic growth
has been 5% over recent years, even if the growth
of real production has been falling far short of
this rate.

This article argues that it is nowadays not
legitimate to measure economic growth by gross
national expenditure (including government
spending and community services) but we should
look at real output of goods and services by the
productive, private sector {0 measure €Conomic
growth. Rapid expenditure growth, which is
financed by taxation and public borrowing and
which uses up some of the nation’s wealth, should
not be counted as part of the increase of the
nation’s wealth.

Production Versus Expenditure

A nation’s total economic activity is estimated

in two different ways:

® One can add up the value that is created by
production in the various sectors of the
Australian economy such as agriculture,
mining, manufacturing, etc, which gives us
“gross domestic product” (production
approach).

® One can add up the expenditures made by
private consumers, private investors,
foreigners (i.e. our exports) and governments
which gives us “gross national expenditures”
(expenditure approach).

If we pass over some fine statistical detail,
the results of the two approaches should be
roughly the same.

In the Australian statistical system, much
attention is focussed on the ‘“‘expenditure
approach™'. But, in contrast to many developed
overseas countries, the “production approach” has
received little attention?. This may well reflect a
traditional interest of Australian public opinion
and of economic policy in spending rather than
production and productivity, that is in the supply
side of the economy.

The fact that national production statistics
are a poor cousin to expenditure statistics means
that there is a tendency to measure economic
growth with reference to spending and not to

Wolfgang Kasper is Professor and kead of the Department of Economics and Management at the new University Coliege,
University of New South Wales at the Defence Academy in Canberra, ACT.

\Gross national expenditure (GNE) is published quarterly and revised frequently. Preliminary estimates are available in less
than two months after the end of the respective quarter (Australian Bureau of Statistics Catalogue No. 5206).

Gross domestic product by industry is published only annualfly and with a time lag of as much as a whole year (A BS Catalogue
No. 5211). As of February 1986, the most recent production figures by industrial sector are Jfor 1983-84.
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genuine production. This can create costly
misunderstandings and may mislead policy
makers, for example when productivity wage
increases are argued before the Arbitration
Commission.

The Nation’s Wealth is based on Private
Productivity

A considerable component of gross national
spending is based on the taxation of private
production and wealth and constitutes a use of
the nation’s resources rather than a contribution
to those resources. This component is made up
of the costs of government administration, defence
and community services, which form an integral
part of national expenditure. If a government
increases these outlays rapidly, as has been the case
in recent years, national expenditure is bloated and
this may easily create the impression of a more
rapid growth of the economy than is actually
taking place. The activities of these sectors do
contribute to living standards, but since their
output is generally not sold in the market place,
the value of their contribution to economic well
being is not accurately reflected in values
attributed to them in the National Accounts. They
are therefore best omitted when measuring
national output.

Since 1973, the expansion of the overhead
costs of government and community services has
been financed from a relatively smaller and smaller
base of private production of goods and services.
The difference in the growth of total spending and
private production of goods and services has of
course been made up by a growing tax burden on
private producers and by rising overseas debts.

The graph and table (below) show that real
private production has grown consistently more
slowly than official expenditure figures suggest.
If we deduct the costs of government, defence and
community services from gross domestic product,
we can obtain a measure of what goods and
services the nation really produces (Private
Domestic Product — PDP). Since 1973, PDP on
a per-capita basis has risen by only 0.9 per cent
per annum (i.e. by far less than the bloated growth
figures that politicians prefer to use) and from

1980-81 to 1983-84 (the last year for which data
are available), per-capita PDP has actually shrunk
by 0.4% per year (see table).

{

Since 1973, the expansion of the overhead
costs of government and community
services has been financed from a
relatively smaller and smaller base of
private production of goods and services.

i

The trend of total national expenditure per
capita broke around 1973, but the trend break was
more pronounced if we look at private production
(PDP). Private production and productivity have
been rising less fast than per-capita spending. Since
1973, private production of goods and services
(PDP) rose by only 0.9% per year on a per-capita
basis as compared to an annual rise by 2.2% for
expenditure per inhabitant.®

Alternative Measures of Economic Growth
(% per annum}

Gross National Private Domestic
Expenditure Production
Total .Per Capita Total Per Capita
1962/63 latest 4.1 2.4 36 2.2
1981/82 latest 31 1.8 0.7 -0.4

Some Consequences of Bloated Productivity
Measures

For a while, fast spending and improved
public services may well induce a certain euphoria,
but — as with a free spending farmer — the long-
term consequences are that inflation destroys
someone’s real wealth and that future generations
are burdened with a growing repayment load. For
a while, political gain may be derived from
advertising high spending growth rates, but in the
longer term it will become apparent that the
nation’s genuine wealth-creation is not going up
as fast as spending statistics may make us believe.

Growing public consumption and burgeoning
community services are not raising the nation’s
productivity potential, but feeding off it. Future
generations will find it hard to cope with the

'Because of the relative neglect of gross domestic production by the Australian statistician PDP figures are only available up to
1983-84, but more recent figures would not greatly affect this long-term trend.

‘This differential growth of production is also reflected in greatly diverging employment trends. Between 1974 and 1984, private
market employment grew by only 0.4% per annum, whereas non-market employment went up by 1.1% per annum — see J. Abrahanti,
“Government and Job Destruction’; IPA Review Summer 1985, pp. 186-8 — See also “Too Few Producers: The Australian Experience’,

IPA Review, January-March 1980, pp. 8-i3.
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PER-CAPITA PRODUCTION
(Real per-capita output
in constant 1979/80 prices)

60/ 70/ 80/ 85/
61 7 o o™~

* Private product = Total domestic production
— {public administration + defence + community services
+ ownership of dwellings) .

** own estimate

Source: A.B.S., National Accounts

repayment load of the public debts we now
incur at a rapid pace and they may well have to
curb their own living standards to meet these
debts. It is doubtful whether the young generation

appreciates that governments now use stepped-up
foreign borrowing to create more public-service
and para-statal community-service employment
for young people. Such a policy of public make-
work schemes — which Sweden has driven to the
extreme — has the optical effect of lowering the
short-term unemployment figures, - but such
programmes ultimately only place a burden on the
very generation they pretend to help.

It is also important to measure growth
correctly by genuine private productivity growth
if labour incomes are to be adjusted according to
productivity growth — as indeed they should be,
because workers contribute to productivity growth
and because it seems important that workers and
unions have an active stake' in maximising
productivity growth.’

If bloated total expenditure figures are taken
as the basis for estimating national productivity
growth, wage costs are increased by more than the
productive potential and the capacity of the
productive sector to supply goods and services.
This then raises demand in excess of supply growth
and contributes to inflation, which — sooner or
later — destroys jobs and leads to rising
unemployment. If this is to be avoided, national
productivity guidelines must be based on the
growth of private production and must exclude the
secondary activities that are financed by taxation
and public debt, such as government
administration, defence and community services,
which constitute a use of the nation’s wealth and
items of consumption, and not a productive
contribution to wealth creation.

sSee W. Kasper, The Destruction and Creation of Jobs, Perth, Policy Paper No. 4, Australian Institute for Public Policy,

1985, pp 63-69.
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Deregulation in Britain

Cento Veljanovski

Deregulation has become a major feature of Mrs. Thatcher’s second term in office. The repeal of
outdated and costly laws, the requirement that all new regulations be “compliance cost conscious”
and the setting up of a deregulation task force are all further steps in the Government's accelerating
programme of rolling back the state. The reforms are designed to ensure that there is less and better

regulation.

In the White Paper Lifting the Burden, which
was published late last year, the Thatcher
Government makes its position on deregulation
clear:

“The amount of regulation which new and
established firms face acts as a brake on
enterprise and the wealth and job-creating
process. Deregulation means two things.
First, freeing markets and increasing the
opportunities for competition. Second,
lifting administrative and legislative
burdens which take time, energy and
resources from fundamental business
activity)’

In short, regulation saps entrepreneurial
effort and acts as an unnecessary barrier to
competition where it is not justified in terms of
the benefits.

The real impetus for deregulation has not
been a concern for efficiency. Like the early phases
of deregulation in the United States it is an attempt
to alleviate a macroeconomic problem. In the US
deregulation was initially designed to reduce the
then double-digit inflation. In Britain it is a feeling
that the apparent inability of government policies
to bring the unemployment figures down is due
to the large number and complexity of Britain’s
labour laws. Legal restrictions which raise the costs
of labour are therefore a prime target for reform.

The other premise underlying recent
initiatives is the belief that small businesses are
particularly hard hit by regulation and it is they

which hold out the best employment prospects in’

the short-run. Small businesses, defined by the
Government's statistical office as those which

employ less than 200 workers, account for over
36 per cent of private sector employment.
Regulation not only raises the costs of these firms
but acts as a barrier to entry by inhibiting
initiation and expansion of small enterprises;
especially those involving first-time recruitment of
full-time labour.

Industry groups have not clamoured for
major reform of legislation except in the area of
labour relations and trade union activities. The
general apathy of the business community to
regulatory reform is confirmed by a survey of 200
firms reported in an inter-departmental report,
Burden on Business (HMSO 1985), which
preceeded the White Paper. The survey failed to
find a deep concern among businesses about the
burden of regulation. A more recent survey of
small businesses confirms that government
regulation and paperwork was the fourth most
serious burden on small business after interest rates
and finance, taxation and poor sales. The
regulations most frequently mentioned as placing
a burden on firms surveyed were, in order of
importance, value added tax, employment
protection legislation, government statistics and
local authority planning requirements.

Cost-Benefit Test

The approach adopted by the British
Government is a watered down version of
President Reagan’s “regulatory relief programme”.
Under the President’s Executive Order 12291 all
major regulations proposed by Federal agencies
must be subject to a cost-benefit appraisal.

Dr. Cento Veljanovski is a London-based specialist in the economics of law and regulation, an area on which he lectures

at University College, London.
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Agencies are only allowed to propose those
regulations which have net economic benefits. A
similar though considerably less stringent
approach is to be implemented in Britain.
Sponsoring departments will be required to
accompany all proposals for new regulation with
a “structured analysis” of the costs which will be
borne by industry and government. The details of
what will probably be called “compliance cost
analysis” have yet to be worked out. A second
White Paper supplying more details has been
promised and in the meantime work is in progress
to draft guidance notes on how sponsoring
agencies are to carry out compliance cost analysis,
However, it is clear at this stage that economic
factors will only assist decision-making and will
not, as in the US, determine or veto the type of
law that is proposed.

All new regulations will be subject to critical
scrutiny by a new central government task force
called the Enterprise and Deregulation Unit
(EDU). In addition the EDU will investigate the
scope for eliminating, simplifying and
rationalising existing regulations. The task force’s
achievements and performance will itself be
reviewed after three years to prevent the setting up
of a permanent body which may outlive its
usefulness.

Progress

It is much too early to judge the impact of
the EDU and the deregulatory programme. A
second White Paper will report on this. In Lifting
the Burden the Government set out a “hit list”
of 80 proposals to remove out-dated and
unnecessary restrictions on business. These range
from the streamlining of planning procedures, the
setting up of experimental freeports, abolition of
investment income surcharge and the development
land tax, and reducing the amount of form-filling
and red tape. Restrictions on competition in road
and air transport are also to be relaxed and
domestic air fares are being deregulated.

In the areas of employment legislation a
number of important steps have already been
taken. The qualifying period in unfair dismissal
proceedings has been raised to two years and pre-
hearing assessement procedures have been
introduced to weed out weak claims. Bills are
currently being debated in Parliament to remove
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restrictions on womens’ hours of work and repeal
the Truck Acts which prevent employers paying
workers in kind. The Wages Councils, which lay
down minimum conditions for employees in some
trades, have long been regarded as a hindrance to
the creation of new jobs. Legislation is before
Parliament to limit its role to setting minimum
hourly and overtime pay rates and to remove
people under 21 from its power to set pay. The
threshold below which a written safety policy must
be prepared has been raised from 5 to 20
employees and a study of employers’ attitudes to
health and safety legislation has also been
announced as a further step in the Government’s
wish to cut back on the amount of red tape.

—.——.—-_-_-—-_

‘Legislation is before Parliament to limit

its role in setting minimum hourly and

overtime pay rates and to remove people

under 21 from its power to set pay’
————————————————— —————————— ]

Although progress has been made it has not

been all smooth sailing for the Government. The
Shops Bill which lifts restrictions on Sunday
trading has had a stormy progress through the
House of Lords in the face of fierce opposition
in and out of Parliament. This has not been
without its ironies. The Keep Sunday Special
campaign has resorted to a variety of tactics,
including invitations to churchgoers to pray for
Mrs Thatcher to change her mind. They, however,
suffered a tactical set back when it was revealed
that Canterbury Cathedral was exposing itself
every week to the risk of £1,000 fine for selling
Bibles and other religious paraphenalia on the
Sabbath.

Conclusion

Deregulation has taken a long time to become
a plank of the Thatcher Government’s efforts to
increase competition in the British economy. Given
the political will of Lord Young, the Secretary of
Swate for Employment and the Minister in charge
of deregulation, there should be constant pressure
on government departments to justify their
regulatory proposals in terms of costs and benefits.
This is something which has not been common
in British government administration.
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éellihg he People their
own Farm

State enterprises are owned by everybody but can
be sold by nobody except the government. While
the T-shirts proudly proclaim “I own an Airline”,
reality is that these enterprises are “owned” by
shareholders without certificates. What [ am
suggesting is that those who see privatisation as
a means of governments raising funds are missing
a central point; the real issues are efficiency and
fairness. The people already own the state
enterprises, it’s just that they can’t sell and have
no control. Privatisation should be undertaken to
promote the well-being of the populace, not to
prop up a bloated level of spending. For this and
more fundamental reasons [ suggest there should
be free across-the-board and uniform issues of
shares in what are now state enterprises.

We should have a “Christmas mailing” of
certificates of ownership in say Telecom, TAA, Gas
and Fuel, the Commonwealth Bank and the SEC,
perhaps prior to an election, and to all the current
state ‘“shareholders” (registered voters), with
invitations to sell at some optional dates, retain
some or all shares, or choose to specialise.
Valuations would be performed in the share
market, avoiding the agonies of the UK
government over what their state enterprises are
worth, and removing the temptation to jack up
sale prices by maintaining artificial protection as
with British Airways routes, for example. Imagine
the repercussions of mailing to all voters letters
along the lines:

Parliament House
Dear owner,
Please find enclosed your shares in SEC, TAA,
Telecom and the Gas and Fuel Corporation ... You

ECONOMICS AND SOCIETY

'Michael G. Porter

may convert them into cash under the attached

conditions, or sell buy and otherwise transact

through your bank or broker who will also be able

to advise as to market valuations. You will, of

course, obtain voting rights as with other shares

you may own.

Happy ownership!

Yours sincerely

John-Paul Smith

Treasurer

The main problems with — and the virtue of

— this scheme are its simplicity and its failure to

fill the government’s coffers. For those who are

sceptical, the British Columbia Government has

given away the British Columbia Resources

Investment Corporation in this fashion. But while

the ideal technique of privatisation does seem both

clear and simple, the arguments as to the role and

performance of state enterprises, to which I now
turn, are more involved.

Static Enterprise

State enterprises such as Telecom, the gas and
electricity utilities, and Australia Post, have a quite
unnatural legislative monopoly status for most of
their activities, such that it is often not possible
to compete with them. Consumers who might like
another supplier have little choice. State enterprises
are protected firms, and we have no reason to
expect them to innovate, be dynamic or efficient.
When they are efficient we should be grateful that
the management has been well chosen and
operates on sound principles. But we should never
expect too much from the incentive structure
inherent in state enterprises.

Despite the rhetoric about public interest and
natural monopolies, state enterprises are really
created to assist key interest groups in ways which

Professor Porter is Director, Centre of Policy Studies, Monash University.
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are not readily observable — they facilitate

disguised subsidies. And there is sound analytical

and empirical evidence for state enterprises:

@ operating at very low levels of efficiency; and

@ being virtually impossible to make accountable
in the same manner as private business.

Because they have too many quasi-political
objectives to ever be judged by normal standards,
state enterprises readily become preoccupied with
the interests of their own employees and the
interest groups which have “captured” them.

The reason politicians of all parties have
typically preferred state enterprise, despite the
known inefficiency which results from committee
“control”, is that this enables them to hide the true
subsidies involved from taxpayers and “bill-
payers”. The reason privatisation is politically
tough is not that the gains in efficiency are small
or questionable — research shows them to be large.
It is simply that so many interest groups are
receiving indirect subsidies that it is hard for
politicians to move.

What private enterprise is about is the
production of goods and services that others want,
but in open competition for the consumers’
dollars. Because ownership can be changed in the
market place there are automatic pressures to
achieve efficiency and accountability to those
owners. So long as politicians don’t make deals
with private firms, then there is no public sector,
Treasury or political shield for private owners to
hide behind when things go wrong and profits dip.
If others can do better they will, if competition
is allowed, take over a larger share of the market
and may gain control of the enterprise.

Within this ideal situation lies a mechanism
for government softening the blow of market
prices to some groups of consumers, through
openly legislated subsidies. I stress then, that the
fact that private ownership may have some
distributional effects which groups of consumers
may not like (such as petrol prices which reflect
high costs of delivery to remote locations), in no
way calls for public ownership — but it may create
political reasons for subsidies. The argument that
state enterprises are necessary to achieve
distributional goals is clearly a “red herring”.

This capacity of state enterprises to conceal
gains to key groups, explains why they are beloved
by (most) politicians from both sides of the fence.
Groups with privileged access to subsidies know
they could not get the same benefits from private
enterprise, since real owners, unlike public sector

owners (the collective you and me), watch their
balance sheets rather carefully.

Hypocrisy in the Ministry

In the current debate over privatisation, a
remarkable feature is that a government proud of
implementing financial liberalisation and of its
pro-competitive manufacturing industry policy,
continues to attack Opposition proposals to allow
a larger role for private ownership of the
Australian economy. Visions of ‘“community
owned” enterprises being sold to rapacious
capitalists are promoted by (Prime) Ministers and
Premiers. But these same Ministers know full well
that the issue is not whether privatisation is good
— they know it is good for the vast bulk of
industry. (Most of them enjoyed the accountability
and independence of the teachers, principals and
councils in their private schools).

Since the political or social need for subsidies
in no way requires public ownership, the real issue
is whether certain enterprises would perform better
under private ownership, complete with the
capacity to change management, introduce market
based incentives, allow takeovers and so forth. If
our political and social concerns are with the need
to subsidisethen we should still choose those
devices which increase efficiency (including
increased private ownership), since they will enrich
the economy and so make it possible to look after
the needy rather more generously than otherwise,
This desirability of subsidising groups of needy
consumers has absolutely no relevance to the
privatisation debate — except insofar as there is
a desire to conceal the subsidies,

Accountability and Efficiency

Do we obtain more predictable and efficient

_ outcomes when individuals have a direct stake in
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an enterprise, or when some politicial committee
has oversight of the business? Do we expect the
SEC or a university to act efficiently and in the
interest of the community when the respective
enterprises are run by essentially un-governable
and largely un-monitorable committees? These, I
suggest, are the crucial questions about
privatisation. Not just those advocating
privatisation, but Mr. Hawke, some Labor’
Premiers and watchers of “Yes Minister” all know
only too well that we would be in grave trouble
if the political process were to be extended to even
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more of our private sector.

It must be admitted that a competitive but
publicly owned Commonwealth Bank may provide
a more efficient and equitable use of resources
than a protected private car producer or airline;
or a private firm which has the ear of government.
But this does not justify state ownership of the
Commonwealth Bank. It does say that a political
party which once offered many regulatory and
protective barriers to certain private enterprises
should not now be too smug in proclaiming the
virtues of “privatisation”. After all, they are
proposing to undo what their predecessors
contrived in the McEwen era of “private’” but not
“free” or competitive enterprise.

Political Ownership

The essence of public (i.e. political) ownership
is that, despite the best of intentions, no-one is
really held accountable. If the SEC should allow
their wages bill to skyrocket, or productivity to
slump, or capital costs on power stations to
double, who is to blame? The heads of the SEC
can point to their ambiguous -objectives, to
political control, and to Premier after Premier
making bold offers on their behalf. If Australian
universities are (correctly) seen to be performing
poorly relative to their counterparts in the U.S,,
the Vice-Chancellors can (correctly) blame the
funding situation and the rules on fees and
courses, and the respective departments can blame
administrators, and so on. Often those choosing
to participate in the “controlling” committees are
those who are now at some distance from the
intellectual coal-face. No one, it seems, can be
blamed.

As a disgruntled “owner” of a state enterprise
I cannot even withdraw my patronage from most
state enterprises, no matter how poor or expensive
the service, since government has precluded any
competition. All I can do is cast a ballot to
determine the ultimate political masters of state
enterprises. But elections rarely can deliver
accountability on individual issues, and even if
state enterprise is a critical issue, as with the SEC
in recent years, there is no direct accountability
through the political process.

If the non-accountability of state enterprises
creates both inefficiencies and bizarre
distributional effects across the community, why
is public ownership so pervasive? I believe the
answer is that once certain groups gain privileges
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and subsidies, others want similar treatment of
their “felt needs”. Partly because of government
guaranteed borrowing powers, there is ne bottom
line against which to judge a state enterprise.
When we add te this the hidden, non-accountable,
dimension of state enterprises, their capacity to
cave into unions, owing to the government
guarantees which create the “bottomless pit”
mentality, we get another example of how state
enterprises can end up lowering our individual and
community incomes. Private enterprise, unless
given protection via government, is constrained by
domestic and international competition, and by

its own productivity, and thus can be relied upon

to offer some reality in wage negotiations. By
promoting realism and efficiency, private
enterprise can raise all our incomes through the
device of increasing the pie, rather than focussing
all our energies on dividing it up.

This leads me to the point that state
ownership is only one of a number of mechanisms
which governments can use to affect the nature
and price of services in certain key industries, and
typically it is the worst of the possible techniques.
If there really is a desire to make communications,
electricity, education or whatever available to some
needy persons, perhaps in the bush, at reduced
prices, then this makes a case for explicit subsidies
to private producers who serve those
disadvantaged groups. If we wished, for example,
to ensure that certain qualities of education are
available to all, this in no way implies that schools
should be run by government. Subsidised vouchers
or grants or scholarships are better ways of
achieving the educational goals of governments,

Takeovers

Privately owned enterprises are capable of
being taken over by groups who believe they can
do better. By avoiding the disciplines of having
to report to owners who could sell, state enterprises
escape meaningful monitoring. Committees are no
substitute for takeover threats. By placing an
institution under the ultimate control of a cabinet,
its committees, and department of government,
the institution is thereby removed from genuine
scrutiny by self-interested parties who can be
guaranteed to demand efficiency. The takeover
process, like all market processes is far from
perfect. But it has an in-built correction potential.
And bankruptcy also eliminates the bad firms and
managers. But state enterprises, unlike “old
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soldiers”, not merely fail to fade away as they
diminish in performance — they go from strength
to strength, so long as the taxpayers and bill-payers
are kept impotent or in the dark.

In arecent editorial (The Age, 26 December,
1985) it was noted that “there was nothing
inherently virtuous, or rational, in the pursuit of
privatisation or nationalisation for its own sake”.
The Age was arguing that each case must be
considered on its merits. It is hard to disagree.
Nevertheless, 1 believe that it follows from first
principles that the state should not be engaged in
the production of bread, or oranges, and that
state-owned cattle farmers would be less efficient.
This is simply because farmers, bakers and so forth
have a vested interest both in low costs and in
packaging and pricing its products in ways which
attract the maximum patronage, without any
assistance from the taxpayer. All the “assistance”
they require is for those who value their products
to purchase them.

An individual who owns a resource or an
enterprise can be relied on to look after its value,
whereas a public servant or committee
administering a state enterprise cannot necessarily
be expected to look after the interests of consumers
and taxpayers. Thus the burden of proof should
always be with those who wish to enforce state
ownership to show the benefits which make its
inefficiencies worth tolerating.

Unions, wages and state enterprises

At a time when Australia is preoccupied with
its competitiveness, when the Australian dollar is
weak, and when labour costs and wages are a
principal topic for dicussion, it should be

remembered that unions often find it far easier
to negotiate “pace-setting” labour agreements with
state corporations whose deficits are ultimately the
responsibility of governments. When the head of
a body such as the SEC accepts an extraordinary
labour demand, he may actually be cheered within
his corporation for having removed a nasty
problem, the staff having been made happier. The
only worry is that down the track consumers may
react to prices being jacked up to support the new
wage payment. But given the protected monopoly
status of the SEC, any feedback to management
from high prices will be rather slow and diffuse
relative to the immediate benefits to management
who now face a less recalcitrant staff.

I believe the research and analysis of state and
private enterprise shows that the loss of
community well-being is considerable as the result
of our heavy reliance on these hard-to-manage
state-owned enterprises. It is also the case, I
suggest, that a country with a large percentage of
its work force in state enterprises will typically have
more problems with its labour market, and more
chance of sustained unemployment than one in
which most firms are privately owned.

The question is whether those of us who
derive some security, subsidies or somnolence out
of state enterprises should really be imposing such
a burden, concealed though it be, on the rest of
the community. Let us hope that the privatisation
debate will return to focus on some of these
substantial issues. Let us hope our politicians will
eventually give us real ownership of “our”
enterprises, and that they will resist the temptation
simply to raise money to sustain current spending
by selling capital assets to a public which already
owns them.
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Sport and the Public Purse

Sir Donald Bradman

Never have governments provided more of the taxpayers’ money for sport. Sir Donald Bradman,
Anstralia’s greatest sporting hero, in a recent speech at his induction into Australia’s sporting hall
of fame, welcomed the support provided by government but stressed the priority of a sportsman’s

character and moral values in achieving success.

e,

Donald Bradman, circa 1930

My boyhood days were during a period when
governments did not feel any obligation in the
sporting arena and I thought perhaps a couple of
my early experiences might be of interest, and
perhaps put in some perspective the change that
has come over attitudes to sport during the last
60 years. They may also help modern sports-
people to realise how fortunate today’s youngsters
are.

As alad of 16 1 had a great ambition to play
cricket for the senior team in my country town,
but the nearest I could get at first was to be scorer.
That presented no problem because my best
subject at school was maths. And I could always
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add up faster than any of our batsmen could score
runs. However it involved travelling on a Saturday
up to 40 miles over rough metal roads, seated on
a wooden kerosene box in the back of an old
international truck shod with solid rubber tyres,

Despite the discomfort, and having to eat my
breakfast off a mantelshelf next morning, it paid
dividends because one day a player was absent and
I was given a place in the eleven.

A couple of decent scores led to my selection
in a Sydney first grade side. This meant getting
up at 4.30 am on Saturdays, walking half a mile
carrying my kit to catch a train for the 3-hour
journey to Sydney, and after playing in 2 match
that day (which sometimes meant fielding for the
whole afternoon) I caught the train back to
Bowral, arriving home at midnight.

My total financial reward was re-imbursement
of my train fare, But that didn’t worry me. My
goal was simply the honour and privilege of
wearing that baggy green cap of Australia.

In those days there was no pot of gold at the
end of the rainbow. Indeed for a test match the
fee was £ 25, irrespective of how long the match
lasted. I played in one match right here on the
Melbourne cricket ground which ended on the 8th
day.

But money was irrelevant. 1 would have
played quite happily for nothing.

How times have changed.

When considering the stature of an athlete
(or for that matter any person) [ set great store .
on certain qualities which I believe to be essential
in addition to skill. They are that the person
conducts his or her life with dignity, with integrity,
with courage, and perhaps most of all, with
modesty. These virtues are totally compatible with
pride, ambition and competitiveness. There are
plenty of examples of those standards of
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excellence, not least being the inspiring life story
of America’s fabulous golfer, Ben Hogan, and his
.triumph over adversity.

About a century ago that distinguished
Englishman, John Ruskin, wrote, “I believe the
first test of a truly great man is his humility”. And
significantly England’s former Prime Minister
Lord Baldwin once said to me, “The want of
humility is usually more common in the second-
rate than the first” — a most penetrative
observation which fits in with my own experience.

I love to see people with personality and
character but I reject utterly the philosophy of
those misguided individuals who think arrogance
is a necessary virtue. It is neither, It is only endured
by the public — not enjoyed.

Inevitably over the years there have been
occasional examples of bad sportsmanship.
Happily I feel such behaviour is on the decline.
I hope this may be due in some measure to coaches
who now appreciate, perhaps better than they once
did, that their role is not only to encourage and
improve athletic skill but also to mould citizens
who will be a credit to society and who will add
to our nation’s standing and reputation in all parts
of the world.

And don’t forget that a sense of humour is
a much more valuable asset than a fiery temper
and can give so much pleasure.

In 1938 Australia played England in the fifth
test at the Oval. England’s wicket-keeper was
Arthur Wood, a very dour Yorkshireman. When
Arthur came into bat the score was 770 for 6
wickets. He made 53, and got out when the total
was 876 for 7. As he walked up the pavilion steps
a member said to him “Well played Arthur”. To
which he replied “Thanks — I'm always at my best
in a crisis”.

A chap named Clarke played cricket for
Somerset. In his whole career he batted 9 times
and never once broke his duck. One day they were
playing Yorkshire and the great left-hander,
Wilfred Rhodes, who took more first-class wickets
than any other man who ever lived, got Clarke out.
Naturally for a duck. As Clarke walked past
Rhodes on his way to the pavilion Wilfred said
to him “Glad I got you when I did — you were
just getting on top of me”.
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Whilst 1 applaud our government’s new-
found encouragement for the sporting fraternity,
I hope nobody gets carried away by the mistaken
notion that financial help and facilities guarantee
success. They merely open the door.

Donald Bradman and Bill Pornsford at Lords in 1934

Hard work and dedication remain essential
for all individuals, who must embrace with equal
fervour opportunity and responsibility. So in
expressing our gratitude let us all remember that
athletes who deserve and receive recognition also
have a duty to mankind. May the people honoured
by this Sports Federation, both now and in the
future, so conduct themselves that they will prove
worthy of having had their names recorded for
posterity.



RETROSPECTIVE

The Menzies Era
C.D. Kemp

Twenty years ago Sir Robert Menzies resigned after 16 years as Prime Minister, a period in office
unlikely to be surpassed. On his retirement Menzies said he had given Australia 16 years of good,
clean, honest and sensible government. As the years pass and governments falter in the face of the
nation’s problems, the Menzies era increasingly attracts interest for its stability and prosperity. Was

it luck or just plain good management?

In the January 1966 Review the IPA published a widely praised article by C.D. Kemp on the Menzies
. Era. To commemorate 20 years since the last Menzies Government we are pleased to republish this
article — in slightly abbreviated form — with some further thoughts by the author. Following that,

John Stone provides us with his retrospective,

The decade and a half, 1950 to 1965, has become
known, inevitably, as the Menzies era. The nature
of the designation is unique. No other period in

Australian history has been named after an.

individual; we do not talk of the Chifley era, the
Lyons era, the Hughes era, or even the Deakin era.
Doubtless this is partly because Sir Robert Menzies
is the only Prime Minister who occupied the
throne of leadership for a period of sufficient
length to be dignified by the term “era”. (Like
Bradman’s records, it is almost inconceivable that
the 16-year period of Sir Robert’s uninterrupted
Prime Ministership will ever be surpassed). But
it is also because, over the entire period, Sir Robert
exercised an unparalleled personal dominance in
Cabinet, Parliament and in the country. He was
in the minds of Australians more than just a leader
of singular talents; he became a kind of national
institution; it became increasingly difficult to
envisage a Government without him as Prime
Minister. Whether one liked or disliked him,
agreed or fundamentally disagreed with him, the
majority of Australians felt that nothing could go
too seriously wrong while he remained at the helm.
With others there was an element of risk; with him
the risks were minimised; it was wise, therefore,
to play safe.

But, paradoxically, the Menzies era was,
above all, a period of movement, of vast and
significant change in every aspect of domestic
affairs, in Australia’s relationships with the rest

of the world, in national attitudes and national
thought. Over 16 years of rapid, bewildering
transition it was Sir Robert’s peculiar contribution
to provide the country with a sense of stability and
a background of solid continuity. In all this
turmoil of change and movement and uncertainty,
when today was different from yesterday, and
tomorrow would almost certainly be different from
today, the great mass of Australians were inwardly
relieved to have as their leader a man who
personified the solid virtues of stability and
integrity, who in himself provided such a stalwart
link with the past, who indeed served as a
reassuring reminder that no matter how rapid the
transformations taking place, the good things
belonging to earlier times would not be altogether
overlaid.

Sixteen years is not a long time in the life-
story of a nation, but into the Menzies Era were
packed more significant changes than in other
times might have been expected in fifty or a
hundred. In the last days of 1949, when the Era
was born, the Australian economy had just about
completed the long transition back to a normal
peace-time basis. The major structural dislocations
to the economy caused by six years of war had
nearly been ironed out; the period of post-war
reconstruction was virtualtly over. The substantial
electoral success of the new Liberal Party meant,
too, that the bitter, battle between free enterprise
and socialism which had raged throughout the

C.D: Kemp founded the IPA in 1943 and served as Director until his retirement in 1976, He still works as pari-time Consultant

with the Institute.
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post-war years, and which had begun so
unpromisingly for the former, had ended in a
victory for the free enterprise forces. But it was
victory in a battle not a war. What it meant was
that for the time being the people were impatient
to be rid of the last remaining remnants of the
war-time controls, and were prepared to give the
free enterprise economy a chance to show what
it could do toward meeting the new demands and
aspirations that had been born in the fires of
World War II. These demands were for full
employment, for steadily improving living
standards, for more widely spread welfare and
educational opportunities, for renewed national
development and utilisation of natural resources.

In all these respects, the Menzies Era was
successful to an astonishing degree. At the
beginning of the period probably no one would
have been sufficiently optimistic to think that we
could prevent unemployment from rising above 3
per cent. It is easy to forget that in those days the
goal of full employment in a peace-time economy
was no more than an ambitious aspiration. The
new economic theories and the new techniques of
economic management had still to be tested;
moreover, the ingenuity of the policy-makers and
managers themselves in the manipulation of the
new instruments of economic control was
unproven. The fact that we now take full
employment so much for granted that even the
smallest deviations from the ideal give rise to angry
protest is itself a measure of the success achieved.

The rise in all-round living standards is just
as notable. Who would have been so bold at the
beginning of the Era (when there were 9 motor
cars for every 100 Australians) to predict that
within the short space of 16 years there would be
25 cars for every 100 Australians? -But this is
merely symbolic of an amazing material advance
on all fronts. In the Menzies Era Australia achieved
the status of an Affluent Society, a phrase which
a decade or so ago we associated with perhaps only
the United States of America.

The achievements in the last 16 years in the
fields of population expansion and national
development have been no less remarkable. Again
the expectations of the most optimistic have been
far exceeded. Year after year the migrants have
flowed into Australia in impressive numbers and
have been successfully absorbed in the expanding
Australian economic complex, Massive
immigration on a continuing, regular basis is now
an integral part of Australian policies, something

right at the core of Australia’s national aspirations
and ambitions. It is not something to be indulged
in only when the economic signs and portents are
propitious.

The Menzies Era has been the era of the
most spectacular and sustained economic
expansion in Australian history.

The Menzies Era has been, too, the era of the
most spectacular and sustained economic
expansion in Australian history. Production in all
areas of the economy has grown almost
unbelievably. In the primary industries where, at
the beginning of the period, output was widely
supposed to be approaching the boundaries of
maximum economic capacity, the expansion has
been no less spectacular than in manufacturing,
where already-established industries have
multiplied in size and where new industries, some
of great dimensions, have emerged. Natural
resources of almost inexhaustible extent, have been
uncovered — bauxite in the mid-1950’s, iron ore
in the early 1960’s, copper, natural gas, and many

. others. We are now hoping, not entirely
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groundlessly, for the Great Qil Strike.

In the Menzies Era, Australia has become one
of the great sources in the world of mineral wealth,
Sixteen years ago all this was unknown. Moreover,
there is little reason to think that the story is yet
fully told. Looking at the long picture, the
revolution in Australia’s mineral prospects is
perhaps the most portentous economic fact of the
Menzies Era. It is typified by the removal of the
traditional ban on the export of iron ore — which,
of course, has given a powerful incentive to the
rapid development of the ore fields. And there can
be little doubt that, in the 1970s, minerals will
challenge the long-standing pre-eminence of wool
in the balance of payments, and at long last it will
no longer be true to say that “‘Australia rides on
the sheep’s back™.

The rapid economic expansion, the growth
of population, and the discovery of vast natural
resources, have attracted investment capital from
abroad on an unprecedented scale. The large and
sustained annual inflow of overseas money was
indeed one of the most characteristic and
distinctive features of the Menzies Era. Without
it, our economic growth would have laboured
along, under-nourished for lack of financial

-
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sustenance and of complex technical “know-how*;
at the end of the Era, Australia’s economic stature
would have been a stunted, miserable thing
compared with the robust, muscular dimensions
it has assumed.

On the other side, the Era was a period of
rapid inflation in which the purchasing power of
the £ . was cut by half. This, of course, could not
be entirely laid at the door of the Commowealth
Government. Abnormal export prices (at times)
and the decisions of wage-fixing authorities played
a part. And, in recent years, the Government could
claim that a close approach to price stability has
been achieved.

One of the most striking features of the Era
was the educational “explosion” at the higher
levels. The proportion of young people in the 17-22
years age-bracket receiving a university or other
tertiary education has about doubled over the past
16 years. In the last 10, the numbers of university
students has sky-rocketed from 31,000 to 83,000.
In 1950, a second university for a city such as
Melbourne would have been inconceivable; but by
1965 it is busy planning for a third.

~ The contribution of the Menzies Government
itself to the great economic advance which marked
the Era could be debated endlessly. Some will
. argue that the Government had little to do with

The Federal Cabipet, 1950:

it, that the “break-through” would have taken
place no matter what the political colour of the
government. It may be claimed that it resulted
from a combination of forces which had little or
nothing to do with politics as such: a deep-seated,
compulsive national urge to grow — the “double
or quit” philosophy; advancing scientific

"knowledge ‘and managerial competence; new,

sophisticated techniques of economic control; and
rich, new opportunities in the field of international
trade. There was also an unusually large element
of good fortune; the Era was relatively drought-
free and at times we were paid fantastic prices for
major exports.

Nevertheless, in the matter of overseas capital
at least, which was an indispensable ingredient of
the whole process, the Menzies Governments could
justifiably claim to have made a special
contribution. There can be little doubt that the
political stability provided by the long-continued
dominance of a government favourable to free
enterprise inspired a confidence in financial
interests abroad which might otherwise have been -
missing, Investors, at home as well as overseas, felt,
with good reason, that this was a Government that
would steer clear of rash political or economic
experiments, that, at least, it would take care not
to “rock the boat”.

Back (i-r): Sen. JA. Spicer; TW. White; Sir Earle Page; R.G. Casey; J. Francis; Sen. G. McLeay; H.L. Anthony; PA.M. McBride; O.H.

Beale; Sen. N. O’'Sullivan; Sen. W.H. Spooner.

Front (l-r): PC. Spender; H.E. Holt; AW. Fadden; RG. Menzies; E.J. Harison; J McEwan; Sen. W.J. Cooper; Dame E:M. Lyons.
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In the Menzies era a dramatic change in
Australia’s external political alignments occurred.
Under the pressures of the Indonesian
confrontation and the ominously aggressive
attitudes of the Chinese giant, the Australian focus
of interest shifted inevitably more and more to the
South-East Asian area. The Menzies Government
was quick to see the over-riding importance of
American policies in this region to Australia.
Hence the ANZUS Pact, which Sir Robert himself
has claimed to be one of the most significent
achievements of his Administration, and the eager
acquiescence in the establishment of the U.S.
tracking station at North-West Cape. Moreover,
whatever one might think of the rights and wrongs
of the Vietnam War, the provision of Australian
assistance — at least of token proportions — to
the American forces was an insurance premium
which any Australian government would probably
have felt compelled to pay. For the stark fact is
that the preservation of Australia’s independence
in today’s world can be guaranteed only by the
continued friendship and protection of the U.S.

During the Era there were signs of the
disintegration of the British Commonwealth as a
potent political force — signs of which Sir Robert
Menzies himself seems in very recent days to have
become increasingly aware. In the light of this,
deeper students of international affairs may be
disposed to criticise the Menzies Government for
its apparent insensitivity to the changing pattern
of world power relationships. it might fairly be
said, for instance, that at the time of the British
attempt to become part of the new, evolving
European community, the Australian Government
showed little understanding of the import of this
tremendous political concept.

The basic facts of the domestic political
picture, too, have been transformed in the decade
and a half of the Era, by the inexorable march of
events. At the beginning, traditional socialism,
while suffering from the body-blow of the failure
of the Chifley Government’s attempt to nationalise
the banks, was by no means a spent force. But the
extraordinary economic gains of the Era have
changed all that. An affluent people, expecting,
and largely getting, additional increments of
affluence year by year, can hardly be expected to
give its support to radical changes in economic
organisation. Old-time socialism, at the moment,
is a political doctrine without popular appeal and
very nearly without hope. It is not yet dead, but
it could be revived to vigorous, meaningful life
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only by an economic crisis of major proportions.

While the Era was not marked in the main
by significant legislative change, it was
distinguished by conscientious, skilful and honest
administration, This would have to be conceded
even by the political adversaries of the
Government. Over 16 years mistakes were to be
expected — and some serious ones were made —
but, by and large, the all-round standards of
government and public administration were of a
high order. There are those who will criticise the
Government on the grounds that little legislation
of historic moment was placed on the Statute
Book. But good, solid, incorruptible
administration may contribute more to the
advance of a nation than legislative achievement.
It was not an era of reform, at least in the
traditional political sense of the word, but the
administrative proficiency of the Menzies
Governments and their senior advisers
commanded widespread confidence.

Finally, the Era has seen a surge of national
pride and national aspiration which has no parallel
in Australian history, except perhaps at the
beginning of the century when the Commonwealth
was born. We have emerged from adolescence into
vigorous young adulthood, and are like the young
man who looks in the mirror frequently to admire
his rapidly expanding physique.

Our national ambitions and pride may indeed
be racing ahead of our understanding of the world
and its problems and our awareness of the
inescapable responsibilities of mature nationhood.
But nations, like individuals, must believe in
themselves if they are to do great things. In the
Menzies Era, Australia began to entertain visions
of a great destiny.

The Menzies Era, 20 Years On — CD. Kemp

Australia — 1986 — presents an almost
unrecognisable picture if compared with the
Australia of the Menzies era.

It is far less stable, less secure, much less
optimistic about the future. There is a feverishness
abroad which never existed in Menzies’ time —
an unhealthy flush on the nation’s visage.
Economically we seem to be living in a mine-field.

The key to the difference is, I think, to be
found in that old-fashioned word, “responsibility”.
In Menzies’ day there was, even though at the back
of our minds, a recognition of the over-riding
claims of community, of the public interest, claims
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which transcended those of individuals and
sections. This meant that on the part of most there
was some sense of moderation and fair play. Now
it’s every man for himself,

The overwhelming flood of legislation in the
years that have followed Menzies have not
contributed to the improvement of Australia and,
indeed, accompanied as it has been by a disturbing
deterioration in the standard of public
administration, may well have detracted from it.

Today Government is less responsible (for
instance, in its extravagant, contemptuous disposal
of the taxpayer’s money); the public service —
(now a misnomer surely) — is less responsible (it
goes on strike, it amasses privileges not available
to others); the unions are less responsible (and
many would say power-drunk), even business,
bewitched by the extraordinary take-over craze, is,
in some ways, less responsible. Among all these
sections and others — teachers, doctors, nurses,
for instance — there is evident a tendency to allow
self-interest to eclipse the public interest, for
expediency to over-ride principle.

There is, too, a lack of standards which would
have been unthinkable in the Menzies era and
would surely have outraged Menzies himself (the

scandals of the Bicentennial Authority could
simply not have happened in Menzies’ time); and
crime as well, omnipresent, big (drugs) and little.

There has also been an unintended
consequence of the great expansion of tertiary
education inaugurated by Menzies, namely the
radicalization of Australian political culture.

The discontents of today, the chaotic state of
much of our educational system, the shameful
level of unemployment among the young, the
inflation to which there is no end in sight which
transfers income not from the rich to the poor but
quite capriciously from a hard-pressed minority
to a grasping majority, the suffocating burden of
taxation with its accompaniment of widespread
evasion, the ever-increasing, never-satisfied
multitude watering at the public trough, and, not
least, the menacing invasion of privacy and
personal rights by Orwellian big-brother
government — all these would have been
anathema to Menzies.

How can the tide be turned? Perhaps only
by a brand of leadership which encourages the best
in us and not the worst — a leadership of
Churchillian dimensions.

Menzies, the Leader — John Stone

It is salutary, looking back, to recall how high
Australians’ hopes were for their country’s future
as the Menzies era ended in 1966, and to realise
how sadly dashed, over the next 20 years, those
hopes have been.

M. (later Sir Robert) Menzies became Prime
Minister in 1949 with some great advantages.
These included his background, his outstanding
intellect and his own secure family life. The last,
in particular, gave him, outside the frenzy of
politics, that security and calm so necessary for
refreshing the mind and facing the morrow’s
problems with confidence,

Like all good generals, Menzies enjoyed good
luck. He became Prime Minister four years after
World War II had ended, when Australians were
chafing under the continuing controls upon
freedoms which they believed they had won that
War to regain. The spirit of deregulation was
abroad. A leader who promised to — and to some
extent did — sweep away controls was bound to
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be popular on that account alone.

Voters in 1949 were increasingly concerned,
also, at the growing power, and growing militancy,
of many trade union bosses of the time, and with
their affiliations, both overt and covert, with
Communist powers overseas. Menzies’ Labor
Party predecessor, Ben Chifley, had been forced
in 1948 to call in the Army to restore order in the
coal mines. Under Menzies, that battle against
Communist subversion was fought not merely in
the Parliamentary sphere, and by his own Party,
but also by people of spirit and courage within
the then Labor Party, They saw clearly the drift
of things and moved to protect both their Party
and their country from the “wrecking” tactics of
trade union bosses dancing to tunes tapped out
from Moscow. Men such as Santamaria, Laurie
Short, James (now Mr. Justice) McLelland, John
(now Sir John) Kerr and many others then within
the Labor Party family did for Mr. Menzies — but
really for Australia — what he may well have been
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incapable of doing himself.

Again, Chifley’s death and the passing of the
Opposition leadership to a man (Mr. Evatt) who
today might have been called the mad mullah of
the Australian Labor Party, led in turn to the split
within the ALP which so singularly cemented
Menzies’ hold on office during the 1950s.

In all these ways Menzies undoubtedly was
lucky. Yet that is not to say that, without those
pieces of good fortune, his term of office would
have been shorter. No one can say. What is clear
is that Menzies, like all good leaders, was at his
best when the challenges were greatest.

In a sense, indeed, it might be argued that
Menzies’ term was less splendid than otherwise
because his electoral command was so rarely
effectively challenged. When change was all about
us, and when the need to equip Australians to
respond to change was pressing, there was perhaps
too much acceptance of the status quo.

A great post-War economic decision, for
example, was taken by the Menzies Government
in February, 1960 when, at one stroke, it swept
away the whole ramshackle structure of
quantitative controls on imports. Those controls,
imposed during the War, had survived by that time
for almost 15 years thereafter. Great though that
decision was, the question it raises is, why was it
so long delayed? The answers to that question shed
light both on Menzies himself and the then nature
of his Party.

As to the latter, that decision led to the most
important challenge to Menzies’ authority in his
post-War career. The challenge was led by the
manufacturing interests who were the beneficiaries
of those controls against imports competing with
their products. In 1846 Sir Robert Peel flew in the
faces of the great Tory land-owners when he
persuaded his Party to repeal those Corn Laws
which had previously shut cheap grain out of
Britain. Just so, but without splitting his Party as
Peel did, Menzies in 1960 defied the Liberal Party’s
manufacturing, and particularly Victorian, heart-
land — the paste in the Liberal Party’s Crown.

That decision was, therefore, an act of
enormous political courage. It was taken on
Treasury advice, and particularly that of its then
Deputy Secretary, the late Sir Richard (Dick)
Randall, between whom and Menzies there had
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gradually developed a great mutual respect. It was
Randall who, over those latter years of Menzies’
term, personally drafted most of his economic
speeches. Similarly it was Menzies who, when
Randall’s failing eyesight threatened to become
blindness, intervened personally, seeking out and
personally arranging for the best eye surgeon in
Sydney to perform the necessary operation.

That 1960 decision also indicated, however,
that Menzies himself was not greatly interested in
economics. Although he clearly understood its
enormous political significance, including for his
Party, it must therefore be doubted whether he
fully understood its enormous economic
significance to Australia. I suspect, though I
cannot be sure, that he did not — just as, I suspect,
that would be true of the even more historic
decision by the present Government in December,
1983 to abandon virtually all exchange controls
while floating the Australian dollar.

Menzies was a considerable — possibly a
great — constitutional lawyer. Partly because of
that he had a wholly proper view about the
workings of Cabinet Government and the
relationships, within the Westminster system,
between Ministers and their Public Service or other
advisers. His own mind was of such quality that
he never felt threatened by any potential
intellectual superiority of his advisers — which,
given the high quality of many of them, was no
small thing. When he disagreed with them, he said
so — privately — to them. He was not, I think,
given to unburdening himself by denigrating his
servants to some political correspondent or other.
He was, simply, too big a man for that.

I recall a phrase uttered by my first boss on .
joining the Commonwealth Treasury (the late Bert
Woodrow). An ex-colleague of Woodrow’s had left
the Service amid much personal denigration
deriving essentially from the challenge he had
offered to the lesser beings for (and with) whom
he had previously worked. “He was a better man”,
said Woodrow, “than any of his detractors™.

Few men in Australia’s history have been more
subjected to vindictive personal detraction than
Sir Robert Menzies. To the extent that I can judge,
I can only say that he too was a better man than
any of his detractors. As an epitaph, one could
do a lot worse.
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The Attack on ANZUS

The Anzus alliance is of increasing importance to the
US and Australia in view of the deterioration of the
strategic situation in the Pacific. The Russians have
established at Cam Ranh Bay in Vietnam the largest
concentration of Soviet naval units outside the USSR.
There is turmoil in the Philippines and New Caledonia.
Vanuatu is being actively courted by the Cubans. The
Soviet Union appears to have established a toe hold
in the region with its fishing agreement with Kiribati
(formerly the Gilbert Islands). New Zealand’s ban on
US nuclear ships, effectively a renunciation of the
Anzus treaty, is in danger of fuelling anti-nuclear
sentiments in other Pacific countries, including
Australia.

Mr, Hawke needs to counteract anti-American
pressure from within the ALP by taking and arguing
the case for Anzus directly to the Australian people.
He is failing to do this. “Instead his policy has been
reactive, determined mainly by domestic
considerations. Whether such an approach will be
adequate to prevent the destruction of Anzus remains
to be seen”

Owen Harries, “Crisis in the Pacific’, Current Affairs
Bulletin, February 1986.

Doubts About Nuclear Winter

Controversy has broken out
among scientists in the USA
concerning the “nuclear winter”
theory (advanced by astronomer
Carl Sagan and others) which
predicts that a nuclear war would
result in a prolonged global
deprivation of sunlight and a
consequent  environmental
catastrophe. Arms-control
advocate George Rathjens,
who, like Sagan, opposes the Strategic Defence
Initiative, claims that “winterists’’ suppress evidence
contradicting the theory for political reasons. Eminent
Princeton physicist, Freeman Dyson, who rejects the
nuclear winter theory, believes that fear of being made
to appear to favour nuclear war inhibits the theory’s
critics from seeking effective publicity for their views.

“Winterists” predict that localised nuclear winters
would result from the highly concentrated clouds of
dust and smoke in the target areas following a nuclear
attack {global nuclear winter would follow as the
clouds spread over the Earth). Yet no nuclear winter
resulted from the atomic bomb attacks on Hiroshima
and Nagasaki, This discrepancy between prediction and
evidence remains the single most important weakness
in the nuclear winter theory.

Brad Sparks, “The Scanda! of Nuclear Winter’,
National Review, Vol. 37, no.22, 1985

It’s Happening Again

The Soviet war of occuption in Afghanistan is
consistently under-reported in the Western media. But
evidence of a systematic war of genocide against the
Afghan people is available, documented by the US
Helsinki Watch Committee in 1984 and by the United
Nations in 1985. Since 1979, 40 per cent of the Afghan
population has been either killed or forced into exile;
nearly half of the world’s displaced persons are from
that country.

The West refuses to confront the truth about
Afghanistan, pretending to believe that attacking the
Soviets will only “provoke” them and aggravate their
“sense of insecurity”, thus delaying their withdrawal.
In reality Western elites lack the will to exercise their
moral responsibility to resist totalitarian aggression.

Jean-Francois Revel, “The Awful Light of Genocide’,
National Review, Vol.37 No.19, 1986.

Dr Michael James is a Senior Lecturer in Politics at La Trobe University.
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A Market for Arbitration

In response to the notorious delays and costs
involved in litigation in government courts, Americans
are resorting increasingly to private conflict resolution
services, “Alternative Dispute Resolution” {ADR)
provides arbitration, mediation and conciliation. In
San Francisco, community boards have set up an
elaborate system dealing with all manner of
interpersonal conflicts. Across the USA, private
agencies conduct mini-trials and work out resolution
procedures adapted to the cases in hand.

Yet ADR is far from being a form of secession or
rebellion. On the contrary, it operates strictly within
the law of the land. Its decisions carry the force of law
and can if necessary be enforced by government courts.
It’s a case of the people finding their own access to
the law where the state fails to provide it.

Paui Gordon, “Justice Goes Private’, Reason, September
1985,

Small Business Booms in America

Most of the recent deregulation in the US has been
in the services — especially financial, communications
and transport. Here, few economies of scale are
involved, so large firms have no advantage over small
ones. Between 1976 and 1982, whereas small firms
increased in number overall by 5.2 per cent, those in
the deregulated sectors increased by 11.3 per cent.

Deregulation brings dramatic falls in labour costs.
Between 1978 and 1983, labour costs in air transport
fell as a proportion of total costs from 46.3 per cent
to 36.6 per cent. This allowed air fares to fall by 7 per
cent in two years following 1981, even though the
consumer price index rose during this period by 9 per
cent.

Bruce D Phillips, “Deregulation and the Growth of
Small Business’, Economic Impact, No. 53 1986.

Black Taxis

Residents in poor, black
districts of Pittsburgh are served
by an army of “jitney” — illegal
taxis — which charge less, and
provide more services (like
delivering parcels}, than legal
ones. Their appearance is a
spontaneous response by those
members of the community most
badly served by the regulated,
expensive and subsidised
municipal transit system. The
Public Utilities Commission (the regulatory authority)
turns a blind eye, while the legal taxi companies have

56

neither time nor money to press effectively for the
enforcement of the régulations.

A regulated taxi fare of U.S$2.60 costs US$2.00
in a jitney — and no tip is expected.

Glenn Garvin, “Flouting the Law, Serving the Poor”,
Reason, June-July 1985.

No Substitute for Responsible Parenting

According to the predictions of social scientists
the 1960s and 1970s should have been a boon period
for American children: per capita expenditure on
education doubled, class size decreased, family poverty
declined, average family size was reduced and the
educational level of parents improved. All were
considered factors strongly associated with the well-
being of children. But by most measures the well-being
of children actually declined between 1960 and 1980:
educational performance worsened, the delinquency
rate more than doubled, proportion of abortions and
single mothers increased, drug and alcohol use went
up, the suicide rate amongst the young increased 140
per cent. The reason lies in the declining commitment
of parents, reflected in a vastly increased American
divorce rate with children the victims and increased
female labour-force participation often producing a
decline in parental supervisions.

P Uhlenberg and D. Eggebeen, "“The Declining Weli-
Being of American Adolescents’, Public Interest, Winter
1985-86.

Marxist Christians

The Nicaraguan revolution
is a good field experiment for
“liberation theology™, a doctrine
which approves in principle of
revolutionary action by the poor
and oppressed. Liberation
theologians in Nicaragua
explicitly endorse Marxism, but
there is no evidence that Marxists
there have become converted to
Christianity,

Nicaraguan liberation theologians’ support for the
Sandinista Front enables the Sandinistas to persecute
other Christians — in some cases sending them into
exile or murdering them — while avoiding the charge
of suppressing religion. The liberation theologians have
come full circle; from opposition to Right-wing,
American-supported dictatorships, to support for Left-
wing, Soviet-supported dictatorships.

Humberto Belli, “Liberation Theology and Nicaragua’,
The Salisbury Review, Vol.4 No.l, 1985.
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Do-It-Yourself Welfare

The Reagan years have witnessed a rapid growth
in charity. In the high inflation years of 1978-80, real
growth declined. But in 1984 total giving was over
1US$75 billion — up more than 50 per cent on 1980.
Nearly half comes from families earning less than
US$30,000 annually. People with incomes between
1US$5,000 and US$10,000 per annum give two and a
half times as much as people with incomes ten times
higher.

Some economists are surprised, since, with tax
cuts, the value of tax deductions for charitable gifts
has declined. But people appear to respond with less
calculation and more generosity when governments
leave them to dispose of their own incomes in their own
ways. An opinion poll found that the single greatest
reason people have for giving is that they are asked.
Bolder requests should result in even higher levels of
charity.

James Keller, “Alms Build-Up’, Policy Review, No.335,
Winter 1986.

The Myth of “Need”

“Need” is a subjective notion which is given
spurious objective content by the welfare state. “Needs”
are continuously being discovered to justify further
spending. But by their nature needs are bound to
outstrip the means of satisfying them, and so cannot
serve as a rational basis for distributing welfare.

The myth of need is really part of an ideology
which purports to justify both the redistribution of
income to special interests and the expansion of
bureaucracies devoted to implementing this
redistribution, Change will come only by reforming the
structure of welfare, so that power is exercised by the
consumers of welfare and not by the bureaucratic
monopolies which produce it.

Alex Cummins, “Need: A Sociological Myth’,
Economic Affairs, Vol.6 No.l, 1985

20 Years of Social Security

Between 1965 and 1985 America’s social security
bill grew from US$19 billion per annum'to US$300
billion per annum. It now accounts for more than half
of all federal government spending on non-defence
programmes, But policy analysts and politicians are
becoming aware of the full social and economic impact
of these programmes. State welfare provides protection,
but also distorts incentives and perpetuates the
problems it is meant to solve.

A particular problem of the American system is
that, as it is financed on a pay-as-you-go basis, there
is no accumulated social security fund to offset the
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reduction in savings which social security contributions
represent. This reduces investment and economic
growth, thus further perpetuating poverty. Long-term
reforms to the system have begun, but are meeting stiff
resistance from the special interests which have most
to lose.

Martin Feldstein, “The Social Security Explosion’,
Public Interest, Fall, 1985.

Protection Money

International competition is leading American
manufacturers to press for more protection. Yet the
costs of existing protection are huge. Quotas on car
imports have increased the cost of imported cars by
US$1,400 per unit and of domestic cars by US$600.
The annual cost of ‘creating’ a job in the footwear
industry that pays an average wage of US$10,300 is
more than US$68,000. Protection costs an American
family of four between USS$1,500 and US$2,000
annually — more than most families pay in Federal
income tax.

Increased protection threatens America with
stagnation and the world with another Great
Depression. The alternative is to become more
competitive — by further tax cuts, deregulation, and
improved opportunities for education and retraining.

Pete du Pont, “Kamikaze Economics: Prosperity and
Growth are Imperilled by Protectionism’, Policy Review, No.
34, Fall 1985.

Jury Trials: an endangered species

Despite the aura of sanctity which surrounds the
idea of trial by jury, the institution is nearing
extinction. The number of summary (non-jury trial)
offences has greatly increased, and in the vast majority
of potential jury cases defendants plead guilty. In New
South Wales fewer than 1 per cent of major criminal
cases are now settled by juries. The institution is under
further threat from proposals for majority verdicts,
which would lower community acceptance of jury trial
outcomes and increase the risk of the impact of the
innocent being convicted.

The importance of the institution has been
recently demonstrated in the UK, where politically
inspired charges against civil servants, coal miners, and
servicemen have been thrown out by juries. Trial by
juries selected more or less at random represents a
major check against the steady expansion of executive
power and its encroachment on the judicial function,
and ensures that the criminal law stays in touch with
community values, Jury verdicts should be scrutinised
only when the procedure of deliberation seems to have
miscarried.

David Brown & David Neal, “The Gang of
Twelve”, Australian Society, February 1986.



PHILOSOPHERS FOR FREEDOM

The Enduring Wit
of Dr. Johnson

N.R. Evans

Samuel Johnson combined Christian piety with a perceptive and witty scepticism regarding human
nature — man’s susceptibility to the emotions of envy and conceit and to the vanities of the world.
At the same time he displayed remarkable good sense, rare in a man of such literary aclnevements,

in his attitude to business and the profit motive.

Samuel Johnson is known to most people as Dr.
Johnson, the great lexicographer, the subject of
Boswell’s enduring biography. To Malcolm
Muggeridge he is, simply, “our greatest
Englishman™.

Every five or six years sees vet a new
biography of Johnson. The first of the genre was
Boswell’s triumph of 1791. The most recent was
Jackson Bate’s of 1978, There is today a
substantial academic industry in Johnsonian
scholarship, and consequently there is, for the
contemporary student, a wealth of material
which was inaccessible to  Johnson’s
contemporaries, let alone to the nineteenth
century reader.

Why is it that so much energy should go
into research and writing about a man who died
over two hundred years ago — on 13 December
17847

The reason is that Samuel Johnson
combined extraordinary intellectual powers with
unashamed religious piety. He possessed a
strong Christian faith and a deep perception of
the strengths and weaknesses of human nature.
We find in Johnson’s writings, and in his
conversation that has come down to us, much to
inform and illuminate our own lives.

Johnson, as a writer, is in the first rank as
a poet, as an essayist and biographer, and as a
moralist. It was only as a dramatist that he failed
to achieve pre-eminence.

The twentieth century in Western countries

has been a century of decline of religious
commitment and belief. Bishops of the Church
of England appear to question fundamental
doctrines of Christian belief. Church
attendances have been falling for forty years
and, as an example of current trends, the
Melbourne Anglican arch-diocese is both
ordaining women as deacons and facing serious
financial difficulties.

We can trace this particular aspect of our
twentieth century condition back to the sixteenth
century, but it was especially in the eighteenth
century that humanist doctrines, based on a
belief in the self-sufficiency of man, became not
just intellectually respectable, but intellectually
in the ascendant.

Both Adam Smith and David Hume, for
example, were sceptics, and Johnson could never
bring himself to say anything complimentary of
them. He told Boswell:

“Everything which Hume has advanced
against Christianity had passed through my
mind long before he wrote?”

Lord Monboddo, an emminent Scottish
jurist, a precursor to Darwin in his support for
evolutionary theories, believed that somewhere
among pygmies or bushmen a tribe might be
found which still had traces of a tail. Johnson
ensured that Monboddo would be remembered
by posterity by dismissing him with the
comment:

“Other people have strange notions, but

N.R. (Ray) Evans is an executive with Western Mining Corporation.

IPA Review, Autumn 1986
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they conceal them; but Monboddo is as
jealous of his tail as a squirrel”

Johnson’s resentment of his great Scottish
contemporaries, his scorn of Rousseau, his
deference to the clergy, and his passionate
attachment to established religion, have been
much discussed. It is clear that attacks on
religious belief were not just an intellectual
matter for Johnson, but constituted a threat
which he regarded as subversion of his own sense
of identity and of his hold on sanity and his
grasp of reality.

Despite a deep conviction that the fate of
sinners lay in Hell, it is likely that the crucial
issue for Johnson was not so much that of
judgement, of salvation or damnation, but of
immortality itself. Life was so full of pain and
travail, his own life had been such a desperate
battle against poverty, against melancholia and
mental depression, that the hope of immortality,
central to Christian orthodoxy, was for Johnson
absolutely essential if any sense was to be made
out of this world.

Johnson wrote over forty sermons, always
for other people and never published under his
own name. It is only very recently that they have
been collected and published.

The most famous of these sermons was the
one he wrote for Dr. Willilam Dodd, the
celebrated London preacher, who was convicted
of forgery and consequently hanged on June 27,
1777. Johnson threw himself into the campaign
to save Dodd from the gallows, and wrote the
sermon which Dodd delivered to his fellow
prisoners at Newgate Prison on 6th June, 1777.
This sermon was published, under Dodd’s name,
with the title — “The Convict’s Address to his
Unhappy Brethren”, and caused much comment
in London because of its power of expression
and strength of feeling.

Many were of the view that Dodd was
incapable of writing such a sermon, but when
this argument was put to Johnson he replied:—

“Depend upon it, Sir, when a man is to be
hanged in a fortnight it concentrates the
mind wonderfully?”

Profit and Wealth

At a time when church leaders, with few
exceptions, are hostile to ouvr economic order
and to private property; when the World Council
of Churches supports, financially, the

59

Communist Party of the Philippines; when
ecclesiastical statements concerning
unemployment, or poverty or Aboriginal land
rights, to take some fashionable examples,
become increasingly fatuous; those who regard
themselves as heirs to a great religious tradition
in Christianity have, in Samuel Johnson, a great
advocate of good sense and sound values.

When next some bishop or other blames
Third World poverty on Western affluence, think
of Johnson, appeinted as an executor of Henry
Thrale’s will, deeply immersed in the business of
selling, at the best possible price, the brewery
that was the basis of the Thrale family prosperity
and telling a prospective buyer:

“We are not here to sell a parcel of boilers
and vats, but the potentiality of growing
rich, beyond the dreams of avarice!’

Johnson knew well the therapeutic value of
honest work. For example:

“There are few ways in which a man can be
more innocently employed than in getting
money:’

When speaking of his mother he said:
“Of business she had no conception:
therefore her discourse was composed only
of complaint, fear, and suspicion”’

There are at least some church groups who,
whilst clamouring for what they call “social
justice”, acknowledge that their ambitions, if
realised, would lead to some degree of national
impoverishment. The spokesmen for such
groups contemplate a gradual national slide into
impoverishment  with  detachment, with
equanimity, even benign approval. They make
comments about the lack of taste associated with
new wealth, and quote chapter and verse from
the references concerning rich men, camels, and
the eyes of needles.

On this point Samuel Johnson, who was
very well acquainted with extreme poverty in his
early years as a literary hack in London, is, as
usual, very pertinent:

“When [ was running about this town a
very poor fellow, I was a great arguer for
the advantages of poverty; but I was, at the
same time, very sorry to be poor. Sir, all the
arguments which are brought to represent
poverty as no evil, show it to be evidently a
great evil. You never find people labouring
to convince you that you may live very
happily upon plentiful fortune!’

In writing to Boswell, Johnson frequently
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warned him against reckless expenditure.
On December 7, 1782 he wrote:

“Resolve not to be poor: Poverty is a great
enemy to human happiness; it certainly
destroys liberty, and it makes some virtues
impracticable, and others extremely
difficult?”

And again in February 1783:

“Resolve never to be poor. Frugality is not
only the basis of quiet, but of beneficience.
No man can help others that wants help
himself; we must have enough before we
have to spare”

Given the increasing intractability of our
national indebtedness, not only abroad, but to
our children and grandchildren, the following
extract from a letter to Boswell of June 3, 1782,
warning him against going into debt is sharply
relevant:

“Do not accustom yourself to consider debt
only as an inconvenience; you will find it a
calamity. Poverty takes away so many
means of doing good, and produces so
much inability to resist evil, both natural
and moral, that it is by all virtuous means
to be avoided. Consider a man whose
fortune is very narrow ; whatever be his
rank by birth, or whatever his reputation by
intellectual excellence, what good can he
do? or what evil can he prevent? That he
cannot help the needy is evident; he has
nothing to spare. But, perhaps, his advice
or admonition may be useful. His poverty
will destroy his influence: many more can
find that he is poor, than that he is wise;
and few will reverence the understanding
that is of so little advantage to its owner. [
say nothing of the personal wretchedness of
a debtor, which, however, has passed into a
proverb. Of riches, it is not necessary to
write the praise. Let it, however, be
remembered, that he who has money to
spare, has it always in his power to benefit
others; and of such power a good man must
always be desirous”

Such advice surely applies to nations as well
as to individuals.

It took Johnson until he was well into
middle age to achieve recognition as a writer and
moralist. When he died, he was buried at
Westminster Abbey as one of England’s great
men of letters. But his fame and influence grew
steadily throughout the nineteenth century.

Boswell’s life, first published in 1791, was
republished many times throughout the
nineteenth century, as were Johnson’s essays and
poems.

The Victorian age is now regarded by many
people in public life, in churches, in schools and
newspapers, as some sort of Dark Age. For
example, the Secretary of the Victorian Cabinet,
Dr. Ken Coghill, in an important speech in the
Legislative Assembly in April 1985, said, inter
alia:

“The role of a democratic socialist
government as the protector of human
liberty, freedom and opportunity is related
to specific intervention in the private sector
in so far as it is necessary to ensure that
Adam Smith’s world of competing market
forces, witnessed in the Dickensian
nineteenth century, will not return with all
its concomitant human misery and despair’’
In this context, it is fitting for me to refer to a
recent statement by Right Reverend David
Jenkins, the Bishop of Durham in England, in
response to the same conservative platitudes and
policies stated and implemented by the Thatcher
Government. He said:
“To return to the ethics of nineteenth
century entrepreneurial individualism is
either nostalgic nonsense or else.a firm
declaration that individual selfishness and
organized greed are the only effective
motivations for human behaviour’’

Both Dr. Coghill and the Bishop of Durham
are unaquainted with the economic realities of
the Victorian Age — which were a population
growth, and a secular increase in per capita
incomes, that were without precedent in the
history of mankind. To live in Victorian England
was to live in the richest, fastest growing society
anywhere to be found. London was the political,
financial, and intellectual centre of the world,
and it was for this reason that the emigrants
from the British Isles, who settled Australia in
the period 1850 to 1900, were anxious to recreate
here, as best they could, the society they left
behind them.

Samuel Johnson played a pivotal role in
creating the intellectual, the moral, and the
political climate that produced the glories of
Victorian England. The twentieth century
turned its back, in the post World War I period,
on Johnsonian values. Now it is time for us to
rediscover them.
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Robert Pranger, AEI Vice-President, addressing the Conference. Seated: Phil Scanlan, Director, Amatil, and Jeane erkpamck

Kirkpatrick predicts larger Pacific
security role for Australia

Australia and Japan are both destined to play a greater
part in the defence of the Pacific region, accordmg to Jeane
Kirkpatrick.

Speaking at the IPA conference, “Australia and the
World: Opportunity, Risk and Security”, the former US
Ambassador to the United Nations pointed to the growing
Soviet presence in the Pacific as a challenge to the security
of the area. The Pacific fleet is now the Soviet Union's largest
naval fleet anywhere in the world, she said. Furthermore, in
the last five years, the number of Soviet $520s and other
intermediate range missiles in Asia has doubled.

Ambassador Kirkpatrick stressed the importance of the
Anzus Alliance in the stability of the South Pacific region
and defence of Australia and regretted the absence of a similar
security alliance in the North Pacific region.

She also drew a parallel between the Carribbean and
Central America and the Pacific region. Both contained
small, poor, strategically important countries vulnerable to
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Soviet manipulation.

Some 450 business and community leaders attended the
March conferences which Jeane Kirkpatrick addressed in
Melbourne and Sydney.

The conferences were sponsored jointly by the IPA and
the American Enterprise Institute (AEI). The AEl is a leading
Washington-based think tank noted for its expertise on -
economic and foreign policy.

Besides Ambassador Kirkpatrick other AEI speakers
were Arthur Burns, former Chairman of the U.S. Federal
Reserve System, and Dr. Robert Pranger, Vice President of
External Affairs at the AEL

Australian speakers were John Stone, [PA Senior Fellow,
and Terry McCrann, Associate Editor — Business, The Age,
both of whom spoke on the Australian economy, and Hugh
Morgan, Executive Director of Western Mining Corporation,
who addressed the problem posed by protectionism for the
international economv.
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Sir Eric Neal, Chairman of Boral, Sir Arvi Parbo, Chairman of Western Mining, with Arthur

introducing the session on Australia’s Burns

economy.

INSTITUTE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS & AMERICAN ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE

: .
I IR CONFERENCE (a? ),
Australia and the World

-Opportunity, Risk and Security

Maicolm Fraser, a session Chairman,
with Hugh Morgan

qu Kemp, ;"ounding Director of the
IPA, with Arthur Burns

The IPA/AEI joint conference, held in
March will undoubtedly be seen as one
of the major conferences held in
Australia in 1986, according to the IPA
Director, Rod Kemp.

The linking of foreign policy and
economic issues certainly enabled the
conferences to make a unique
contribution to public debate in
Australia.

The conference session chairmen

included Sir Arvi Parbo, the Rt. Hon.
Malcolm Fraser, Sir Eric McClintock,
Sir James Balderstone, Philip Scanlan,
Sir Noel Foley and Sir Eric Neal.

The conferences aroused
widespread media interest. Jeane
Kirkpatrick gave a number of
interviews including on Channel 9's
Sunday, the ABC's Carleton-Walsh
Report and SBS’s Dateline.

Far left: Sir Noel Foley, Chairman of
Westpac, introducing Jeane Kirkpatrick.

Left: Max Waish interviewing Jeane
Kirkpatrick for the ABC’s Carleton-
Walsh Report.

Right: At the Sydney luncheon
{clockwise), Jeane Kirkpatrick, Charles
Goode, Robert Strauss, Sir Gordon
Jackson, Mr. Kramer, Sir James Foots,
Sir Eric McClintock, Sir Eric Neal, Sir
Noel Foley and Dame Leonie Kramer,
freproduced with permission of John
Fairfax and Sons Lid.}

Conference Material Available

Book $6

Audio Cassettes $25

Video Cassettes $50
See form on page 67
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Secondary students, Simon McGregor and Rohdn Sutherland, with Jeane
Kirkpatrick at the Conference

Kirkpatrick
meets Hawke
and Howard

Jeane Kirkpatrick met with the
Prime Minister, Mr. Hawke and the
Opposition Leader, Mr. Howard, during
her visit to Australia.

The meetings were arranged by the
IPA and were also attended by IPA
Treasurer, Hugh Morgan, and Don
Vernon, Group Executive, CRA Ltd.

Mr. Morgan said the two meetings
were of considerable value.

“The IPA is performing a most
useful function in bringing to Australia
influential overseas figures such as Jeane
Kirkpatrick and J. Peter Grace and
introducing them to leading political,
business and public service figures”, Mr
Morgan said.

“The meetings provide a valuable
insight into latest overseas thinking on key
policy issues and allow for a valuable
exchange of ideas and opinions”.




Citizens Against Waste

The visit to Australia of J. Peter Grace, President Reagan’s chief cost-
cutter, clearly highlighted the need for one urgent reform: cutting government

waste and inefficiency.

Hear the .

facts
arguments
& philosophy
L]
equip yourself

to enter
the debate

help your friends
& neighbours understand

rd

Have your own
Adam Smith Club
meeting & discussion

in your home..
«s the local hall
or school

HIRE FOR 2 WEEKS
OR BUY OUTRIGHT

FREE
ENTERPRIZE
VIDEOS

THE ADAM SMITH DOCUMENTARY

" ‘The Wealth of Nations’

THE THOUGHT PROVOKING TALK
‘PRIVATIZATION’ by Madsen Pirie
and many others —
send for your Catalogue
NOW!

FREE ENTERPRIZE VIDEOS

PLEASE PRINT —

CATALOGUE ORDER FORM

........ POSTCODE ... oo

Retumn to: THE AUSTRALIAN ADAM SMITH CLUB, P.O. Box 387, Crows Nest, N.SW. 2065.

The Grace Commission in
the USA produced a report with
2,428 specific recommendations
which would save the taxpayer
$US 424 billion over a three year
period.

In the context of -the
Australian Government Budget
this would represent close to $AS8
billion,

A new organisation,
“Citizens Against Waste”, is
being established in Sydney and
it is hoped that branches will be
established in other states,

A spokesman emphasised
that the organisation is non-
partisan and will be tackling an
issue of equal concern to Liberal
and Labor voters — the need to
reduce waste in government
spending and so establish
conditions for a cut in taxation.

For further information
write to:

Citizens Against Waste

P.O. Box Nl16

Grosvernor Street

Sydney, NSW, 2001.

Grace Tapes
in demand

The speeches by J. Peter
Grace in Australia continue to
attract considerable interest,
The IPA has had to order
additional tapes to meet the
demand.

The tape of his speech
and the question and answer
period in Sydney is available.

The tape and associated
literature can be obtained for
$20 by contacting Roger
Harley on 61 2029 who will
arrange for the tape to be
forwarded to you by return
mail.
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Changes needed to Bicentennial

programme

The IPA has recommended that the Australian
Bicentennial Authority make some changes to the
“National Progmmme of Projects and Events” to
ensure that it better represents the values and
aspirations of most Australians.

The report by Dr. Ken Baker, entitled “Bringing
the Bicentenary into the Mainstream: Proposed
Revisions to the Bicentenary Programme”, was
forwarded to the Authority in March.

Dr. Baker, IPA Research Fellow, said the
programme should focus on the things that unite the
nation rather than those things that divide it.

“The programme should focus on the values,
collective experiences and cultural symbols which form
the basis of Australia’s national identity and which are
close to the hearts of the majority of Australians”,

Dr., Baker recommended that the achievements of
the Australian nation should be central to the 1988
celebrations.

The economic opportunity, democratic rights and
political liberty offered by Australia; the relative
affluence, the system of equity and law and the social
harmony which characterize this nation are exceptional
in the world. These achievements will not survive unless
they are appreciated.

We owe it to future generations to recognise the
pioneering efforts of our forebears and to celebrate and
preserve the best of our national heritage. Australians
have more cause for pride than shame and this sense
should infuse the Bicentennial celebrations.

Instead, argues Dr. Baker,. the ABA has been
unduly swayed by a mood of doubt about the nation’s
achievements and shame about the origins of modern
Australia, a mood fashionable in some circles, but not

Dr. Ken Baker

shared by the nation at large.

Dr. Baker argues that the Authority should drop
its officially stated stance of neutrality towards national
symbols and institutions and come out firmly in their
support. In particular, the Authority should encourage
the flying of the National Flag and provide a central
role for the Queen in the Bicentennial celebrations.

The report sets out specific amendments to various
sections of the programme in order to cover areas of
our national heritage currently excluded: democratic
institutions, free enterprise, the British heritage, Judeo-
Christian traditions, the Anzac tradition, the rule of
law, the family, federalism and the Constitution.

Copies of Dr. Baker’s report “Bringing the
Bicentenary into the Mainstream: Proposed Revisions
to the Bicentennial Programme”, can be obtained from
the IPA for $5.

Tertiary Education Study

A new publication in the IPA’s Policy Issues series,
The Universities: Current Problems and Future
Options by Professsor Harry Gelber, will be released
in the near future.

Professor Gelber argues for greater flexibility and
more reward for merit in university employment
practices and recommends that universities, having
grown overly dependent on central government, now
seek a more diverse funding base. The abolition of
student fees in the mid-1970s he argues, has had the
inequitable effect of transferring resources from the
average taxpayer to the higher socio-economic groups
whose children have the greatest chance of gaining
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admission to universities.

Professor Gelber, in his paper, looks briefly at the
possibility of establishing private universities in
Australia.

He also examines the danger that affirmative
action policies will compromise the universities’
traditional pursuit of excellence. Moreover, “if
affirmative action means reverse preference”, he argues,
“experience in the USA has shown conclusively that
it damages the very groups whom reverse preference
purports to help”.

Copies of The Universities: Current Problems and
Future Options will be mailed to all IPA subscribers.



Which are the real
“Community-Based”
groups?

Taxpayers’ funds are being increasingly used to
fund groups whose objectives and mede of operation
are clearly political.

These groups sometimes call themselves
“community-based”. In fact they are often based
almost totally on government financing. They often
promote views which are at odds with the values and
concerns of most taxpayers, according to Rod Kemp,
Director of the IPA.

Rod Kemp was speaking at the luncheon held
at the Melbourne [PA/AEI conference *“Australia and
the World”.

By contrast the IPA is reliant totally on
voluntary contributions, from companies and
individuals. Some 500 companies and 2,000
individuals support the work of the IPA, he said.

The IPA articulates values supported by the
majority of Australians: support for free enterprise,
reducing the burden of tax, strengthening Australia’s
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defences and alliances, seeking improved standards
in education, encouraging pride in our national
achievements are all issues regularly discussed in IPA
publications.

The IPA is therefore a truly community-based
organisation, Rod Kemp concluded.

The defence of
business

The business community must be prepared to defend
its legitimacy, according to Hugh Morgan,

Business must be prepared to support those think-
tanks which espouse the values of liberty and
enterprise, and which argue the case for free markets
and private property.

Hugh Morgan was speaking to the Institute of
Management Consultants in March.

The mining industry has discovered the hard way
that industries which do not understand the importance
of vigorously defending their legitimacy will find their
survival at risk.

“Not only is it the mining industry which has
cause to rue its lack of interest in ideological and
political affairs.

“Managers and executives in business activity of
all kinds find themselves increasingly squeezed in their
ability to operate sensibly, economically, and profitably.
They are being told, either implicitly or directly, that
they are morally incapable of acting in the public
interest, and that their activities must be restricted,
closely monitored, and increasingly controlled by
government, and by union representatives’’

MEMO: CURRENT IPA
SUBSCRIBERS

FROM: Director, Rod Kemp
RE: Subscription Drive

If you enjoy the IPA’s publications and
support the values underlying our work,
most of your friends, I suspect, would be of
a like mind.

Why not introduce the IPA to your
friends by giving them a gift subscription to
our publications.

Virtually every month they will be
reminded, when Facts, Review or another
IPA publication arrives in the mail that you
care about them and the free enterprise ideas
we support,

On receipt of the gift subscription form
we will send you a free copy of the Thxpayers
Survey of the Grace Commission Report.
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LETTERS

Productivity and Wages

Dear Sir,

Mr. Keating and his advisors make
considerable play (IP4 ReviewSummer
1985-86 page 21) of American studies
comparing by industries productivity
growth with increases in money wages.
They showed the relationship to be
negative i.e. industries with relatively
slow productivity advance showing
relatively high increases in money wages.

This appears to be true in fact, but
the explanation is unexpected. My basic
proposition is that the long term
apportionment of the product of
industry between labour and capital
depends upon the elasticity of capital-
labour substitution. The higher this
elasticity, the larger the share of the
product goes to capital and the smaller
share to labour. Since about 1970 this
elasticity has been falling in Australia,
and labour making relative gains. 1 had
obtained similar results, also with a
turning point about 1970, which I have
recently published in Japan, (“Wages
and Profits in Japan”, Japan Economic
Research Council). For unskilled labour
one expects high substitution elasticity
against capital; but when these
opportunities have been mostly used up
and we are dealing more with
specialised, skilled and management
labour substitution elasticitiy falls, and
labour obtains an increasing share of the
product.

The same theorem applies in inter-
industry comparisons. In old industries
where productivity is now advancing
relatively slowly, such as automobiles
and steel, little new equipment is being
installed. Therefore not much capital-
labour substitution can take place, and
labour is in a position to bargain for
relatively high money wages.

Dr. Colin Clark
Department of Economics
University of Queensland

Defence Efficiency

Dear Sir,

In “Defending Australia” in your
Summer issue, Professor Harry Gelber
writes about Australian defence policy
and administration.

“The entire defence machinery”, he
says, “is extraordinarily slow-reacting,
cumbersome and inefficient”. The
comment cannet but be political
hyperbole, for the Professor himself is
not qualified to pronounce on the
“entire machinery”, and he indicates no
other sources. (He ignores or is ignorant
of the 1982 report of Fraser’s Defence
Review Committee, the most
comprehensive and authoritative
commentary in recent times on defence

organisation, which reached conclusions
contrary to his own).

There are and always will be
shortcomings in so large and complex
an organisation as Defence. But its
efficiency also can be seen over the years
in eg., the adjustment to PNG's move
to independence, or, by the Army, to
withdrawal from South-East Asia, or in
the speedy replacement of Tracker
aircraft after the Nowra fire or the
reaction to incursions by Indonesian
fishermen. into north-west Australian
waters. Other random examples include
financial and resource planning, in
which Defence is years ahead of other
Commonwealth departments,
understanding of anti-submarine
warfare, policy for EDP, pay
administration, the development and
administration of the Defence
Cooperation Programme, and scientific
development, such as over-the-horizon
radar. '

It indeed took government time to
react to changed strategic and other
circumstances and drop the aircraft
carrier or finally to determine our
RAAF presence in Malaysia after
reequipment with the F/A 18. On the
other hand, government acted promptly
in response to US requests for
participation in a Middle East ready-
reaction force (no) and in the Sinai
peace-keeping force (yes), to the
invasion of Afghanistan, to PNG’s
request for defence support in Vanuatu
or in the decision to order more capable
anti-missile defence for the Navy in the
light of the Falklands war.

These few examples, and there will
be more recent ones, show how silly it
is to try to characterise the operations
of the “entire defence machinery” as
Professor Gelber has done. The “slow
reaction” of which Professor Gelber
complains is usually a misperception of
long-term planning and development.
So long as the reaction, or initiative, is
in time, slowness is no bad thing when
big policy, financial and administrative
issues are involved. “Cumbersome” is
the standard term of the inexperienced,
or resentful, for the processes of scrutiny
and consultation required by the diverse
interests involved in defence projects.
Professor Gelber also disregards the role
of the Parliament in imposing,
sometimes irksome, procedures on the
bureaucracy to ensure proper handling
of the taxpayer’s money.

Having charged Mr. Hayden with
subordinating foreign problems to
“domestic moods and feelings”,
Professor Gelber declares that “similarly
narrow views afflict Defence”. Hawke's
defence policy, however, is in substantial
continuation of Fraser’s and
Whitlam's,which gave priority to
national defence rather than
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participation in other nations’ strategies
(no longer available, anyway, after
Vietnam) and to the improvement of
our independent capacity in that
respect, rather than reliance on other
nations. Why this should be a “narrow”
view, Professor Gelber does not say. It
does not exclude significant cooperation
with regional countries and with our
two allies, none of which, except now
perhaps New Zealand, seeks to enlarge
relations in the major way that
Professor Gelber seems to feel necessary
or suggests changes in force-structure
policy to meet ANZUS obligations.

That Australia “faces no special
dangers and threats” is not just
something that “seems widely believed”
but, as Professor Gelber shoutd know,
has been the declared position of every
Government at least since Indonesian
“confrontation” and Vietnam. His
comment, that Government therefore
considers that “defence can ... be put on
the back burner”, cannot apply to
Hawke's budgets, all of which have
brought real increases to Defence. Huge
sums are voted annually (in 1985 some
$6 billion) and we have at present, in-
being or on acquisition, the most
capable Defence Force we have ever had
when not involved in a conflict, and the
best able to operate independently.

There is always much more to be
done to improve our defence effort, but
Professor Gelber’s charge of “neglect”
is absurd, as is his vague warning that
“a build-up would take longer than the
development of a threat which the build-
up was designed to meet”. What sort
and source of threat has he in mind?

An associated complaint is that
defence administrative arrangements are
geared to peace time. Surely, since we are
at peace, this makes sense. There is
much to be done in peace time for the
country to have an adequate base for
timely defence expansion, if this be
necessary in the future. If arrangements
be found unsuitable for these peace-time
tasks, the answer does not necessarily
lie in change to the war-time
arrangements Professor Gelber seems to
want vide Labor's reforms in the
Seventies. There is no more reason now
to introduce war-time changes into
defence administration than to
introduce conscription and to place the
Defence Force on higher levels of
readiness. These circumstances, or
judgement of them, might change.
Meantime, enhanced readiness would be
very expensive, and we are without
guidance as to the type and level of
conflict to which Professor Gelber
would have the Government shape our
arrangements. *

W.B. Pritchett
former Secretary of Defence
Barton, ACT
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depends on how well

its individuals work together.
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' theatre, individuals achieve

reater efficiency and

improved performance

through improved
communications and
co-operation with others
in the organisation.

Hewlett-Packard's
Office Information Systems,
which are built around
the unique Personal
Productivity Centre,
capitalize on this principle.

The fact that HP
systems are integrated

. simply means that indi-

viduals have easy access to
others in the organisation
and to all the resources
within the system. A system
that will grow with you one
step at a time.

Call HP now toll free
from anywhere in Australia
on (008) 03 3821.
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