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Editorial —

The Critical Issue
IN 1969 the size and direction of government spending could

become the critical issue of economic policy.

During the 1960's there has been a remarkable, and
disturbing, rise in the grand total of all expenditures attributable to governments. The 1960 decade opened with government expenditure amounting to about 30 per cent of the
Gross National Product — a proportion which was already
giving rise to some concern; but the decade looks like closing
with a figure well in excess of 35 per cent.
The Commonwealth Government, which largely controls
the magnitude of all government spending, has stated, on more
than one occasion, its intention to curb the rate of increase
in government expenditure. Indeed, Commonwealth spending
is expected to rise by under 10 per cent this financial year,
compared with 11 per cent in each of the two preceding
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financial years. But the outlay of all State authorities (other
than local authorities) will increase by at least 12 per cent
in 1968/9, compared with increases of 9 per cent in 1967/8
and 7 per cent in 1966/7. These increases are, however, affording little solace to State Governments who claim that their
finances are quite inadequate for their needs. Government
spending, overall, is still expanding at a faster rate than
the GNP.
Examples could be quoted from all over the world of
economies which have run into difficulties because of the
failure of their governments to restrain the demands they
make on the total resources available. Britain and New Zealand
provide outstanding examples.*
This aspect of government spending is above questions
of politics where the ideology of one party may favour a
greater role for governments than the ideology of their opponents. It is basically a question of economics. It is a matter
of how much of the total resources of a country governments
can appropriate for their uses, without coming sharply into
conflict with the demands of the non-government sectors of the
economy, both for investment purposes, and, more importantly, for personal consumption needs.
Orthodox economic theory has contributed to the notion
that this poses no problem at all — in other words that the
shift of resources from the private to the public sector can
be accomplished without disturbing the balance of the economy. Governments have simply to raise their taxes and the
charges for the services they provide; the private sector will
then be left with that much less to spend on all the things
it might wish to do, and will be compelled to reduce its
demands accordingly. Under this curiously static theory, total
demand is still tailored to total supplies; all that happens is
a redistribution of demand as between the government and
the non-government sectors. More is spent by governments
and less by businesses and people in a personal capacity; the
total demand-supply equation remains unaltered.
*See article by Sir Paul Chambers, p. 26.
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This theoretical concept may have had some validity
when government expenditure comprised a comparatively
modest part of all expenditure. But as government spending
climbs higher and higher, appropriating an ever-increasing
share of the resources available, the theory becomes an in-genuous-piece of nonsense.
The well-known economist, Colin Clark, was the first
to challenge the accepted orthodoxy. Clark argued that when
taxation exceeded 25 per cent of the national income, it
became a built-in inflationary force. (The estimated figure
for Australia in 1968/9 is 32 per cent). Clark may have set
the figure a little low. This is at least debatable. But there
can be no question, and recent experience proves beyond
doubt, that at 30 per cent or more of total expenditure the
Clark theory comes powerfully into play. The non-government sectors begin to resist more and more strongly (a
resistance which takes many forms) government attempts
to take an increasing slice of the national cake for its own
purposes. The people want a larger share for themselves than
governments wish to concede, and they are prepared to
fight for it. This resistance — a common form of which is the
intensified clamour for higher wages and salaries — has two
consequences. It leads to inflationary pressures with consequent
cost and price rises; and it weakens the economy's external
position by increasing the propensity to import and reducing
the capacity to export. The root cause of the economy's
imbalance is thus located in the size of government spending.
How is this problem to be dealt with in the Australian
context where the demands on governments for a multitude
of services and facilities seem almost insatiable? Last year
Melbourne had a crisis in its water supply. There is a national
road problem of terrifying proportions. In Melbourne and
Sydney particularly, congestion on the roads is mounting
alarmingly; by 1985 it is estimated that Melbourne will have
3 times as many cars as it has today. Education faces a continuing crisis of its own. One could go on and on.
3
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In this situation it is easier to define and diagnose the trouble
than to propose acceptable remedies.
Nations are no different from individuals, whose personal
wants usually greatly exceed the size of their pockets. No
doubt a strong case can be argued to justify every item in
the huge capital expenditures of governments and government
authorities throughout Australia, whether it be the $70
million for an irrigation project in the North West, $40
million (extra) to pipe Melbourne's sewerage to Cape Schanck
instead of Port Philip Bay, $50 million for the Tullamarine
Jetport, or a mere $2 million for a new Parthenon to house the
National Library. But as individuals are compelled to exercise
self-denial in planning their household budgets, governments,
too, must face up to painful choices in planning national
budgets. Governments, like individuals, can't have everything.
Capital is too scarce a commodity in a rapidly developing
Australia to be lavished on attractive status symbols, or projects of dubious economic worth.
The threat to economic balance represented by excessive
government spending should be met in three ways. First, the
total of all government demands — Commonwealth, State
and Local — must not be permitted to take a greater share
of total resources than the present 35 per cent of the GNP.
Indeed, from the stern economic standpoint, it would be
desirable to see a small but steady reduction in this share
over the next, say, 5 years.
Second, there should be a redistribution of existing
expenditures in two directions. The highly populated States
of Victoria and New South Wales, which are attracting twothirds of the migrant inflow, are entitled to a greater share
of Commonwealth tax and loan allocations. Also, within
Victoria and New South Wales there should be more emphasis
on spending in the capital cities whose problems are becoming
more intractable year by year, as against spending in country
areas. Is it right to allocate huge sums of money to irrigation
projects of limited economic value while the city driver is
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biting off his nails in frustration in traffic snarls which are
costing the economy several hundreds of millions of dollars
annually?
Third, government capital expenditures should be subject
to much more rigorous priority assessments based on the new
techniques of cost-benefit analysis which have been successfully pioneered in the United States and other countries
overseas.
One thing is clear — if State Governments persist in
making bigger and bigger claims year after year on the national
resources, they will run the economy into trouble and that
will be of help to no one. The tendency of the government
share of resources to creep up insidiously, little by little, is
the main threat to economic and price stability, if not in the
short term, then certainly in the medium and long.

*
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1969 Prospect
USINESS forecasters are unanimous in expecting 1969 to be
a good year for business. In recent months the economy has
been growing at a quite exceptionally rapid rate. Further
substantial progress through 1969 seems certain. There appears
to be nothing on the horizon to seriously impede the expansion
of the economy.

B

There are, admittedly, uncertainties and even problems.
A mature people will realise that an economy can never be
completely trouble-free; the strongest will have their tender
spots. This applies to all countries but, fortunately, at the
present time, less to Australia than to most. Each year, however,
will present its own particular difficulties which are likely
to require some adjustments in economic policy. The important
question, however, is whether the foundations of the economy
are sound enough to support continued development at a good
rate, without the prospect of too serious interruption.
At the present time the Australian economy unquestionably measures up to this test. This means that we can look
forward to the current year with confidence.
This view may not be accepted by everyone. There have
been some heart tremors in recent months over the external
balance of payments. Imports are running hot and current
account figures are deeply in the red. It is in the balance of
payments that the fundamental weaknesses or strengths of an
economy ultimately manifest themselves.
The overseas payments' position is, in Australia, very
closely linked with the inflow of capital from abroad which,
because of its magnitude, has assumed a key role in the economy.
Notwithstanding the large deficits on current trading, Australia could finish the 1968/9 financial year with some addition
to its currency reserves.
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In recent months, after a period of quiescence, overseas
capital has again become a matter of general debate, not only
because of its influence on the balance of payments. The inflow
of capital at the present time is reaching record levels. Many
would regard this as a cause for congratulation — an indication
of the confidence of overseas business and financial interests
in the strength and prospects of the Australian economy.
Others, however, are worried over the huge, almost month-bymonth deficits on current account.
They foresee grave difficulties for the economy should
there be a sharp and sustained fall in the capital at present
received from abroad. A large balance-of-payments deficiency,
if long continued, would, of necessity, impose a serious check
to the rate of advance of the economy by compelling resort to
painful economic and financial restraints.
Still other people — those who have been called the
"economic nationalists" — look at the large intake of overseas
capital with a jaundiced eye because they would prefer to retain
ownership and control of Australian resources mainly within
Australian hands. This is a debate which has been going on for
years. But it has recently been given a new lease of life by the
actions of the Commonwealth Government on threatened
takeovers and by expressions of government attitudes towards
foreign investment.
-What is the truth about overseas capital? First, does it
really threaten serious instability in the balance of payments?
Second, and apart from that, should Australia accept increasing
overseas control of Australian resources, particularly basic
natural resources?
To take the latter question first. The single fact standing
out above all others is that any action by Australia which
resulted in a reduction in the inflow of foreign capital would
be a decision to slow down the pace of the country's economic advance. There is no escape from that. If, by our
own choice, we reduce overseas investment below the level
it would be if left alone, we are at the same time reducing
the resources available for our economic development. This
would have several consequences. For the people as a whole,
it would mean that the yearly improvement of their living
7
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standards — which they all expect — would be retarded. For
Australian business as a whole — contrary to a view popularly
held — it would mean that opportunities for new enterprises,
and for the expansion and development of old, would be restricted. No one stands to gain more from a continued heavy
influx of foreign money than the Australian businessman and
investor. And from the standpoint of our basic national goals,
a check to overseas capital would mean that population growth
would be slowed, for the simple reason that the migration intake
would have to be reduced. Does anyone imagine that a very high
intake of migrants — 138,000 in 1967/8 and an expected
160,000 in 1968/9 — would be feasible without a huge inflow
of capital from abroad? It is worth nothing that to set up a
migrant with a home, a job, and necessary communal facilities
costs something of the order of $20,000.
These are facts which opponents of overseas capital should
ponder. The issue is quite simple. We can travel the path of
economic nationalism if we wish. We can ensure that a bigger
proportion of the ownership of industry and resources in Australia remains in the hands of local shareholders. But the price
to be paid is a high one — in retarded national development,
population growth and living standards, and in acceptance of
a more backward technology.
Last December the Commonwealth Government approached the Stock Exchanges concerning the restriction of the
voting rights of overseas shareholders in Australian companies.
There have also been a number of broad statements of government policy on overseas investment. All this, not altogether
surprisingly, has given rise to a fairly widespread idea that official
action to impose stringent conditions on the receipt of foreign
capital is imminent. We do not believe that this will eventuate.
Australia is not in a position to introduce restrictions which
would substantially check the inflow of overseas money or which
would have the effect of reducing the funds available for investment. Australia at present has an almost insatiable hunger for
capital. Australian savings diverted into overseas enterprises
(as a result, for instance, of a provision requiring a defined Australian equity) are savings lost to Australian-controlled enterprise, whether government or private. When it comes to the
point, we are most unlikely to cut off our nose to spite our face.
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What of the balance of payments? Is there an element of
uncertainty and risk in the present high rate of capital
imports and the large deficits on current trading? Certainly!
But then the balance of payments will always be uncertain.
That is the nature of the beast. The Federal Treasury made
that clear several years ago in a notable White Paper. No one
can say, not even the best informed, shrewdest of observers,
how the balance of payments will perform from year to year.
The predictions are very often wrong, because they are dealing
with something that is unpredictable. At the end of the last
financial year, it was generally expected that capital inflow in
the current year, while still possibly substantial, would fall
well below the record peak of 1967/8. But the opposite has
happened and present indications are that the figures this year
will top those of the previous year. The large deficits on
current trading, resulting from very heavy importing, are to a
quite large extent, a consequence of the huge inflow of capital
and of the rapid rate of economic growth which it is financing.
If the flow of capital fell away, and the pace of development
slackened, imports would fall too.
All great economic enterprise involves an element of risk.
This is no less true of countries that set for themselves high
targets of growth and development than of business concerns
that undertake new ambitious projects or rapidly expand their
existing activities. Like the tortoise we can only make progress
if we stick our necks out.
It is true that the balance of payments at present depends
crucially on a continued large inflow of overseas capital. It is
also true that it depends heavily on the price of wool. We know
from bitter experience that in the past the latter fluctuated.
widely. But that did not stop us from producing wool or from
looking to it to make a major contribution to our external
finances, and thus to our internal economic progress. Why,
then, just because it is likely to fluctuate widely from year to
year, should we not look to overseas capital to help with the
balance of payments and thus with the tasks of economic development?
aspect of the economy which will be closely
ANOTHER
watched during the current year is the movement in costs

and prices. Some yearly increment of inflation — great or
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small — has come to be associated with all modern economies
in which full employment of labour and resources is a first
concern of national policies. The only question today is how
much inflation?
In recent years, Australia has, by international standards
of comparison, a reasonably good record in this regard, despite
substantial wage increases and the added inflationary pressures
arising from rapid development and immigration. The percentage rise in consumer prices in the last few years has been as
follows. (Figures for U.K. and U.S.A. are placed alongside
for comparative purposes) .
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968

Australia

U.K.

U.S.A.

0.5
4.0
2.4
3.3
2.7

4.8
4.5
3.7
2.5
5.9

1.0
2.0
3.4
3.1
4.7

Sources: Monthly Review of Business Statistics, U.S. Economic Indicators, U.K. Employment and
Productivity Gazette.

Will Australia's good record be maintained through 1969?
In the December quarter for 1968 the increase in the Consumer Price Index was the greatest for some time — 1 per cent.
This could portend some quickening of the inflationary momentum to a rate which would give rise to concern.
Australians have now become so accustomed to some increase in living costs year by year that it is accepted as a law of
life. But once the yearly increase goes beyond a certain point,
people, and governments, become alarmed. The politically
"acceptable" rate of inflation today seems to be somewhere in
the region of 21 per cent a year (21 per cent a year increase in
prices is not usually regarded as a rapid rate of inflation; but
it is worth noting that in 75 years — a normal lifetime — it
would increase prices five-fold) . When it goes over 3, people
and governments begin to take inflation seriously, and when it
exceeds 4, very seriously; people, because they find their living
costs rising at an uncomfortably rapid rate; governments, because (apart from adverse political consequences) a 4 per cent,
or over, rate may mean that national costs are rising faster than
in many other countries. Imports will be encouraged, exports
made more difficult, and the pinch begin to be felt in the crucial
area of the economy, the balance of payments.
l0

At a rate of over 3 per cent, inflation begins to hurt, and an
inflationary psychology tends to develop. As people become
more aware of inflation, many take steps to protect themselves
against its consequences. In anticipation of higher prices later
on, consumers buy more now and businesses add to their stocks.
Pressure for increases in incomes, always strong, becomes
stronger. All this leads to an acceleration of the inflationary
momentum. At some point governments feel compelled to
counter the upward movement by resort to the usual antiinflationary devices, which invariably give rise to screams of
protest.
Is there any prospect of this situation occurring in 1969?
One could almost give a categorical "no" to this question.
The built-in tendencies of governments to over-reach themselves must, however, be watched. Here possibly the main
danger comes from frustrated State Governments which, in
their frustration, seem to be becoming curiously insensitive to
the public resentment of higher taxes and charges of various
kinds (which are just as painful as taxes) . A good part of the
increases in the consumer price index in recent quarters — and
this applies particularly to the 1 per cent increase in the December quarter last year — can be accounted for by higher taxes,
rates and government charges. Inflation can usually be traced
back to the size of government spending. When spending is
pushed too high, it comes into conflict with the wishes of the
people to retain more of their incomes for their own personal use.
The current popular tendency which attributes rising costs and
prices to wage increases that outstrip productivity is based on
a rather superficial view of a complex problem. The current
wave of industrial unrest provides strong evidence that wage
and salary earners, and especially the latter, are dissatisfied with
the sluggish rate of improvement in their living standards. They
cannot help but contrast this slow advance with the tremendously rapid progress of the economy on many fronts and the
spectacular industrial developments, particularly in the mineral
field. They see the national cake apparently growing by leaps
and bounds and, by comparison, the additions to their own
slices seem painfully thin. The growth in consumption expenditure, and thus the improvement of living standards, is being
held back by the rising tide of government spending (and con-
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sequently taxation) necessary to divert resources into capital
projects and defence. This would appear to be the underlying
cause of the continuing strong agitation for wage and salary
increases. In such a climate of opinion there is little or no prospect of keeping incomes within the limits set by productivity
increases, desirable though this is from the strictly economic
standpoint.
On several occasions in the post-war decades the Australian
economy has run into trouble. These difficulties could not,
perhaps, have been entirely avoided. They might, however, have
been lessened had Australia not succumbed to the ever-present
temptation to do too much and thus over-reach itself — a temptation which most other countries, too, find it difficult to resist.
The retreat to safer ground is usually prolonged and always
painful.
1969 could be a year when Australia's capacity for selfrestraint will be tested.
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How Much Nationalism ?
"Some wayward stranger in a spacecraft, coming from some other
part of the Heavens, could look at Earth and never know that it was
inhabited at all.
But the same wayward stranger would certainly know instinctively
that if the Earth were inhabited, then the destinies of all who lived on
it were inevitably interwoven and joined.
From out there it sure is 'one world'."
FRANK BORMAN,
Commander of Apollo 8.

"nationalism" can the world afford in the midHOW0 thmuch
Century?
2

It is now a cliche to say that today's world is a small world.
The phrase "One World", was coined by an American Presidential candidate, Wendell Willkie, over a quarter of a century
ago in the middle of World War II. After a trip to the battlefronts, covering 31,000 miles and 160 hours flying time. Willkie
wrote, "If ever I had any doubts that the world has become
small and completely interdependent, this trip would have dispelled them altogether . . . There are no distant points in the
world any longer . . . The myriad millions of human beings of
the Far East are as close to us as Los Angeles is to New York by
the fastest trains. I cannot escape the conviction that what concerns them must concern us, almost as much as the problems of
California concern the people of New York. Our thinking in
the future must be world-wide."
Yet Willkie wrote this and coined his phrase, "One World".
before the big jets let alone the supersonics, before the astronauts and satellites, the intercontinental missiles, the H-Bomb,
the new developments in tele-communications and a host of
other startling scientific and technical wonders. He coined it
also before the proliferation of the new-type business organisation known, descriptively, as "the multi-national corporation."
Technically and economically the world has become, for
all practical purposes, a single unit, but the basis of the political
organisation of the world is still very largely the sovereign nation
13

How Much Nationalism ? (continued)

state. The material progress of the people within a state is frequently impeded, and their continued existence under constant
threat, by the demarcation of the world by national frontiers.
Many political scientists are convinced that eventually there
must be created some kind of world government, presumably a
federation, which corresponds with the economic and technological realities of the 20th Century, if there is to be any solid
assurance of permanent peace. But, this, they agree, is for the
future. The political psychology of the peoples of the world is
yet far from ready for such a momentous development. Wendell
Willkie could write about "One World" over 25 years ago, but a
sense of world community has still to become part of the consciousness of the great majority of peoples who make up the
world. Although there are many promising signs of a changing
attitude, people generally are still strongly nationalist, rather
than internationalist, in outlook.
In the meantime — which means in all probability a long
time — the autonomous nation state will continue to be the
dominant form of political organisation, somewhat anachronistic though it may appear to be in a world in which the interdependence of all peoples has become an inescapable fact.
In this situation, where all the signposts to the future point
unmistakably to the need for the evolution of a more international kind of society, many thoughtful, conscientious people in
all countries must be puzzled over the apparent conflict between
their allegiance to their own nation and their allegiance to the
wider world community. Which has first claim on their loyalty
— their own country or humanity as a whole? The answer is not
easy or clear-cut. While it is natural, and indeed admirable, to
love one's country, the old attitude "my country right or
wrong", once considered to be the quintessence of nobility, is a
manifest and dangerous absurdity in the modern world. All
recent history demonstrates that nationalist feeling, carried to
excess, can have the most frightful consequences. But what is
"excess"? Where does one step over the boundary from a temperate, well-balanced, decently restrained national sentiment,
into the dangerous jungle of jingoistic, assertive, militant
nationalism?
Leaders who these days deliberately set out to foster in
their peoples a stronger sense of national pride, even from the
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purest motives, may nevertheless be guilty of unleashing forces
that can very readily get out of control. They are living
dangerously. Nationalism is a heady wine. Those who drink
over-liberally of it usually end up thinking strange thoughts,
and sometimes doing strange things. There is a very fine dividing line between what may be deemed to be a healthy national
pride and a competitive, self-seeking chauvinism. The line is
easy to over-step.
There are, of course, some thinkers who can see no merits
at all in nationalism, and who detest and fear all manifestations
of the nationalistic spirit. The great Russian novelist, Leo
Tolstoy, was perhaps the most distinguished early opponent of
nationalism. His hatred of nationalism also led him to be the
first to define the doctrine of Non-Resistance, later followed
by Gandhi and Martin Luther King. Tolstoy wrote, "I now
know that my union with other peoples cannot be severed
by lines of frontier or by Government decrees about my belonging to this or that nation. I now know that all men everywhere
are equals and brothers. Remembering all the evil I have done,
suffered, and seen, resulting from the enmity of nations," (he
fought in the Crimea) "it is clear to me that the cause of it all
lay in the gross fraud called patriotism and love of one's
country." The Christian doctrine of the Fatherhood of God,
he argued, was fatal to patriotism. These sentiments led Tolstoy
not merely to embrace pacificism, but, unrealistically, to reject
the nation state as a basis for human organisation.
The distinguished writer and essayist, George Orwell,
although a stern opponent of nationalism, however upholds
the emotion of patriotism. Orwell defines "patriotism" as
"devotion to a particular place and particular way of life
which one believes to be the best in the world, but has no wish
to force on other people". Nationalism, on the other hand, he
says, is inseparable from the desire for power. "The abiding
purpose of every nationalist is to secure more power and more
prestige for the nation . . .". "A nationalist is one who thinks
solely, or mainly, in terms of competitive prestige". Some may
not accept Orwell's definition of "patriotism", a word which
today seems to have rather an archaic, Kiplingesque ring. But
the distinction he makes between love of country and a nationalism which so frequently takes on an aggressive, competitive
complexion, is a useful one. Indeed, here may lie part of the
15
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clue to the dilemma which the conscientious modern man faces
in trying to resolve the agonising conflict between his responsibilities to his own country and his responsibilities to humanity
at large.
In the "one world" of today, aggressive, old-time nationalism is clearly a dangerous anachronism. It must be rejected not
merely on moral grounds, but because it is unrealistic. It goes
against all the trends of modern science, technology, and economics. The distinguishing features of the true-blue nationalist
are, first, the conviction that his own nation is, in most ways,
superior to others; second, the desire for national power and
prestige for their own sake; and, third, the certainty that in
any dispute with other nations, his country must be in the right.
On the other hand, love of country (what Orwell calls
"patriotism") is a natural, deep-rooted, entirely admirable
emotion. One cannot — nor should one want to — prevent
one's affection for familiar things, for the people, sights and
sounds among which one has grown up, and which have helped
to shape one's personality and attitudes. Can the Australian be
criticised for reserving a special affection for the gum above all
other trees, the Frenchman for believing that Paris is the loveliest
city in the world, or the Englishman for thinking cricket far
superior to baseball?
Unfortunately, in the past this love of country has often,
misguidedly, expressed itself in aggressive nationalistic forms,
which still exist but which in today's world are as menacing as
the H-Bomb itself. The assertive nationalistic spirit is still too
prevalent in all countries. Moreover, how easy it is for those
who love their country to blind themselves to its defects. The
mildest criticism, even though well justified, often makes them
see red. They rise to their country's defence in self-righteous
indignation. The same person who may be calm and fairminded in his relations with other people can become morbidly
sensitive and childishly prejudiced when questions of national
prestige are at stake. Those with an over-dose of the nationalistic spirit are readily provoked to envy by the successes of other
countries. They seize upon a single failure, a single defect, to
condemn these countries out of hand. This is why so many
people today, in Australia and elsewhere, are over-quick to point
the gun of criticism at the United States. The nationalist is
16

quite incapable of seeing the world scene, insofar as his own
country is affected, through dispassionate eyes. In every conflict
of view, the nation to which he belongs is invariably right. It
is the others which are self-seeking, morally corrupt, powerhungry.
In clashes of interest between countries, regard for objective truth goes out the window. Quite different standards of
morality, to those customary between individuals, often prevail.
"What rascals we should be," said the great Italian statesman,
Cavour, "if we did for ourselves what we do for our country."
The fervent nationalist is often quite incapable of condemning
atrocities that may be committed by his own country. His first
inclination is to stubbornly refuse to believe them. When
the evidence becomes overwhelming, he will seek, and usually
find, some justification for them. The deliberate inculcation of
nationalist feeling is often undertaken to divert the people's
attention from the failures and shortcomings of governments.
In the "one world" of today, the wise, far-sighted leaders
among the nations, and the responsible organs of opinion, will
concentrate on strengthening the internationalist spirit and
outlook. They will take the view that nationalist sentiment is
quite strong enough as it is. It needs no additional accentuation.
The great problems which the world now faces — the maintenance of peace, the relief of starvation and poverty in the
under-developed nations, the promotion of economic order
and prosperity — are going to be solved only by an internationalist approach and not by narrow, self-regarding disputation between individual countries; not by "the power
game" which leads in the end to the ultimate arbiter of war.
In some respects the necessities of the 20th Century world
are leading, by a natural process, to the creation of institutions
which over-leap national frontiers. An obvious example is the
"international corporation", a comparatively new type of business organisation which has multiplied amazingly in recent
years. In his address at the 1968 Annual Meeting of the I.P.A.,
Sir Maurice Mawby, the Chairman of Conzinc Riotinto of
Australia, quoted certain statements by the former Assistant
Secretary of State of the United States, Mr. George Ball.
"The multi-national corporation is planning and acting
in terms that are well in advance of the political ideas by
17
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which the world is organized. While the structure of the
multi-national corporation is a modern concept, designed
to meet the requirements of a modern age, the nation
state is a very old-fashioned idea and badly adapted to serve
the needs of our present complex world."
The implication clearly is that there should be a much
more rapid adjustment of national attitudes, and of the machinery of world political organisation, to the economic and technical realities of today's world.
Since World War II, two contrasting tendencies have been
apparent. On the one hand there has been a renewed emphasis
on nationalism in the multiplication of new nations in Africa,
Asia and the Middle East; only a few years ago the creation of
a new nation seemed almost a monthly event. These new
nations, not altogether surprisingly, often exhibit a rather
strident nationalist spirit.
On the other hand, there has been a genuine retreat from
nationalism in regional developments transcending national
borders; in the creation of new international instruments of
economic control, wielding extensive authority, such as the
International Monetary Fund and the World Bank; in the
establishment, of course, of the United Nations itself and particularly of the specialised international agencies working within the aegis of the United Nations — for example, UNESCO,
the World Health Organisation, the Food and Agriculture
Organisation, the International Labour Organisation, the International Telecommunications Union, and others. The most
noteworthy regional development is the European Economic
Community, whose ultimate purpose is to merge the historic
nation states of Europe in a European Federation.
Some distinguished political scientists see in the United
Nations' special agencies, serving particular functions transcending national boundaries, the most promising line of advance
toward a world community and a genuine international outlook. The development of such an outlook, they argue, must
take place before the peoples and nations of the world will be
prepared to surrender such authority to international institutions as is necessary to guarantee permanent world peace.
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IN a speech at Stanford University in 1955, the former Seeretary-General of the United Nations, the revered Dag
Hammarskjold, pin-pointed the great dilemma. "Everybody
today, with part of his being, belongs to one country with its
specific traditions and problems, while with another he has
become a citizen of the world which no longer permits national
isolation." Dag Hammarskjold went on to argue — an argument which not everyone will accept — that, in today's conditions, there is no conflict between nationalism and internationalism. "The question is not either the nation or the world.
Rather it is how to serve the world by service to our nation and
how to serve the nation by service to our world."
Nationalism is a tough, enduring plant, which too frequently assumes poisonous characteristics. It is quite capable of taking
care of itself. It is the "citizen of the world" concept, the stark
truth that the interests and destinies of all peoples are inextricably interlinked, one with another, that humanity as a whole
must learn to swim together or it will sink together, that now
needs emphasis.
The monstrous shadow of the H-Bomb hangs over the
peoples of all the world and says to them, "Co-operate or
perish". The responsible individual is only too well aware of
this, but asks himself what he can do. George Orwell has
attempted an answer. "As for the nationalistic loves and hatreds
that I spoke of, they are part of the make-up of most of us,
whether we like it or not. Whether it is possible to get rid of
them I do not know, but I do believe that it is possible to struggle
against them, and that this is essentially a moral effort. It is a
question first of all of discovering what one really is, what one's
own feelings really are, and then of making allowance for the
inevitable bias".
The motto of the old school of the writer is "Deo, Patriae,
Litteris", which was no doubt admirable for the times in which
it was framed. Today it might suitably be changed to read
"For God, Humanity and Learning". One might hazard a guess
that God is more concerned with humanity as a whole than
with particular parts of it.
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Married Women Take
Jobs
influx of married women into paid jobs is one of the
THEmost
striking social phenomena since World War II. It is a
development common to all Western countries.

In the short space of two decades the number of married
women going out to work in Australia has risen from 100,000
to over 700,000. In 1947, only 6 per cent of all married women
had jobs, compared with 30 per cent today. Employment of
married women is increasing at the rate of 5 per cent a year,
contrasted with 2 per cent for the labour force as a whole.
Moreover, the proportion seeking paid employment will continue to rise strongly if overseas countries are to be taken as a
guide. In Britain the percentage of wives at work has increased
from 25in 1950 to nearly 40 per cent today; in America from
11 in 1940 to 22 in 1950, and to somewhere around 35 per cent
today.
Not so long ago, it was generally accepted that a woman's
place was in the home. Housekeeping and the raising of children were regarded as full time occupations and the inescapable
destiny of a woman after marriage. Today, these notions appear
strangely archaic, the product of another world.
The rapid growth in the number of working wives in
Western countries is a result of the tremendous economic, social
and technological changes of the last quarter of a century.
With the success of full employment policies, married women
seeking work are no longer regarded as stealing a job from a
man. On the contrary they are warmly welcomed into the
labour force. At the other end, modern science and technology
are relieving the housewife of some of the drudgery and monotony of domestic work by providing a growing stream of
work-saving appliances, cleaning detergents, "instant" foods
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and the rest. The production and distribution of all these new
devices and commodities is in turn creating new jobs for married women seeking not only additional income but a relief from
the housekeeping round which many find boring and insufficient
to provide a full and interesting life.
What are the main avenues of employment for married
women?
In the manufacturing field, women have traditionally
gone into the food processing, textiles and clothing industries,
but automation and industrial progress have greatly expanded
the range of other factory jobs which they are physically capable of handling. They are particularly suited to small parts
assembly in the mushrooming electronics and light engineering
industries. Over 100,000, or about 1 in every 3, females who
work in factories are married.
The increased paper work which has accompanied the
growth of large scale organisation has been a major factor
stimulating the employment of married women. Nearly
200,000, or almost one-third of all married women at work in
Australia, are typists, clerks, receptionists and the like in banks,
insurance and other offices — both private and government.
Another 100,000 or so married women are employed in
retail stores where part-time work is most readily available for
women who have to look after their families. The rapidly
growing service industries such as catering, sport, entertainment, beauty parlours and so on, are also absorbing increasing
numbers of married women, many on a part-time basis.
Around 70,000 married women are now employed in
education, social welfare work, nursing and similar occupations.
The number of married women in professional, technical and
related activities must accelerate with the rapid rise now taking
place in the proportion of women with professional qualifications or special vocational skills.
Many married women naturally prefer part-time to fulltime work. Figures are not available for Australia, but the
position could be much the same as in the United States where
one third of all married women in jobs work part-time. In
Britain about one-half are in part-time occupations.
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(continued)

The changes in recent years in social attitudes towards
married women, and the shortage of qualified personnel, are
encouraging many newly-weds to continue with their jobs in
banks, insurance and government offices, teaching and nursing,
where single women were once strongly preferred. Women are
marrying much earlier today; the proportion of married women in the 20 to 25 age group is twice what it was 30 years ago.
Family planning by young married people has also become one
of the accepted facts of contemporary life and there are less
children to look after.
In the main, married women are not seeking paid employment to keep the wolf from the door. Most are working to
help provide a better standard of living for their families.
They may desire to move to a more attractive home in a new
environment, pay off a second or more expensive car, obtain
a wider variety of food and clothing, take holiday trips overseas, or provide higher education for the children.
The concept of a man as the sole income earner, with
a dependent wife and children, is, however, deeply ingrained
in Australian wage-fixing policies. This may partly explain
why we lag behind other countries in statistical information
about the family or household income to which wives, and
indeed children may contribute. The ILO Year Book of Labour
Statistics provides information on household income for over
50 countries, including Britain, United States, Canada,
Germany, and Japan, but not for Australia.
A survey of working wives, conducted by the U.S. Department of Labour in March 1966, revealed that, on average,
married women's earnings accounted for 22 per cent of the
total family income — 38 per cent for full-time, year-round
working wives. The Department considered that an income
of $7000 a year (the average earnings of an American male)
would keep a family of four in modest, but adequate, comfort.
But the extra $1500 contributed, on average, by the working
wife made all the difference in raising the family out of the
ruck.
Little is known about the earnings of married women in
Australia. But a survey of consumer finances in the Sydney
metropolitan area, conducted several years ago, yielded the
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following data about the contribution of the earnings of wives
to the family income in various occupational grades.
Working Wives and their Contribution to Family Income by Occupational
Groups
% Families With
% Contribution
Wives Working
to Family Income
Professional & Executive
29
25
Sales & Clerical
26
31
Skilled
19
28
Unskilled
21
29
All Occupations
24
28
Source: Survey of Consumer Finances by Professors Edwards and Gates in conjunction with
Survey Research Centre Ltd.

In 1965/6, 2+ million married men and 1 million married
women submitted a tax return. An analysis of the data contained in these returns, based on information supplied by the
Bureau of Census and Statistics, suggests that married women
accounted for around $1500 million, or about 11 per cent of
all personal income (excluding social service benefits). Married
men earned about $8,000 million, or about 60 per cent of all
income. Almost two-thirds of married women's earnings come
from wages and salaries and most of the remainder from small
retail and other businesses and farms, and from professional
and other self-employment. The income of all women from
dividends on company shares, interest on bank deposits, government bonds and other securities and property, accounts for
one-tenth of total female income, but for married women the
proportion could be somewhat greater.
Because of the high incidence of part-time earnings, and
small property incomes among married women, only 22 per
cent earned over $2000 in 1965/6, compared with 84 per cent
for married males. A broad dissection by income groups of the
earnings of married men and women is set out in the table
below:
Distribution of Incomes of Married People in Australia, 1965/6
$ Per Annum
Under 1000
1000-2000
2000-5000
5000-10000
Over 10,000
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Married Men
% Total
5
11
72
10
2

Married Women
% Total
37
41
20
2
—

100

100

Married Women Take Jobs (continued)

In 1965/6 married males earned an average of about
$3,500, but the incomes of nearly 1 in 2 married men were
supplemented by the earnings of wives in paid employment or
in receipt of property income. Married women contributed,
on average, about $1,500 to the family income. This, of
course, does not represent the total of family income.
Occupation statistics suggest that at least million teenagers are at work, and they could be contributing an average
of $1000 each to the joint incomes of their families.
It is clear that the traditional method of considering family
living standards in terms of the income of the husband and
father is misleading. The correct measure is the total family or,
as it is sometimes called, household income. With the great social
and economic changes in the status of married women in
Australia in recent years, the dearth of information about
family incomes should be remedied. The Bureau of Census and
Statistics should be adequately equipped to institute regular
surveys of family income, similar to those undertaken in most
advanced countries.

Married Women
Aged Under 20
20-24
25-39
40-59
60 & over

APPENDIX
TABLE I
The Labour Force 1947/76
1966
1947
Thousands
12
2
90
15
260
42
302
45
22
4

Other Women
Males
TOTAL

1976
Est.
15
135
420
445
35

108
609
2,479

686
749
3,421

1050
900
4,250

3,196

4,856

6,200

TABLE II
Status of Women in the Labour Force June 1966
Other
Married
Thousands
29
100
Employers & Self-Employed
574
700
Employees & Helpers
20
12
Unemployed
686

749

Total
129
1,274
32
1,435

Note: Taxation statistics suggest that a considerable number of married women were not classed
as "employers and self-employed" for Census purposes.
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TABLE III
Categories of Personal Incomes in Australia — Males & Females — 1965/66
Males
Females
Total
Wages & Salaries, Pay of
$ Million
Defence Forces
1,900
8,340
10,240
Unincorporated Business
1,210
340
1,550
Farms
750
270
1,020
Dividends
160
140
300
Interest etc.
300
200
500
10,760

2,850

13,610

TABLE IV
Distribution of Personal Incomes by Male & Female Groups 1965/6
Thous
$ Mill
Married Males
2,300
8,000
Teenage Males
300
350
Other Males
800
2,400
Married Females
1,000
1,500
Teenage Females
300
250
Other Females
500
1,100
5,200

13,600

Sources: Census Bulletins, Australian National Accounts & Taxation Statistics published by the
Commonwealth Statistician. In preparing the estimates, the I.P.A. was assisted by some additional unpublished material and by advice from officers of the Bureau of Census & Statistics.
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Can the Welfare State
be Reconciled with
Economic Growth ?
By
SIR PAUL CHAMBERS,
K.B.E., C.B., C.I.E., M.Sc(Econ.)

Sir Paul Chambers ranks among the foremost British business leaders of the present
day. He became Chairman of Imperial Chemical Industries in 1960, retiring from the post
in May last year. He is presently Chairman of the Royal Insurance Company and its
group of associate companies. Sir Paul is also a Director of the National Provincial Bank
and the National Westminster Bank. Since 1964 he has been President of the Institute
of Directors.
A Master of Economics at the London School of Economics, Sir Paul started his long
and distinguished career in 1927 with the Inland Revenue Department. He was appointed
Taxation Adviser to the Indian Government following the 1935 Indian Income Tax Enquiry,
and returned to Britain in 1940 to head the Statistics and Intelligence Division of the
Board of Inland Revenue. Sir Paul left the Government Service in 1947 to join the
Board of I.C.I.
Sir Paul is able to write on economic problems from the vantage points of both public
servant and leading industrialist. We are privileged to be able to publish this exclusive
contribution to "Review".

HE Governments of most countries
are concerned about 'welfare' but
T
what they do depends upon their resources and upon their policies. Very
poor countries with large populations,
many of which have never known better
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conditions than those of bare physical
subsistence, with starvation a reality if
there is a succession of droughts, can do
very little about welfare whatever their
ideologies. They can, and sometimes do,
take public action to stop the spread of

disease and to secure the equitable distribution of meagre food supplies and
that is about all. Where standards of
living are higher it is now becoming increasingly regarded as a social duty to
maintain a minimum physical standard of
living for the underprivileged. The taxation of those who are better off to provide
means of helping the poorest is almost
universally regarded as a legitimate function of government.
It is at the point where a Government
goes, as a matter of policy, beyond the
relief of want, and sets out to provide
social services for everybody regardless
of income that we have a "Welfare
State". In Britain today the Government
aims at providing comprehensive services
in the fields of education, health, unemployment relief, old age pensions, subsidised housing and to a more limited
extent free or subsidised "culture".
Pioneer work was done in Britain in
the 19th century in the relief of poverty,
but none of this work or that of the great
movement into insurance for old age and
sickness which followed the Beveridge
Report of 1942 amounted to the conversion of Britain into a welfare state. Beveridge very firmly limited his attacks on a
series of social evils which he named as
Want, Ignorance, Disease, Squalor and
Idleness. So far as want in old age was
concerned he repeatedly emphasised that
the role of the State should be ensure that
no old people fell below a subsistence
level, but that the provision of a standard
of living above that level whether through
private pension funds or the investment of
personal savings in some other way should
be left to the individual. In his view
thrift and saving were virtues and the
more an individual could by his own
efforts and savings provide a better standard of living for himself and his family
the better, — but this should be left to
the individual; government intervention
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beyond providing the standard minimum
would discourage savings and self-help.
In the gradual conversion of Britain
into a welfare state there has been a
mixing and to a considerable extent a
muddling of two objectives, the provision
of a minimum standard of living below
which nobody should fall and the provision of State-provided services for
everybody. In the latter sphere there has
been a growing emphasis on equality, not
merely equality of opportunity but equality in the provision of medical services
and education up to and including
university level regardless of differences
in individual means. The cost of these
State-provided services is borne, in some
cases wholly by the State out of taxation,
as in the case of education below university level, and in some cases partly by the
State (or local authority subsidised by the
State which is almost the same thing) and
partly by charges for the services. Even
in the latter case, relief by grants can
be obtained if there is a demonstrated
inability to pay.
In housing, we have had rent-control
for several decades and to this is added
subsidised local council house building
for which there are inevitably long waiting lists.
In pensions, a move was made away
from fixed State pensions in 1961 when
the then Conservative Government introduced a scheme for additional State pensions for which the contributions and the
pensions themselves were graduated according to income. The present Government has in January of this year (1969)
issued a White Paper which goes much
further and proposes the ultimate abandonment of the whole of the present pension arrangements and the gradual substitution of pensions based upon life earnings, the pensions being calculated by
upgrading the earnings of earlier years by
reference to the fall in the value of money

Welfare and Economic Growth?

(continued)

since those years and upgrading them also
by a factor representing the rise in the
average real standard of living.

Everybody knows that Britain's balance
of payments in recent years has been
under severe strain and that the strain
continues despite devaluation and
attempts to set limits to wage increases
and to consumption. The Industrial
Policy Group, of which at present I am
Chairman, and which consists of the
Chairmen or Chief Executives of some
of the largest companies in Britain has
shown in its three Memoranda that some
of the weaknesses of the British economy
are deep-seated and go back at least fifty
years but that the main troubles stem
from the enormous rise in Government
Expenditure and Taxation which has been
causing inflationary pressures and has
been upsetting not only the balance of
payments but also the balance between
consumption and saving.

What needs to be questioned today is
not whether the State should provide a
minimum standard of living for all its
citizens — a minimum which could rise
with rising standards of living in the
country — it is rather whether in a
free country in which personal liberty and
private enterprise exist the State should
embark on the comprehensive provision
of substantially all so-called "social services" or whether, beyond provision of
satisfactory minima for those who are
unable to provide such minima for themselves, the task of providing something
more should not be left mainly to private
enterprise, that provision being tailormade to personal requirements rather on
the lines that Beveridge envisaged.

The figures speak for themselves:—

Taxation, Government Expenditure and the Gross National Product.

Taxation

28

Year

Total
£ million

% of GNP

1913/14
1925/26
1930/31
1935/36
1938/39
1946/47
1950/51
1955/56
1960/61
1961/62
1962/63
1963/64
1964/65
1965/66
1966/67
1967/68
1968/69

255
903
956
1,024
1,220
3,488
4,509
5,729
7,355
8,190
8,573
8,853
9,888
11,142
12.067
13,331
15,100

10
20
21
23
23
39
37
33
32
33
33
32
33
35
36
39
42

Government Expenditure
(including Central and Local)
Government Debt Interest)
Total
£ million
% of GNP
324
1,424
1,491
1,391
2,053
4,969
5,264
7,038
9,685
10,689
11,102
12,055
13,075
14,481
15,974
18,125
19,000

13
32
33
31
39
55
44
41
42
43
43
44
44
46
48
53
53

The weight of direct taxation on higher incomes is also higher than anywhere else in
the world:Comparison of Marginal and Average Tax Rates.
Income All Earned.
M. = Marginal Rate
Av. = Average Rate
Married Man - 2 children under 11.
United
West
France
U.S.A.
Kingdom
Germany
1968
1968
1968/69
1968

Income
£ p. a.

5,000
10,000
20,000

M.
36.67
73.75
91.25

Max. Marginal
Rate applies
above
£

Av.
27.42
40.27
61.72

91.25%
18,900

M.
19.44
28.80
36.00

Av.
10.42
19.23
26.66

M.
36.05
48.06
53.21

43.2%
25,316

It will be seen that in Britain out of
every £1,000 a taxpayer earns above approximately £19,000 he retains only £87,
whereas in the United States of America
he retains £500 and in France and West
Germany he retains much more still.
Although the provision of social services by the State is not the only cause of
the rising proportion of the Gross
National Product taken by the State it is
a major cause, and most of the other
causes are due to Government expenditure (or losses) in the nationalised industries and to Government subsidisation by
way of grants to private enterprise.
Health and related services have risen
from £701 millions in 1956-57 to £1,689
millions in 1967-68; government expenditure on Education has risen from £671
millions in 1956-57 to £1,987 millions in
1967-68; Housing subsidies have risen
from £490 millions in 1956-57 to £1,107
millions in 1967-68; National insurance
and other social security benefits have
risen from £833 millions in 1956-57 to
£2,681 millions in 1967-68; capital expenditure in the National Industries (excluding deficits and capital sums written
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Av.
22.95
33.06
41.88

54.59%
23,225

M.
22
32
50

Av.
12.60
19.05
29.92

70%
84,750

1967/68
Australia
M.
56.38
64.88
68.37

Av.
32.75
46.45
56.50

68.37%
15,248

off) have risen from £607 millions in
1956-57 to £1,676 millions in 1967-68.
By contrast National Defence Expenditure during this period has risen from
£1,622 millions in 1956-57 to £2,218
millions in 1967-68, a lower proportional
rise than any of those shown above and
lower than the expenditure £2,292
millions in 1966-67.
These are only some of the items
which have gone to inflate Government
Expenditure in Britain. There can be
no doubt that efforts to restrict personal
consumption are becoming increasingly
ineffective and that if we were to continue
to let a greater proportion of the Gross
National Product go through the national
exchequer in one form or another, inflation would get completely out of hand
and we would see one devaluation after
another. The effect on Britain's standdards of living would be disastrous.
A stop must be called to the inflationary
pressure and indeed is being called, if
belatedly. I do not mean that the Prices
and Incomes Policy is being more rigorously enforced - so long as we have
some personal freedom left if Government Expenditure continues to take a
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growing proportion of the Gross National
Product the Prices and Incomes Policy is
as useful as King Canute's command to
the sea.
Steps are being taken and the Chancellor of the Exchequer has announced
his intention to keep the rise in Government Expenditure to 1 per cent in real
terms (with a rise in money terms sufficient only to take account of the increase in prices). This is a start but it is
not enough.
If Government Expenditure were kept
to the same level in real terms from now
on and if the Gross National Product grew
by between 2i% and 3% (which is
modest) the standard rate of income tax
in Britain could be reduced from 8/6d.
to 6/-d. in five years and to 3/6d. in
ten years. The tax relief could, of course,
be given in other ways but this is an indication of the relief which would be possible. In saying that he will keep the
rise in Government expenditure to 1 per
cent in real terms this year the Chancellor of the Exchequer does not hold out
much hope that this restraint can or will
be shown in the year after or in subsequent years.
The problem of preventing Government expenditure from rising and taking
a growing proportion of the Gross
National Product thus remains to be
tackled. Here my firm belief is that
this will not be achieved by making economies in existing services and functions.
It is essential in Britain that the Government abandon altogether some of the
functions it has taken upon itself.
If we confine ourselves to those functions which are embraced by the general
expression "Social Services" the most
hopeful beginning can be made by separating firmly two objectives:
(a) to provide standard minima for
everybody in each of the fields,
old age pensions, health 'service,
education etc. and
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(b) to provide state services above
these minima whether these extra
services are to be financed wholly
out of tax revenue or partly out
of tax revenue and partly by
direct charge on the recipients.
In my view in any country where the
average standard of living is high, objective (a) to see that nobody falls below a
certain minimum in standards of welfare
regardless of income is a national duty
and the "minimum" should rise year by
year as average standards of living rise.
This would mean, for example, that
standard old age pensions would rise not
only to offset the fall in the value of
money due to inflation, but to improve
the lot of the elderly as the State can
afford it. This should be done without
a means test. Anything which elderly
people provide over and above the State
pension, whether the saving is due
through a private pension fund or by
direct investment of money savings they
would keep — subject, of course to taxation and no reduction would be made
in the standard pension because of the
existence of a private pension or other
income.
All "Social" services, medical, superannuation, educational, cultural etc. above
the minima should in my judgement be
left, in general, to be provided by private enterprise for payment at full economic cost. If in some cases it proves
more convenient for some of these services to be continued to be provided by
the State it should be on a voluntary
basis so far as the recipient is concerned
and should be paid for at full economic
cost; such cost should not be a burden on
the exchequer to be met out of general
taxation.
Only in this way can we be reasonably
sure that Government expenditure financed out of taxation will be brought down
as a proportion of national income.

Given freedom to buy what services
they want and from whom they choose,
I believe that many people will in due
course opt for the freedom of choosing
privately provided services. It is a tragedy
that the National Health Service in Britain which started with high ideals is
now bitterly criticised by doctors and
hospital staff, by patients, who have.
sometimes to be kept waiting long hours
for attention and days (or weeks) for a
bed or an operation, and by taxpayers
who see the bill continue to rise with so
little but complaints for the additional
cost.
Monopoly is usually an evil; in private
enterprise there must, even where there
is monopoly, be sufficient competence and
efficiency to secure an adequate profit
to satisfy shareholders, but in State monopoly even this barrier to inefficient organisation (and to political interference in
management decisions) is absent. Choice
of going elsewhere, e.g. to medical services privately provided will be a spur and
a challenge to the State-provided services.

*
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So far as education at University
level is concerned the practice in some
countries of requiring the student or his
parents to pay the full cost or to pay by
means of a long loan repayable when the
student has become an income earner
has much to commend it. A University
degree usually adds to the earning power
of the graduate and, therefore, may be
seen to be investment in personal capital.
It might well have the additional advantage of inculcating in the student a
greater sense of responsibility than it does
when everything is given free or almost
free up to an age which is normally not
less than 22 years.
If in Britain a start is made on these
lines and there is in addition a gradual
abandonment of the growing practice of
subsidising inefficient industry (both
State and privately owned) I believe that
we could get our economy on a firm
basis that will endure and that we will
eliminate our recurring balance of payments crises while raising standards of
living year by year.

Contributed articles by noted authorities in Australia and
overseas dealing with matters of public interest are published
from time to time in the I.P.A. Review. This Institute is not
necessarily in full agreement with the views expressed in
these articles. They are published in order to stimulate free
discussion and inquiry.

32

•

