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editor’s note
Dear readers, yes, another issue already, you probably haven’t finished reading the last. The reason is we are catching up so because we
aim to deliver the magazine in the first week of the month on the cover.
Due to less time, I haven’t explored the commons theme as thoroughly
as I wanted so we can revisit the them later on.
One thing to think about the commons is who owns it? Does it belong to everyone or no one or collective or private. Does it matter? The
article on charging for common land might be challenging for some but
its important to get this understanding.
If you’re new to this magazine, and I know we’ve just added some
new trial subscribers, you’ll be wondering what we’re all about. The articles sometime assume some knowledge and if you want to get to grips
with the ideas there are numerous online sources. A
good place to start would be search on the Internet for
Henry George. Another place would be to come into
our Melbourne office to look at the bookstore or the
library. Check out our websites listed on the left here.
Enjoy the read, expand your mind,
			
Lloyd Churches

Upcoming Events
You are invited to the viewing of:

‘The Making of The Killing Fields’
a new Fred Harrison documentary
7.00 pm, Tuesday 5th April 2011
This documentary reveals why the collection of land rent
is crucial to the the protection of global eco-systems.
Discussion to follow. Refreshments provided.
Free event but RSVP to office 9670 2754.
Prosper Australia, 27 Hardware Lane Melbourne.

If you like the ideas you’ve read
here please join our organization,
Prosper Australia. Membership
costs $30 and includes a
subscription to PROGRESS.
Overseas members $35.
Progress subscription only $15.
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What are the
commons?
Wikipedia

The commons is terminology referring to resources that
are collectively owned or shared between or among populations. These resources are said to be “held in common” and
can include everything from natural resources and land to
software. In some areas the process by which the commons
are transformed into private property is termed enclosure.
The commons were traditionally defined as the elements
of the environment - forests, atmosphere, rivers, fisheries or
grazing land - that are shared, used and enjoyed by all.
Today, the commons are also understood within a cultural sphere. These commons include literature, music, arts,
design, film, video, television, radio, information, software
and sites of heritage. The commons can also include ‘public
goods’ such as public space, public education, health and
the infrastructure that allows our society to function (such as
electricity or water delivery systems). There also exists the
‘life commons’, e.g. the human genome.
There are a number of important features that can be
used to describe true commons. The first is that true commons cannot be commodified – and if they are – they cease
to be commons. The second aspect is that while they are
neither public nor private they tend to be managed by local

Markus Bernet
communities and cannot be exclusionary. That is, they cannot have borders built around them otherwise they become
private property. The third aspect of the commons is that, unlike resources, they are not scarce but abundant. If managed
properly, they work to overcome scarcity.

Common Land
Common land (a common) is land owned collectively or
by one person, but over which other people have certain traditional rights, such as to allow their livestock to graze upon it,
to collect firewood, or to cut turf for fuel.[1] By extension, the
term “commons” has come to be applied to other resources
which a community has rights or access to. The older texts
use the word “common” to denote any such right, but more
modern usage is to refer to particular rights of common, and
to reserve the name “common” for the land over which the
rights are exercised.
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More Middle-East
Revolutions?
by David Smiley

We are witnessing history in the
making. As unrest spreads across
the Middle East the internet is being
swamped by accusations of poverty and
inequality.

Tunisia and Egypt
For example, Tunisians protested
against “high unemployment, food
inflation, corruption...”1. For Egyptians
“Inequality drives Egyptians to the
streets”2. But Tunisia had boasted
an economic miracle while Egypt’s
economy was growing at 7 percent.
And similar enigmas are now emerging
across the region. So why do we have
poverty in the midst of progress? We
have to go back in history.
Land Economics3 (1968) reported of
Tunisia that “With the establishment of
the protectorate in 1881 the French authorities began to settle their nationals
on the most fertile ground enacting legislative measures to upset the traditional
Muslim laws of property...Agricultural
production in Tunisia exists in two distinct sectors: a traditional and a modern
sector. The latter was developed mainly
by the European settlers...the traditional
sector accounts for about 24.0 percent
of gross domestic product.” That a
much larger population generates only
24 percent of GDP suggests that the
original inhabitants were pushed into
marginal land. Twenty years earlier
Doreen Warriner4 (1948), while documenting poverty and inequality across
Wikipedia.org/wiki/20102011_Tunisian_revolution
2 	
http://willblogforfood.typepad.com
1 	

3 	
Land Economics, 1968, The Board
of Regents of the University of Wisconsin
4 	
Warriner, D., 1948, Land and Poverty in the Middle East, London, Royal
Institute of International Affairs.
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Muhammad Ghafari
the Middle East, predicted of Egypt
that “The distribution of land ownership is extremely unequal” as a result
“The fellaheen ...are an almost slave
population...With the present distribution of wealth and power, there is likely
to be no measure of land reform....Land
reform must therefore wait upon political change, and may one day become
the main motive for revolution.”

So, who next?
You can find a huge literature, in
books, journals and the internet, on the
problems of the Middle East. A useful
atlas of Middle East poverty and conflict can be found at Smith (2006). And
Chomsky (2003) documents America’s
involvement in the region. But poverty
and inequality, and therefore the seeds
of revolution were sown way back, as
Warriner demonstrates clearly in these
extracts.
PROGRESS March-April 2011

Palestine
“The majority of the Arab population already live on farms that do not
guarantee a subsistence minimum...” In
1936 population and average incomes
were: Arab 58,000 and 78 sterling,
Jewish 55,300 and 34 sterling [Then,
incomes would have reflected large differences in productivity. By now, occupations of Palestinian land would have
widened the gap further] ....The number
of landless agricultural workers was
estimated at 22 percent [in 1931] Their
numbers are now certainly larger...Rich
landowners are enabled to acquire more
water than they need for their own land
and so can force their poor neighbours
to sell land.” (Warriner).

Transjordan (Jordan)
Agriculture has benefited since
1943 from the establishment of clear
title. “One unfavourable result of

settlement, however, is that it facilitates
the sale of land to large landowners,
since it permits town merchants to
acquire land with their accumulated
war profits.” (Warriner).

Syria and Lebanon
In Lebanon individual small ownership is well established...In Syria, the
greater part of the land is owned by city
notables – the ruling class...the landlord
is almost always an absentee who only
visits the land to collect rent....If, as
in some districts, the tenant provides
labour only, the landowner’s share may
rise to 80 percent.” (Warriner).

Iraq
Here, settlement of title has also
backfired: “Thus the bulk of the land
has come into the hands of a class from
whom no leadership in agricultural
methods can be expected and which
is tyrannous, callous and oppressive...
Thus the former tribesman of Iraq has
been reduced to the position of a serftenant, who is entangled in crushing
indebtedness....In much the same way
the English landlords of the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries enclosed land
as their property....As regards water
rights, there is the same situation as in
Palestine and Transjordan; attempts at

legislation have been frustrated by local
interests....There is as yet no political
force to counterbalance the large landowners, and until one develops there is
not likely to be any limitation on their
power” (Warriner).

Oil and water
In her last chapter Warriner predicts that “The rights of [oil] exploration are held by a few foreign companies....not likely to stimulate general
development....since all their profits will
be invested outside the Middle East....
Foreign investment in the Euphrates
Valley Authority [water] might result
simply in contributing towards the
incomes and power of the landlords”
(Warriner).

Conclusion
Poverty in the Middle East will continue until social revolutions address the
huge imbalances in the ownership of
land and natural resources. There have
been many failed attempts at land redistribution across the region5, and they
have failed for two reasons. First, big
landlords are powerful and ingenious
enough to block what they claim is il-

legal property confiscation. Second,
the power in the land is shifting fast,
away from rural towards urban, industrial and extractive sectors, sectors for
which redistribution is inappropriate.
The revolutions we are now witnessing
will, sooner or later, have to adopt a far
more appropriate reform. Using existing
taxation authority, they must legislate
for the taxation of the rent of land and
natural resources.

References
Chomsky, N., 2003, Middle East
Illusions, Maryland, Rowman and
Littlefield.
Land Economics, 1968, The
Board of Regents of the University of
Wisconsin.
Smith, D., 2006, The State of the
Middle East, Los Angeles, University of
California Press.
Warriner, D., 1948, Land and
Poverty in the Middle East, London,
Royal Institute of International Affairs.
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Land_reform

Civil War in Libya
5 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/

Land_reform

Ramy Raoof
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Feb22, 2011. It seems that the
people of Libya are encouraged by what
they saw in Egypt and are now trying to
get rid of their leader al-Gaddafi who
has been in power for over 40 years.
But the situation is different in
Libya. Egyptian armed forces refused to
attack protesters but the Libyan armed
forces have attacked and killed many
protesters. According to Human Rights
Watch it was a massacre with hundreds
killed in the last four days.
An army unit has defected and
Gaddafi’s son has said the nation is on
the verge of civil war.
Libya is not poor compared to most
African states but this wealth is due to
its rich oil resources. It’s unemployment
is 21 percent and 29 of the 100 privatisations of government companies are
now 100% foreign owned.
Sources: Wikipedia.org and Wikinews.org
and The Age.
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Are Charges For
Common Land
Good For Us?
From an essay by Richard Giles called
Confessions of a ‘Fundamentalist’.

Some say that Georgism is now moving forward into the
C21 but that this advance is obstructed by fundamentalists
with an anachronistic attachment to the views put forward in
Progress and Poverty in 1879.
One of the important ways in which Georgism is moving
forward, it is said, is by providing a theoretical justification
for congestion charges, road tolls, and parking and beach fees.
They, it is argued, are merely an extension of the concept of
rent from private to public land.

The Traditional View
I cannot accept that view as Georgist. I admit to being
a ‘fundamentalist’. I believe that the ‘single tax’ theory of
Henry George is that it is solely a ‘tax’ on private property in
land and that this is all that is needed to yield equal rights
in the use of land.
Now, it is logical to think, if George claimed to have
resolved the problem of equal rights on all land by a ‘single
tax’ on private land, that he believed that equal rights already
existed on common land.
Here we do not need to depend on logic. For we know
that George did not want to impose such rents. He often
argued that, to impose a charge (rent) on the use of the lift
in an office building was unnecessary when its value could
be recovered from the rents of the offices. Since a tramcar is
simply a horizontal lift, its cost also may be recovered from
the value of the properties that adjoin its route!
Henry George pointed out that, if a ticket-collector were
installed in the lift, what he collected would merely take away
from the advantages of the building and, thus, from its rents.
Now, this all adds up to a powerful indictment of the
idea of extending rents to common land. First, if George’s
‘single tax’ on private land does suffice to gather the worth of
all intra-marginal advantages all that rents on common land
such as roads is going to do is to subtract from the rents from
private land. Second, if George’s ‘single tax’ is sufficient to
produce equal rights in land why do we need another theory?
We are left then with the conclusion that extending rents
to common land is quite unnecessary. Not only this but these
charges on common land may well dislocate economic activity and so reduce this revenue.
What has been said so far has not destroyed the arguments for congestion charges, parking and beach fees, or
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other public charges on common land. It has merely destroyed any claim that they are Georgist.

Are Charges on Common
Land Rents?
Yet, while these charges on common land including
pollution charges are often called rents, any close examination of them shows that they are not rents at all.
What are rents? Rents are levied on sites whose advantages exceed those of the margin. In other words, as the excess
advantages build up so does the rent.
But pollution charges, congestion charges and road tolls
work in exactly the opposite way. As the disadvantages build
up the ‘rents’ increase. For instance, as crowding increases so
does the congestion charges and road tolls.
These charges may be a land tax but they are not a rent.
If they were truly rents then for example they would reach
a peak when the motorway or city centre was practically
deserted. In fact these rents work in the opposite direction to
rents on private property!
It is also said that these payments compensate those who
have chosen not to pay to use them. But, to a ‘fundamentalist’
like myself nothing can compensate for the loss of a natural
right (even if one ever were compensated). You simply cannot
replace natural rights by a system of compensation.

The First Principle of Georgism
Yet much still remains to be said about the Georgist
credentials of this theory that extends the concept of rent
to common land. For we have yet to assess this theory
against the first principle of Georgism.
That first principle is superbly set out in Bk. I, Ch. IV
of A Perplexed Philosopher. There I believe George puts the
following view. The right to use land is an original, direct,
inalienable right belonging to the individual. It may not be
prevented by government. That right is primary and the
limitations by society upon that right are secondary. In fact,
these limitations are only legitimate when they make the right
to use land co-equal. So, where no one else wants to use the
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same land my right is absolute. Where
we share space, or where I may want exclusive use of land, my right is co-equal.
Where I want exclusive use or private possession the important limitation
to produce co-equal rights is the ‘single
tax’. Where we share space, on common
land like roads, we need nothing more
than a few rules, some common courtesies or conventions, and common sense.
George himself alludes to that co-equal
use when he discusses the use of the
common areas of a club in A Perplexed
Philosopher (p.27).

The Problem
of Principle
The theory that rent should be
extended from private to public land
seems to me to have an intractable
problem when set against this first
principle that we have a direct, original
and inalienable right to use land.
It lies with the term public land. For
it follows from this term that the public
as the legal owner of the earth may set
whatever conditions to its use that it
wishes. For what this term suggests is
that using public land is in the nature
of a lease. And what this term also
suggests is that the mere act of living is
to use public land and to be restricted
by the conditions that its public owner
wishes to put on it.

George Attacks Public
Ownership of Land
Now what impresses me about
that proposition is what George says
about it in A Perplexed Philosopher.
For there he convinces me that joint
rights do not add up to equal rights.
As he writes, “joint rights may be and
often are unequal rights” (p.27). Since
I want equal rights in land it is very
simple; I cannot accept joint rights in
land.
George’s argument is that the principle of joint rights turns the use of land
from an original, direct, and inalienable
right into a right exercisable only after
meeting conditions that its public owner
(or its representative) places on it.
As George points out it means that,
before I use land, I must have cleared

that use with the rest of the community.
I no longer have an original, direct and
inalienable right of access to land. My
access to common land is given only
after I satisfy certain conditions. It is no
longer unconditional and the conditions
that do exist need not secure my equal
rights in its use.
True, conditions are often placed
upon the use of common land. But they
are conditions to be met at the time it is
being used. I am not being required to
meet a condition before I use it. These
conditions help make the use of common land equal.

for such a society can originate from
that claim.
That is what the ‘single tax’ does.
It is not a model for the use of all land.
The co-equal use of common land
seems to me to be the higher use of
land. George has no wish to impose
rents on common land, not because
it is impractical or regressive to do so,
but because the first principle of his
philosophy is already plainly displayed
in the way we use common land such as
roads, beaches, and parks.

The Problem of
the ‘Single Tax’?

The danger of extending the
concept of rent to remaining common
land is that the whole idea of common
land will be obliterated. ‘The commons’ is not just the earth itself; it
is not merely the gift itself, it carries
with it the inalienable right to use that
gift.
Public ownership of land threatens
to surround that use with all kinds
of restrictions that may originate in
vested interests that may gain control of
government.
The claim of public ownership may
be needed to justify charges on common land. However, this is an ethos
that would drive society in the opposite
direction to Georgism. Henry George
considered that natural rights gave both
justice and freedom to society. It was
not necessary for some vested interest to
assume control over society.
The frightening prospect of this
collectivism is that if we must pay to
use common land and, if we do not, we
may well find ourselves charged with
trespassing on common land!
One might choose this collectivist
view but George’s view is far simpler.
There is no charge for using common
land nor, dare I say it, for common
services. I have a right freely to use
common land but when I use it I must
respect the equal rights of others who
are using it.
The truth is that the equal right to
use the earth cannot be built upon any
theory of ownership private or public,
nor can it be built upon the universal
use of the concept of rent.

But, it will be said, what then
of the ‘single tax’? Surely, that is a
pre-condition which must be met before
land is used. Why then do you accept
the ‘single tax’?
If the earth itself is ‘the global
commons’ does not rent everywhere
equalise my right to use it? One might
meet that argument upon the ground of
expediency. In Common Land and True
Cost Economics1 some of the difficulties
in applying this theory universally are
raised, such as the regressive nature of
such charges, and the enormous difficulties in assessing such rents, collecting
them, and policing them.
But the main trouble with this
argument is that what we argue for is
to enlarge the application of a principle
designed for special conditions into
a universal principle. The principle
designed for special conditions is the
‘single tax’. It is designed to meet the
condition of private property in land.
Our culture wants the private
possession of land. We see that claim
as expedient so as to secure our possessions against theft and our private space
from intrusion.
Given that claim to possession by
which we limit or privatise common
land, George shows us how it may yet
yield co-equal rights. George shows
how we may all possess land on equal
terms. George shows how the revenue
1 	
Common Land and True Cost
Economics is obtainable from the author.
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A Declaration by the Diggers of
Wellingborough - 1650
A Declaration of the Grounds and Reasons why we
the Poor Inhabitants of the Town of Wellingborrow, in the
County of Northampton, have begun and give consent to
dig up, manure and sow Corn upon the Common, and waste
ground, called Bareshanke belonging to the Inhabitants of
Wellinborrow, by those that have Subscribed and hundreds
more that give Consent.
1.We find in the Word of God, that God made the Earth
for the use and comfort of all Mankind, and set him in to
till and dresse it, and said, That in the sweat of his brows he
should eat his bread; and also we find, that God never gave
it to any sort of people, that they should have it all to themselves, and shut out all the rest but he saith, The Earth hath
he given to the children of men, which is every man.
2. We find, that no creature that ever God made was ever
deprived of the benefit of the Earth, but Mankind; and that it
is nothing but covetousnesse, pride, and hardnesse of heart,
that hath caused man so far to degenerate.
3. We find in the Scriptures, that the Prophets and
Apostles have left it upon Record, That in the last days the
oppressor and proud man shall cease, and God will restore
the waste places of the Earth to the use and comfort of Man,
and that none shall hurt nor destroy in all his holy Mountain.
4. We have great Encouragement from these two righteous Acts, which the Parliament of England have set forth,
the one against Kingly Power, the other to make England a
Free Common-wealth.
5. We are necessitated from our present necessity to do
this, and we hope that our Actions will justifie us in the gate
when all men shall know the truth of our necessity: we are in
Wellinborrow in one Parish 1169 persons that receive Alms,
as the Officers have made it appear at the Quarter Sessions
last: we have made our Case known to the Justices, the
Justices have given Order that the Town should raise a Stock
to set us on work, and that the Hundred should be enjoyned
to assist them; but as yet we see nothing is done, nor any man
that goeth about it; we have spent all we have, our trading is
decayed, our wives and children cry for bread, our lives are
a burden to us, divers of us having 5.6.7.8.9. in Family, and
we cannot get bread for one of them by our labor, rich mens
hearts are hardened, they will not give us if we beg at their
doors; if we steal, the Law will end our lives, divers of the
poor are starved to death already and it were better for us
that are living to dye by the Sword then by Famine. And now
we consider that the Earth is our Mother, and that God hath
given it to the children of men, and that the common and
waste Grounds belong to the poor, and that we have a right to
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the common ground
both from the Law
of the Land, Reason
and Scriptures; and
therefore we have
begun to bestow our
righteous labor upon
it, and we shall trust
the Spirit for a blessing upon our labor,
resolving not to dig
up any mans property,
until they freely give
us it; and truly we find
great comfort already,
through the goodnesse
of our God, that some
of those rich men amongst us, that have had the greatest
profit upon the Common, have freely given us their share in
it, as one Mr John Freeman, Thomas Nottingham and John
Clendon, and divers others; and the Country Farmers have
proffered divers of them to give us Seed to sow it, and so we
find that God is perswading Japeth to dwell in the tents of
Shem: and truly those that we find most against us are such
as have been constant enemies to the Parliaments Cause from
first to last.
Now at last our desire is, That some that approve of
this work of Righteousnesse, would but spread this our
Declaration before the great Councel of the Land, that so
they may be pleased to give us more encouragement to go
on, that so they may be found amongst the small number of
those that considers the poor and needy, that so the Lord may
deliver them in the time of their troubles, and then they will
not be found amongst those that Solomon speaks of, which
withhold the Corn (or the Land) from the Poor, which the
people shall curse, but blessing shall be upon the heads of
those Rulers that sell Corn, and that will let the poor labor
upon the Earth to get them Corn, and our lines shall blesse
them, so shall good men stand by them, and evil men shall
be afraid of them, and they shall be counted the Repairers of
our Breaches, and the Restorers of our Paths to dwell in. And
thus we have declared the truth of our necessity; and whosoever will come in to us to labor with us, shall have part with
us, and we with them, and we shall all of us endeavor to walk
righteously and peaceably in the Land of our Nativity.
Richard Smith. John Avery. Thomas Fardin. Richard Pendred.
James Pitman. Roger Tuis. Joseph Hichcock. John Pye. Edward
Turner.
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Who were the
Diggers?
Wikipedia

The Diggers were an English group of Protestant agrarian socialists, begun by Gerrard Winstanley as True Levellers
in 1649, who became known as Diggers due to their activities.
Their original name came from their belief in economic
equality based upon a specific passage in the Book of Acts.
The Diggers tried (by “levelling” real property) to reform the
existing social order with an agrarian lifestyle based on their
ideas for the creation of small egalitarian rural communities.
They were one of a number of nonconformist dissenting
groups that emerged around this time.
The year 1649 was a time of great social unrest in
England. The Parliamentarians had won the First English
Civil War but failed to negotiate a constitutional settlement with the defeated King Charles I. When members
of Parliament and the Grandees in the New Model Army
were faced with Charles’ perceived duplicity, they tried and
executed him.
Government through the King’s Privy Council was
replaced with a new body called the Council of State, which
due to fundamental disagreements within a weakened
Parliament was dominated by the Army. Many people were
active in politics, suggesting alternative forms of government
to replace the old order. These ranged from Royalists, who
wished to place King Charles II on the throne; men like
Oliver Cromwell, who wished to govern with a plutocratic
Parliament voted in by an electorate based on property,
similar to that which was enfranchised before the civil war;
agitators called Levellers, influenced by the writings of John
Lilburne, who wanted parliamentary government based
on an electorate of every male head of a household; Fifth
Monarchy Men, who advocated a theocracy; and the Diggers
led by Winstanley, who advocated a more radical solution.
Gerrard Winstanley and 14 others published a pamphlet
in which they called themselves the True Levellers to distinguish their ideas from those of the Levellers. Once they put
their idea into practice and started to cultivate common land,
they became known as “Diggers” by both opponents and supporters. The Diggers’ beliefs were informed by Winstanley’s
writings, which encompassed a worldview that envisioned
an ecological interrelationship between humans and nature,
acknowledging the inherent connections between people and
their surroundings. Winstanley declared that “true freedom
lies where a man receives his nourishment and preservation,
and that is in the use of the earth”.
An undercurrent of political thought which has run
through English society for many generations and resurfaced
from time to time (for example, the Peasants’ Revolt in 1381)

was present in some of the political factions of the 17th
century, including those who formed the Diggers, and held
the common belief that England had become subjugated
by the “Norman Yoke.” This legend offered an explanation
that at one time a golden Era had existed in England before
the Norman Conquest in 1066. From the conquest on, the
Diggers argued, the “common people of England” had been
robbed of their birthrights and exploited by a foreign ruling
class.

Freedom to roam
Wikipedia

The freedom to roam, or everyman’s right is the general
public’s right to access certain public or privately owned land
for recreation and exercise. The right is sometimes called the
right of public access to the wilderness or the right to roam.
In England and Wales public access rights apply to
certain categories of mainly uncultivated land—specifically
“mountain, moor, heath, down and registered common
land.” Developed land, gardens and certain other areas are
specifically excluded from the right of access. Agricultural
land is accessible if it falls within one of the categories
described above. Most publicly owned forests have a similar
right of access by virtue of a voluntary dedication made
by the Forestry Commission. People exercising the right of
access have certain duties to respect other people’s rights to
manage the land, and to protect nature.
In Sweden allemansrätten (lit. “everyman’s right”) is a
freedom granted by the Constitution of Sweden. Since 1994
the Instrument of Government says that notwithstanding the
right to own property “everyone shall have access to nature
in accordance with allemansrätten”. What this means is not
further explicated on in the constitution, and only sparsely
in other legislation. The concept was introduced in the 1940s
as a customary law. With the increased living standard in
Sweden during the early 20th century—and with the introduction of mandatory holidays—the government wanted
to encourage outdoor access and a healthy lifestyle for its
citizens. As in other Nordic countries, the Swedish right to
roam comes with an equal emphasis being placed upon the
responsibility to look after the countryside; the maxim is “do
not disturb, do not destroy”.
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The tragedy of
the so-called
“commons”

B.Navez

By Gavin Putland

There is no such phenomenon as the “tragedy of the commons”. The phenomenon that is usually called by that name
arises because the so-called “commons” are treated not as
belonging to all, but as belonging to no one — in other words,
because they are not commons at all.
Consider an area of pasture (the so-called “common”)
surrounded by a number of small farms. Each farmer may
grow crops only on his own farm, but may graze his cattle on
the “common” free of charge. The total yield from grazing
is maximized by a certain total number of cattle, hence by a
certain number of cattle per farmer. But if one farmer grazes
more than the optimum number per farmer, the increase in
his yield due to the larger number of cattle belonging to him
outweighs the decrease in his yield due to the reduced yield
per head of cattle. If every farmer thinks that way, they all lose
due to overgrazing.
Contrary to the standard terminology, this situation is not
a tragedy of the “common”, because there is no common to
speak of. If the grazing land were really treated as common
property, each farmer who grazed cattle on that land would
be required to compensate the other farmers (co-owners) for
the reduction in their grazing opportunities. In the absence
of such compensation, the pasture is treated not as common
land (terra communis) but as no man’s land (terra nullius).
Therein lies the real cause of the tragedy.
True common ownership of the pasture could be arranged as follows. The farmers form an association which
charges a rent for the right to graze each animal on the
common, and distributes the rent among the members. Those
farmers who exercise grazing rights pay the rents and get the
yield. Those who don’t exercise their rights receive the value
of those rights in the form of rent shares, with which they
may purchase products from those who do exercise grazing
rights. The only judgment that the association needs to make
is how much rent to charge in order to produce optimal use
of the common.
The modern privatization movement refuses to acknowledge this option, and instead recommends that the common
be handed over to some private entity, which shall have the
exclusive right to graze cattle or to charge others for doing
so. The dispossession of the farmers is deemed not to matter,
because the initial distribution of grazing rights does not affect
the incentive to use those rights efficiently. This is an illustration of the celebrated Coase theorem, whose discoverer was
awarded the Nobel Prize in Economics for showing that
justice, although inconveniently compatible with efficiency, is
not a necessary condition for efficiency. Coase’s theorem is the
retrospective justification for the British enclosure movement,
by which grazing rights were transferred from the peasantry
to the gentry with only token compensation — except that,
according to the theorem, there was no need for the token
compensation.
The privatization movement — that is, the modern
enclosure movement — pretends that the only alternative to
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privatization of the “commons” is government ownership or
control. This too is incompatible with common ownership or
common rights, and is more correctly called collectivization.
When a right is common, anyone may exercise it, subject
only to the protection of everyone else’s equal rights. When
a right is collective, the government exercises it or determines
who may exercise it.
When freedom of speech is a common right, anyone
may say anything subject only to the protection of other
people’s equal rights (including, but not limited to, freedom
of speech). When freedom of speech is a collective right, the
government determines what may be said and who may say
it. When freedom of speech is a private right, private entities
determine what may be said and who may say it.
When access to land is a common right, anyone may use
any piece of land subject to compensation for the encroachment on other people’s equal rights; the compensation is by
payment of the rental value of the land into a common fund
which is distributed through a citizens’ dividend and/or
public services. When access to land is a collective right, the
government determines who, if anyone, may use each piece
of land and for what purpose and at what price. When access
to land is a private right, some private entity determines who,
if anyone, may use each piece of land and for what purpose
and at what price.
In each case, notice that collective rights and private
rights are more similar to each other than to common rights.
By collectivizing a sufficient range of rights and calling them
common rights, one can establish a Stalinist state with a
name like “Democratic People’s Republic of Korea”. And
by pretending that the only alternative to collectivization is
privatization, one can establish a similar degree of despotism
under the guise of property rights.
If access to land were treated as a common right, the
benefits of public infrastructure, which are manifested as
uplifts in the rental values of land, would be paid into a common pool and consequently made available to amortize the
cost of the infrastructure. If access to land were partly treated
as a common right, there would be a partial pooling of uplifts
in rent, which would still be sufficient to finance a wide
variety of infrastructure projects, while the uncollected portion of the uplifts would be windfall gains to the land owners
— who, if they were at all rational, would enthusiastically
support such an arrangement. But because land is almost
completely privatized, the collection of uplifts in rental values
is minimal, with the result that infrastructure is under-funded
and under-provided. Thus, while there is no such thing as a
tragedy of the commons, there is certainly such a thing as a
tragedy of privatization. And the private owners are the losers.
From scrapbook.lvrg.org.au.
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Doing a Reverse Robin Hood
By Lloyd Churches

Allan Fuary of Maryborough, Queensland is accusing
the Fraser Coast Regional Council of doing a reverse Robin
Hood when it comes to rates - taking from the poor to give
to the rich. So reported the Fraser Coast Chronicle 22nd
January, 2011.
Mr Fuary, said that Queensland rates should be based
on the unimproved value of land but the council was using
a minimum rate scheme because it was easier to administer,
which resulted in the poor subsidising people who were better
off.
“The people who own the lesser value are paying proportionately more than they should be - in some cases three
times the amount,” he said. “It’s not fair on those with lesser
valued properties.” “Those with the more valued properties,
they’re the ones that pay more,” he said. “Those with the
lesser value should be paying less.”
Mr Fuary said the value of a small block of land in Tiaro
wouldn’t be anything like the value of land near the Esplande
in Hervey Bay but still they pay the same minimum rate.
“They haven’t got any of the facilities that they would have in
Hervey Bay or even in Maryborough, but they expect them to
pay for the same things and that’s where it’s wrong,” he said.
It was nonsense to have the 0.6270 cents in the dollar
amount on the rates schedule because if it was calculated at
that rate, urban dwellers with a land value of $50,000 would
pay $313, not the minimum rate of $905. He said rates were
meant to be calculated on a sliding scale, similar to taxes,
so charges were higher for land with a higher unimproved
capital value.
The Fraser Coast Regional
Coucil has made a mockery of
the so called site rating system.
According to its rates schedule for
2010/2011 there are over 30 different categories of land and all with
minimum rates. The lowest rate in
the dollar was 0.4677 cents and the highest was 1.1767. For
residential categories it varied from 0.5560 up to 0.8916 and
for commercial categories it varies between 0.55 to 1.1767
cents in the dollar.
Over half of the categories can be categorized as ‘multiple residential’ with the subcategories being how many
households on the title. This allows the council to have
minimums starting at $1763 for land with 2 to 10 units and
up to $81,226 for over 300 units. There are even two more
categories for ‘multiple residential units and part of a multilevel complex’ with less than 180 units a minimum rate of
$173,995 and over 180 units the minimum is $186,732.

So from this we can gather that those who hold the least
land, those who live in units of a multi level complex pay the
highest rate in the dollar. Where is the justice in that!
It doesn’t end there. Looking further down in the rates
schedule are numerous other fixed charges for water, sewerage, various rubbish collection charges, evironmental levy
and fire levy charges.
It’s obvious that council has no idea of the principles of
site rating. They do not understand why it exists so I wouldn’t
be surprised if in the future the number of charges or levies
increase to include things like ‘Council administration levy’,
‘High street redevelopment levy’, ‘Local roads levy’, ‘Library
levy’, ‘Hall maintenance levy’, ‘Parks levy’, ‘Flood reconstruction levy’, ‘Bushfire recovery levy’, ‘Water buy-back
levy’ and so on.
I commend Alan
Fuary and Stephen
Keevil and their campaign to have the rating
system restored to a
pure site rating system
with no categories, exemptions and minimum
rates. Mr Fuary is planning to hold a rates summit, open to
everyone, at the Brolga Theatre in June with interstate guest
speakers.
By Lloyd Churches. Sources: Fraser Coast Chronicle
article and Fraser Coast Regional Council’s website.

Melbourne Airport Parking Fees
The Age has been reporting on the high cost of airport
parking. Aparently a fifth of its revenue is from parking,
103.9 million a year, taking in more than Sydney airport at
$95 million. If you park between 1 and 2 hours you’ll be
charged $20 so hope that your arriving guests plane isn’t late
or there is a hold up with their luggage.
Australian Competition and Consumer Commision
(ACCC)’s chairman has said Melbourne airport earns monoply profits and can drive away competitions by levying fees
and regulations on other operators.
Of course the best way to manage this would be to have
free airport parking provided by the government and a train
going directly from the city center. The cost of providing the
train and parking infrastructure coming from collecting the
rent of the airport land itself. The cost of air travel might
have to go up slightly but it wouldn’t be anything near the
monopoly profits now enjoyed by the airport company.
by Lloyd Churches
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You Need A Quick
Mind Cleanse
This is your government speaking, pay attention. You the
author and the other two posters are ordered to go to your
nearest deprogramming station for a quick mind cleanse. You
will cease to believe in this archaic notion of “freedom” that
you have held on to for too long now. You will assimilate
with the other masses and begin watching ‘Dancing with
the Stars’, ‘Survivor’ and other mind numbing television
programming in order that you may fit in while holding an in
depth conversation about the actors you saw on tv and how
you want to be just like them. There is to be no individuality
in our great country anymore either. So forget it. Watch tv
and talk about tv otherwise back to the deprogramming stations for you. Reading is prohibited and dangerous for your
childrens’ health as there is lead in the ink in all the classic

Delighted.
And red-faced
with anger
By David Collyer

Australia is delighted to hear our two world-leading miners, BHP Billiton and Rio Tinto, announce record profits and
giant capital investment programs.
Our pleasure ends right there.
Both these titans are majority owned by foreign interests
through the London Stock Exchange. They are effectively
headquartered out of London. Management wages are spent
there. Most of their dividend streams are channelled through
there. The majority of capital gains driven by their swollen
profits are enjoyed there.
Can you hear the sucking noise as billions of dollars
leave our country every year, never to return?
When mining meant grizzled prospectors panning for
gold on remote creeks, it made sense to leave their earnings
untaxed. Our world is more complex now.
Mining in Australia is a Goliath. The engineering works
to dig up, simply process and move the ore to port are staggering. Rio produced 224 million tonnes of Pilbara iron ore
last year; BHP shipped ‘only’ 150 million tonnes. Sure they
paid company tax like other corporates. But they didn’t pay
for the resource, which belongs to you and me, through the
Australian government. And the royalties they pay state
governments are laughable.
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novels. We will supply you with government sanctioned
reading materials
should you bother to
read anymore. These
are timeless classics
such as: “The happy
little bunny who assimilated nicely while
the whole world was
being stolen from
beneath him through
another transfer of
wealth to the top 1%
as the middle class
disintegrated.” Your children will love it. We the government
promise with a money back guarantee.
The above comment was left in response to a thoughtful online
article here http://expectedreturnsblog.com/the-intelligentforecaster/.

The new mining
tax negotiated by
the Gillard government weakens again
the proposal in
the Henry Review,
Australia’s Future
Tax System. Treasury
estimates the government has sacrificed
$60.5 billion over the
next ten years. This
gap in government revenues will be filled by taxes on you and
me, and by providing lower services.
Australian citizens would be rioting in the street if they
understood this conspiracy.
The weak new tax falls only on iron ore and coal. BHP’s
Olympic Dam contains $1.3 trillion in copper, gold and
uranium at current prices. None of this will be subject to the
mining tax.
We could sack the Gillard government for being such
gormless twits, but the Liberal-National opposition are
against the mining tax. They prefer the grossly distorted
system we currently have. The Greens and independent MHR
Andrew Wilkie are energetic supporters of the original mining tax, but their voices are ignored by the mainstream media.
Money wasted on the school halls program in the middle
of the financial crisis drew strident criticism, yet $60.5 billion
in uncollected taxes passes without comment.
If anyone needed evidence that we live in a plutonomy,
here it is.
I despair at Australian politics.
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Inflation: A spectre
of the past?
By David Brooks

We have all heard of the subject. Newspapers have
written reams about the subject. Economists have written
volumes (all different, of course) about the dreaded inflation. And now, we are faced with the problem again. There
are few things to remember when discussing anything to do
with economics. The subject refers to the most sensitive of
human nerves, the hip pocket. So prejudice, ignorance and
bigotry rule the day. Politics also aims to control economics. Wherever politics are involved one can expect lies, lies,
obscurantism, abuse, more lies; you should know the story by
now. Formidable forces to get around! History is a wonderful
subject; things which bother us today are often (not always)
things which bothered our ancestors and often (not always)
they found a solution to. So how far back into history does inflation go? There was a Greek gentleman named Archimedes
who was given a job by King Heiron II. The king thought he
was being ripped off . His crown was supposed to be pure
gold. He did not think it was. The job was to find out whether
it was or was not. We all know the story of “Eureka!”
Archimedes found out how to determine whether it was pure
or adulterated. That was 2200 years ago. But how do you tell
if a currency is adulterated? That something of lower value
has been added to the good stuff ? Who would or could do
such a thing?
All currency in Australia is a matter for the Federal
Government. They design it and they issue it. The intrinsic

Golden Rule:
Dont Mess with
the Taxman
In a bizarre American tax trial, businessman Robert
Kahre is being charged with intentionally paying his employees with legal tender.
The American government mints and circulates a series
of gold and silver coins, with the highest face value being
the golden $50 American eagle. According to American law,
these can be used as currency at face value.
Most people don’t use these coins as currency because
their metal value is higher than the face value. But Kahre
does. In 1993 he paid $240 in court filing fees using silver
coins with a face value of $240 but a higher silver value. As
per the law, the government took the money at face value.
No problem so far. But paying court fees wasn’t the only
way that Kahre used the legal coins. He also used them to

value of the currency is nil. Those plastic notes we have in
our wallets cost mere cents to produce and is only representative money. If the government went broke so would
we. Such a system is easily abused and difficult to control
because the people do not have any recourse but to use what
the government determines is currency. So when you read
in newspapers that the government is “awash with money”
maybe it would be prudent to ask where they got it from?
There are only two sources. Via taxation from the people or
they printed some extra copies when they ran the presses.
There are of course references to this in the Parliamentary
records here in Australia, the UK and the USA, and probably
many other countries. Effectively, when prices rise, as they
are doing in Australia, as a general event, then the currency is
being inflated. That is, the government is expanding its means
of taxation. Those most affected are those on fixed incomes
and living from savings and next are those struggling to keep
their wages realistic. If we were able to freely convert to, and
use, gold as currency this could not occur. But when politicians talk about free markets they do not appear to include its
use for the common man, only their business friends. Trust
money is never good. Trust money in the hands of government is an oxymoron. We should do something about it.
Exchangeability would be a good start.

pay wages. Employees used the face value to determine their
tax liability, which meant they paid less tax. At this point, the
government had a problem.
In 2003, dozens of heavily armed representatives from
SWAT, the IRS and FBI ram-raided Kahre’s business and
successfully subdued and arrested the handful of ordinary
tradesmen and office workers. To hide the carnage they
smashed the surveillance cameras, but forgot to wipe the
computer hard drive that had a copy of the incident … oops!
The government presented 161 charges and in 2007 they
got zero convictions. Undeterred, the government is trying its
luck again before the courts with a similar case (mixed with
other charges). If convicted, Kahre could spend the rest of his
life in jail.
While dramatic, all of this leaves unanswered the legal
status of the gold and silver coins. Should they be treated at
face value (as insisted by the government) or the metal value
(as insisted by the government)? Or should the treatment
change at the convenience of the government?

by John Humphreys, 12 June 2009, www.cis.org.au
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Australian Housing:
Beware the Ninth of March

The supply-side crash has apparently spread to the demand side, says Gavin R. Putland.
On 10 December I wrote “Lending
to individuals for acquisition of investment
homes ... and lending for acquisition of
established homes for owner-occupation ...
both recovered slightly in October. The continuing upward trend in weekly sales figures
(not to be confused with clearance rates)
suggests that November’s lending figures will
again show a rise.”
The suggestion was confirmed by
some ABS measures but not by all.
The “key figures” indeed showed a
rise in November, and a larger rise in
December. But the two series that I have
been tracking declined by insignificant
margins in November and rebounded in
December. Those two series are aggregated quarterly in the following graph,
in which the investment curve is second
from the bottom (purple) and the
owner-occupation curve is third from
the bottom (blue).
The upticks in the December
quarter are clear, but may not be so
clear when the graph is adjusted for
that quarter’s GDP figures, which will
not be known until March 2. Australian

home prices peaked in May 2010. On
October 29, Christopher Joye of RP
Data-Rismark noted that “there has been
no growth at all in capital city dwelling values since the end of May 2010,” and that
“rest of state house values have realised no
capital growth at all in 2010...” The peak
was confirmed by Australian Property
Monitors and graphed in the RBA’s
Statement on Monetary Policy for
November 2010 (www.is.gd/KwHE2K).
The top two curves in the above graph
tell the same story.
Hence, in my post of 11 November,
I wrote: “Now tell me: when buyers, who
cannot justify the interest on current prices
unless those prices are rising, see that prices
have merely flat-lined in the second half
of 2010, will they pay the same prices in
2011?”
The answer may lie in the announcement that AFG has recorded its
biggest-ever fall in mortgage securitizations between December and January
(www.sejz6.tk). In every State, the fall
exceeded the previous national record.
But that didn’t stop the CEO of AFG

from trying to blame the Queensland
floods.
My post of Nov.11 went on to say:
“One possible explanation for the seemingly
anomalous peaking of prices is that after so
many bubble-bursts in so many countries,
property owners have decided to get out while
the getting is good...”
Property listings have been consistent with that theory. Commenting
after the auctions of 20–21 November,
the CEO of the Real Estate Institute of
Victoria noted that: “This is the first weekend of the busiest four week period ever in
the Melbourne residential auction market.”
In a press release dated 31 January,
RP Data’s director of research said:
“Leading up to Christmas the number of
homes being advertised for sale ramped up
very quickly with the capital city markets
peaking at just under 127,000 listed properties compared with 89,000 homes for sale
at the same time the previous year. Auction
clearance rates were hovering slightly below
50 per cent at the end of last year, and average selling times and vendor discounting had
both been trending in favour of buyers.”
My post of Nov.11 concluded: “But
whatever the explanation, prospective buyers
who observe the peaking or “flat-lining”
of prices will conclude that this is not the
time to buy. I would expect that realization
to show up as a renewed slump in lending,
for both owner-occupation and investment,
in the near future. Then I would expect the
usual sequence — a slump in sales followed
by a slump in prices — to reassert itself with
a vengeance.”
Will the slump in securitizations
be reflected in the ABS housing finance
figures for January? We’ll find out on
March 9. If that is indeed the longanticipated slump in sales, the ensuing
price crash should be evident by the
second quarter.
http://blog.lvrg.org.au/2011/02/australianhousing-beware-ninth-of.html
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Australian News And Views
By Geoff Forster

Sovereign wealth
An “Age article” (11/1/11) contrasted how in Norway the vast source
of North sea oil and gas has been drawn
upon for a national sovereign wealth
fund, whereas in Australia we give away
iron ore, bauxite, coal gas and oil for a
song. This is in marked contrast to the
oft-claimed mantra of sound economic
management that we heard during the
Howard/Costello years.

Professsor of housing studies at
Swinburne University stated: “People
are being seduced into a lifestyle built
about debt. Some of us would think
that is madness, and the Americans
have illustrated that.” At some time, he
added, the difference between income
and house prices will become untenable.
Not surprisingly, no mention anywhere about the basic underlying role
of land prices.

Too many taxes

Speculator’s Dream

A recent article by Helen Ridout,
chief executive of the Australian
Industry Group stated: “We have
far too many taxes. About 90% of
Australian government revenue comes
from only 10 of more than 125 taxes
collected. Businesses, particualrly
smaller business, are caught in compliance nightmares. We overtax savings
and insurance. Our eight different tax
regimes are anachronistic; we have a
patchy approach to land tax; fuel tax
is a mess; superannuation tax arrangements have major flaws.”
Yet Peter Costello, Federal
Treasurer for more than a decade up
until 2007, received an Australia Day
award partly for his services to taxation
reform!

A report on Melbourne’s residential
property market stated that Heidelberg
West was the “star performer” in a particular quarter by shooting up 32.1%.
Curious terminology - obviously in
the interests of land speculators; a different perspective for first home buyers
and renters.

Housing Affordability

Melbourne Revolutionary Craft Circle

From an article in “The Age” on
housing: In 1955 a couple bought a
house in Box Hill North for $6900.
Her daughter and her son-in-law in
1977 bought a house in Warrandyte for
$60,000. In 2010 her grandson bought
a unit in Richmond for $436,000. In
1980 the median cost of the house was
about three times the annual household
income. Today it is about eight times.
As house ownership slips further
from reach, debt is ballooning.

property speculators while inflating
land prices, upsetting residents and
clogging up planning systems”, it was
asserted.

GST on bread?
A mighty argument has been going
on as to whether a product from Italy,
Perfetto Mini Ciabette, is really a bread
or not. If it is classified as a bread, it is
exempt from the GST. If, as the ATO
maintains, it is not, then the GST is
payable. Several days of argument
took place in the Federal Court. If the
importer loses, he is liabe to pay at least
$85,000 GST. If he wins, scores of others may follow his lead.
Another example of the farcical
“big tax” introduced by Peter Costello.

Housing Survey
The following disturbing contrasts
appeared in THE AGE of January 24:
The ratios of median house price to
median average salary are given:
Las Vegas 2.6, versus Ballarat 5.3.
London 7.2 versus Geelong 7.4.
New Orleans 3.5 versus Shepparton 4.9.
Los Angeles 5.9 versus 9.0. Melbounre.
The Demographia International
Housing Survey, which ranked 325 markets by affordability listed Melbourne
as 321 and Sydney as 324. Only
HongKong is higher at 325.

Land Speculation

Investors Beware

Spectacular details of land speculation were given in an “Age” feature
on January 10. A property on 435
Nepean Highway was bought for
$11.25 million in 2007, and listed for
sale in August 2010 for $14-16 million.
At 22-24 Bennetts Lane, Melbourne a
property bought for $1.1 million in 2008
was listed for sale at $2.4 million in
July2010. Other examples were given.
“Phantom building projects are
reaping multimillion dollar profits for

Australian investors have been
warned that they could lose millions
on US rental properties by snapping
up thousands of housing bargains at
forced-sale prices.
The underlying factors here are:
numerous Americans unable to afford
housing plagued by high land prices; the
general ignorance, both in Australia and
the USA, of differences in price movements in actual dwellings and the land
whereon they are located.
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In Praise of Anarchy
Reflecting on the recent floods and human nature.
By Joel Bowman.
Ed: This article first appeared
in the US Daily Reckoning on
23rd January 2011.
Left alone, good people tend to do
good things. And, when unobstructed
by coercion, force, violence or any other
tool employed by the state in order to
foster and maintain a more “responsible,” “socially conscious” citizenship,
most people tend toward being good
people…all on their very own.
Nowhere was this sentiment
better expressed during the past few
weeks than in the flood-stricken state
of Queensland, Australia (and, more
lately, in the state of Victoria, to
Queensland’s south).
The rains that inundated an area
the size of France and Germany
(combined!) across the Sunshine State
wrought havoc and destruction upon its
people. Lives were lost, property damaged and industry crippled.
When the worst of Mother Nature’s
wrath had subsided, Queensland
residents were left with a monumental
clean up.
To their credit, these individuals, in
the face of near-immeasurable disaster,
performed admirably. They did what
came naturally. Contrary to the patriotic
rally cries of politicians, they didn’t do
what Queenslanders do; they did what
good people do. And it was beautiful.
The general feeling was perhaps
best summed up by Wally “The King”
Lewis, a retired national football hero,
who spent the last week of his holidays
helping his fellow Brisbane residents
prepare sandbags and to bail rising
flood waters out of their homes. (It is
worth pointing out here that, for many
Australians, there is no higher office
to be attained in the land than that of
venerated sporting legend.)
Speaking to National Nine News
from the waterlogged front yard of a
neighbor – whom he had never met
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Jeff Camden
– Wally said, “If someone’s doing it
tough, I think it’s the right thing to do
to put the hand up and ask them if they
want any help.”
The interviewer then turned his microphone to another volunteer. “What
was your reaction when Wally Lewis
turned up?”
Typifying the laid back disposition
of the crowd, the young man casually
replied, “[Laughs] Yeah, I was a little
surprised but…you know…people help
out. It’s all good.”
The Australian people appeared to
be perilously close to discovering something very important about themselves;
something, perhaps, they’ve always
known; an instinctual tendency toward
human solidarity, the natural urge to
help a neighbor in distress, to lend a
hand; in short, to volunteer.
Alas, barely had the first piece
of debris been cleared away when
the media, as it typically does, lost
sight of the bigger picture. Alongside
inspirational stories of non-violent,
voluntary cooperation, the local papers
turned their attention to the state’s role
in the cleanup. Should the state and
federal governments remain focused
on returning “their” budgets to surplus,
or should they deploy funds to assist
PROGRESS March-April 2011

those in need of help? In other words,
how “best” should the state spend its
citizens’ money…as if the only just,
honest option had not already expired
on point of expropriation in the first
place? [The answer, in other words, is
not to steal it.]
While sifting through the news reports and reading comments about what
the state “should” do, we wondered
how people who are so ready to do
what is natural, to cooperate freely with
neighbors and “mates down the street,”
could so miss the overarching lesson in
all this tragedy. Why do hostages of the
state turn to their captor when it comes
to arbitrating issues of freedom, issues
they are, individually and through
voluntary cooperation, demonstrably
capable of resolving for themselves?
Perhaps it has to do, at least in
part, with the misrepresentation of the
concept of anarchy itself; a misrepresentation that serves not the interests of
individuals, but of the state itself. We
are taught that “anarchy” means violence, looting and the aggressive form
of chaos that all-too-often flourishes in
the wake of natural disasters. We are
told that this is what happens given the
absence of state control. Nothing could
be further from the truth. The state IS

control. It is the very incarnation of force and violence from
which it purports to protect us.
As Murray Rothbard, the man credited with having
coined the term anarcho-capitalism, expressed in Society and
the State:
“I define anarchist society as one where there is no legal
possibility for coercive aggression against the person or property of any individual. Anarchists oppose the State because it
has its very being in such aggression, namely, the expropriation of private property through taxation, the coercive exclusion of other providers of defense service from its territory,
and all of the other depredations and coercions that are built
upon these twin foci of invasions of individual rights.”
We can expect nothing more from an agent of force than
that which is its primary, defining characteristic; namely,
more force. A mule is no more capable of giving birth to a
unicorn than the state is capable of “granting” freedom.
Last night, with all this in mind, your editor telephoned
his father. Dad lives about an hour south of Brisbane, where
the post disaster clean up continues. In the aftermath of the
flood, volunteer posts were set up around the city where
groups of concerned individuals could assemble to donate
their time and/or resources to help get the place back on its
feet.
“Sixteen thousand people turned up to help on the first
day,” Dad told us. “They came with their own equipment
and made their own way there. In the end, they had to turn
people away.
“I put my name down to lend a hand,” he continued,
before adding, with sincere disappointment in his voice, “but
I haven’t been called up yet.”
Then, as a man who has spent his life helping people,
he added, enthusiastically, “but I’ve still got two more days
of holiday left, Sunday and Monday. Hopefully I’ll have the
chance to get up there and help out then.”
To those who would argue that coercion is necessary
to foster freedom, that force is a prerequisite for peace and
that the expropriation of individuals’ property on threat of
violence is compulsory to fund an agency that, alone, is capable of guaranteeing safety and prosperity, we say: you don’t
know the real meaning of anarchy, you don’t know what
voluntarism is and, until you do, you will never know what it
means to be truly free.
Thank you to all the people in Queensland – and around
the world – who do understand these concepts and, through
their fine example, prove statists everywhere and always
wrong on a daily basis.

Ed: I must admit I felt like helping out myself.
Just imagine my disgust upon hearing the
government announce a flood levy, an extra
1% income tax. Think of all the volunteers who
helped out. The joy is in the giving. Its not true
giving if you’re forced to do it.

Letters
Acres of wealth, printed in The Age, Feb 2, 2011.
THE value of land embraced by the latest extension
of the urban growth boundary has jumped from $25,000 to
$375,000 a hectare, raising the land tax bill for the average
40-hectare lot from $2975 a year to $294,975 a year (The Age,
1/2).
A quick multiplication indicates that the value of the
40-hectare lot has leapt from $1 million to $15 million. Pity
the poor owner, who did nothing to deserve such a burden.
And now the wicked land tax would claw back the windfall
at 2.1 per cent a year. Outrageous! Much better to maintain a
payroll tax on businesses that hire people, and a stamp duty
on home owners who relocate to take up jobs.
Worse, the tax will force some landowners to sell. That
means the land inside the urban growth boundary will actually be used for urban growth. Unacceptable! And the buyers
will be riff-raff who want to build their own homes. Obscene!
With a bit of luck, the new state government will roll
back the tax so that the owner of the 40-hectare lot can sit on
it even longer, waiting for its price to rise even higher, at the
expense of first home buyers who have ideas beyond their
station.
Gavin Putland, Land Values Research Group, Melbourne

Flood Levy
A more equitable tax for flood recovery, than one on
incomes, would be a Commonwealth flat rate land tax, with
no exemptions. Lands not affected by the floods, or not likely
to be affected in the future, will rise in value. In deciding
on the amount of general funds, if any, that would go to an
individual, for whatever reasons, an allowance, where appropriate, could be made for an amount equal to, say 10 years
of this land tax, based on the current value.
Letter by David Barkley
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Practical
Politics

From Protection and Free Trade
by Henry George

Are you seeking social justice? Really? How?
Are you committed or just involved? As they
say, in a breakfast of bacon and eggs, the
chicken is involved but the pig is committed.
What is stopping you? Do you need a strategy?
Read on and I promise you shall find both the
motivation and the strategy to take your next
step for the great cause. - Ed.

Free trade, narrowed to a mere fiscal reform, can only
appeal to the lower and weaker motives — to motives that are
inadequate to move men in masses. Take the current freetrade literature. Its aim is to show the impolicy of protection
rather than its injustice; its appeal is to the pocket, not to the
sympathies. Yet to begin and maintain great popular movements it is the moral sense rather than the intellect that must
be appealed to, sympathy rather than self-interest. For however it may be with any individual, the sense of justice among
the masses is keener and truer than intellectual perception,
and unless a question can assume the form of right and
wrong, it cannot provoke general discussion and excite the
many to action. And while material gain or loss impresses us
less vividly the greater the number of those we share it with,
the power of sympathy increases as it spreads from man to
man — becomes cumulative and contagious.

Yet to begin and maintain great
popular movements it is the moral
sense rather than the intellect that
must be appealed to, sympathy
rather than self-interest.

But he who follows the principle of free trade to its logical conclusion can strike at the very root of protection; can
answer every question and meet every objection, and appeal
to the surest of instincts and strongest of motives. He will see
in free trade not a mere fiscal reform, but a movement which
has for its aim nothing less than the abolition of poverty, and
of the vice and crime and degradation that flow from it, by
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the restoration to the disinherited of their natural rights and
the establishment of society upon the basis of justice. He will
catch the inspiration of a cause great enough to live for and
to die for, and be moved by an enthusiasm that he can evoke
in others.
It is true that to advocate free trade in its fullness would
excite the opposition of interests far stronger than those
concerned in maintaining protective tariffs. But on the other
hand it would bring to the standard of free trade forces
without which it cannot succeed. And what those who would
arouse thought have to fear is not so much opposition as
indifference. Without opposition that attention cannot be
excited, that energy evoked, that are necessary to overcome
the inertia that is the strongest bulwark of existing abuses.
A party can no more be rallied on a question that no one
disputes than steam can be raised to working pressure in an
open vessel.

And what those who would arouse
thought have to fear is not so much
opposition as indifference. Without
opposition that attention cannot
be excited, that energy evoked,
that are necessary to overcome the
inertia that is the strongest bulwark
of existing abuses.
The working class have been awakening to the fact that
there is some deep wrong in the constitution of society,
although they may not see clearly what that wrong is; they
have been gradually coming to feel that to emancipate labor
radical measures are needed, although they may not know
what those measures are.
And scattered through the great body thus beginning to
stir and grope are a rapidly increasing number of men who
do know what this primary wrong is — men who see that
in the recognition of the equal right of all to the element
necessary to life and labor is the hope, and the only hope, of
curing social injustice. It is to men of this kind that I would
particularly speak. They are the leaven which has in it power
to leaven the whole lump.
To abolish private property in land is an undertaking so
great that it may at first seem impracticable.
But this seeming impracticability consists merely in the
fact that the public mind is not yet sufficiently awakened
to the justice and necessity of this great change. To bring it
about is simply a work of arousing thought. How men vote
is something we need not much concern ourselves with. The
important thing is how they think.
Now the chief agency in promoting thought is discussion. And to secure the most general and most effective
discussion of a principle it must be embodied in concrete
form and presented in practical politics, so that men, being
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called to vote on it, shall be forced to think and talk about it.
The advocates of a great principle should know no thought
of compromise. They should proclaim it in its fullness, and
point to its complete attainment as their goal. But the zeal of
the propagandist needs to be supplemented by the skill of the
politician. While the one need not fear to arouse opposition,
the other should seek to minimize resistance. The political
art, like the military art, consists in massing the greatest force
against the point of least resistance; and to bring a principle most quickly and effectively into practical politics, the
measure which presents it should be so moderate as (while
involving the principle) to secure the largest support and
excite the least resistance. For whether the first step be long or
short is of little consequence. When a start is once made in a
right direction, progress is a mere matter of keeping on.
It is in this way that great questions always enter the
phase of political action. Important political battles begin
with affairs of outposts, in themselves of little moment, and
are generally decided upon issue joined not on the main
question, but on some minor or collateral question. Thus
the slavery question in the United States came into practical
politics upon the issue of the extension of slavery to new territory, and was decisively settled upon the issue of secession.
Regarded as an end, the abolitionist might well have looked
with contempt on the proposals of the Republicans, but these
proposals were the means of bringing to realization what
the abolitionists would in vain have sought to accomplish
directly.

But the zeal of the propagandist
needs to be supplemented by the
skill of the politician. While the one
need not fear to arouse opposition,
the other should seek to minimize
resistance.
To secure equal rights to land there is in this stage of
civilization but one way. Such measures as peasant proprietary, or “ land limitation,” or the reservation to actual settlers
of what is left of the public domain, do not tend toward it;
they lead away from it. They can affect only a comparatively
unimportant class, and that temporarily, while their outcome
is not to weaken landownership but rather to strengthen it, by
interesting a larger number in its maintenance. The only way
to abolish private property in land is by the way of taxation.
That way is clear and straightforvard. It consists simply in
abolishing, one after another, all imposts that are in their
nature really taxes, and resorting for public revenues to economic rent, or ground value. To the full freeing of land, and
the complete emancipation of labor, it is, of course, necessary
that the whole of this value should be taken for the common
benefit; but that will inevitably follow the decision to collect from this source the revenues now needed, or even any

The only way to
abolish private
property in land
is by the way of
taxation. That
way is clear and
straightforward.
It consists simply
in abolishing, one
after another,
all imposts that
are in their nature really taxes, and
resorting for public revenues to
economic rent, or ground value.
considerable part of them, just as the entrance of a victorious
army into a city follows the route of the army that defended
it.
Thus it is that when men take up the principle of freedom they are led on and on, and that the hearty advocacy of
freedom to trade becomes at length the advocacy of freedom
to labor. Once the tariff question becomes a national issue,
and in the struggle against protection, free traders will be
forced to attack indirect taxation; while before the abolition
of indirect taxation is reached, the incidence of taxation and
the nature and effect of private property in land will have
been so well discussed that the rest will be but a matter of
time.
Property in land is as indefensible as property in man. It
is so absurdly impolitic, so outrageously unjust, so flagrantly
subversive of the true right of property, that it can only be
instituted by force and maintained by confounding in the
popular mind the distinction between property in land and
property in things that are the result of labor. Once that
distinction is made clear — and a thorough discussion of the
tariff question must now make it clear — private property in
land is doomed.
For it is true, as was declared by the first National
Assembly of France, that “ignorance, neglect, or contempt of
human rights are the sole causes of public misfortunes and
corruptions of government.”
Here is the conclusion of the whole matter: That we
should do unto others as we would have them do to us — that
we should respect the rights of others as scrupulously as we
would have our own rights respected, is not a mere counsel of
perfection to individuals, but it is the law to which we must
conform social institutions and national policy if we would
secure the blessings of abundance and peace.
This is Chapter 22 of F. C. R. Douglas’s 1929 abridged version
of Protection and Free Trade. If you liked this, I recommend the
original version, chapter 29. Its funnier and full of examples and
deeper insights. Search for it on the Internet.
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Reconciling the Australian
Constitution

Anne Schmid reflects on common ideals, land rights, acknowledging history and moving
towards reconcilation through constitutional reform.
In 2013 Australians will be invited
to recognise the place of Aboriginal
people in the Australian Constitution
via a referendum. Georgists share common ground with Aboriginal people on
many land issues particularly because
of the communal nature of their
understanding of land tenure. Land
and its resources are not something to
be owned but to be shared and used for
the good of the community. Georgists
are very aware of the damage done to
society when land is privatised. We look
upon land as the gift to all of humanity
and not just a privileged few.
The tools of georgist governance
would dissolve many of the issues facing us today and Aboriginal land rights
would be on firm ground, as would the
land rights of all citizens. The freeing
up of the economy and the subsequent
vibrancy of services and ideas would
enable all to be employed. Governments
would be in a position to build needed
infrastructure which would address
the disadvantage presently experienced
in our society. A just economy would
foster social harmony.
However we are not there yet and
Georgists, I believe, whilst working to
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We cultivated our
land, but in a way
different from the
white man. We
endeavoured to live
with the land; they
seemed to live off it.
Tom Dystra -aboriginal elder circa 1800

bring about change in the way people
are taxed and the way we manage our
resources must also be aware of the
particular disadvantage that Aboriginal
people experience in the structures of
Australian society. A good way to begin
would be to acknowledge the traditional
owners, as is often the custom today.
This in no way detracts from the georgist idea that we all have earth rights. It
is not about returning to the past. It is a
symbolic gesture to undo the arrogant
mindset that Australia was empty land
( terra nullius) before white settlement.
What it does do is add another layer in
the whole breadth of earth rights and
responsibility and how important land
is to all of us. It also goes against the
notion that might is right.
In the build up to Constitutional
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change, I believe that it is now time that
Georgists ditched their first occupancy
arguments when referring to aboriginal
land claims. When we speak of first
occupancy we are in fact excusing ourselves from taking a meaningful stand
and we are negating our ability to be a
relevant voice in the whole question of
aboriginal disadvantage.
Should archaeology find evidence
of previous occupancy it would not
alter one iota the legitimate claims
that Australian Aboriginal people have
to enjoy the benefits that come from
participating in the life of this country.
It would not alter the history of white
settlement with its 200 year history
of racism and indifference towards
Aboriginal people.
Land hunger and greed was the
dominant force in the beginnings of
colonisation. The new settlers had been
locked out of land and employment by
an aristocratic system of land tenure in
their homelands. They had left all this
behind them and standing in the way of
land ownership now were the tribes of
Aboriginal people. After a generation or
two, when the new families had settled
into some kind of respectability, they
needed to justify their occupancy. They
resorted to thinking of the aboriginal
people as inferior and in their self-justification, the people they had murdered
and dispossessed did not have the same
feelings, desire for life and right to
life as they themselves had. After we
had massacred and dispossessed the
Aboriginal people, we then made laws
to ensure that the dispossession would
continue. When our actions and our
laws left the Aboriginal people landless
and without their traditional means of
survival, we called them inferior and
made them reliant on our often misdirected welfare.
The underlying guilt of the land

We need the land to be Aboriginal in our minds.

their energies to a long term strategy
of bringing in land rent when most
Australians and governments are very
lukewarm to the idea. However many
Aboriginal Activists understand the
term rent but are distrustful of an
Australian Government whose past
record is flawed and they doubt that in
the end their share of the rent would be
delivered to them. Many also believe
that they are owed the rent for the past
223 years. Georgists understand where
they are coming from.
We must acknowledge our history. It can only bring strength to the
Georgist argument. Hopefully then
we can make a sound contribution
to the reforming of the Australian
Constitution.
Anne Schmid is secretary of Prosper
Australia and member of TR@K (Towards
Reconciliation At Knox).

grab bred racism. This is the insidious
germ of racism found in this country.
We needed racism so that we did not
have to confront our guilt of forcing
a people from their land. This is the
underlying cause for racism towards
Aboriginal people in a country which
prides itself as being one of the most
democratic and fair countries in the
world.
Learning our history delivers us
from making the mistake of white
washing the past and so denying the
obligation that this nation has to build
a fair society. The georgist paradigm is
not a set of rules. It has flesh and heart.
It has as its centre a vision of freedom
and cooperation between people. The
hardness of heart commonly found
in Australian society towards the
aboriginal cause divorces the present
situation of lower life expectancy, lack
of education, incarceration, despair

We are all visitors to this
time, this place. We are
just passing through.
Our purpose here is to
observe, to learn, to
grow, to love... and then
we return home.
Aboriginal proverb.

and dysfunction from past events. This
implies that it is time that Aboriginal
people simply got their act together;
summarily dismissing history and our
nation’s accountability. Acknowledging
our history makes us partners in the
reconciliation process. The economic
knowledge that Georgists have makes
us realize that justice and not welfare is
the answer.
Of course present day Australians
had nothing to do with Invasion Day,
the massacres and dispossession. We
and our children and the recently
arrived cannot be held responsible for
something that happened over 200
years ago. What must be understood
however is that we are still living with
the aftermath of historical events. Our
history and our laws are implicated and
so the prosperity that we all enjoy today
has been at the expense of indigenous
people. Our laws failed to enable
Aboriginal people to prosper. We only
have to remember the challenges to
the law of Mabo, Wik and Deaths in
Custody Royal Commission to understand the exclusive nature of many
of our laws and customs. Hopefully
change is on the horizon.
Aboriginal people have battles
to fight from their own perspective.
We cannot really expect them to turn
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At the heart of
everything is the
land. It is the way we
feel and think about
the land that makes
us Aboriginal. It is the
only way to keep our
culture. We belong
to the land in the true
sense that it is part
of us that we need to
survive.
If our Dreaming
and our laws and
languages and our
ways of living die,
then that will be the
end of Aboriginal
people. It all goes
back to the land, that
is why land rights are
so important to us.
We need the land to
be Aboriginal in our
minds.
Mornington Islander Lanley: (sourced from
Hyjacked Inheritance –Phil Day)
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Prosper Australia News
Latest News from our secretary, Anne Schmid.

We were at the Sustainable Living
Festival in Melbourne 18-20th February
and we’d like to welcome all our new
readers who picked up trial subscriptions from the SLF. We hope you’ll
enjoy finding out more of our way of
thinking and end up as firm supporters
of an earth based revenue system. I also
hope that many of you will take the
opportunity to visit our home base here
in Hardware Lane Melbourne.

people who really believe that we can
change things. Inspirational.
We have a great year coming up.
The highlight and gala event must be
the premiere showing of our DVD –
Real Estate for Ransom. We will keep
you posted. We will continue with our
focused forums this year. These are the
nights where we discuss the practical
workings of a land tax system.
Before I go, I’d like to mention a
campaign running by our Perth friends.
Sign the petition to stop land speculation in the newly developed area of
Alkimos, 40km north west of Perth.
http://friendsofalkimos.org/index.php
Anne Schmid.

Contact
Information for
Related Organisations

Thanks to the members who helped
out at the festival. We are always challenged at the SLF by the wide range
of views and experiences that people
have. It is great to listen to other as well
as share our ideas. As we all know the
land based system with its emphasis on
revenue from land and resources would
bring about a much needed improvement in our social health as well as
environmental health. A sound economic system is necessary to both. This
year we had the mining tax fiasco to
refer to as well. We hope that all is not
lost in this area. We enjoy the festival
atmosphere and speaking to so many
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ACT
Association for Good Government
goodgov@bigpond.net.au
Phone: 02 6254 1897
Office: 1/2 Holt Street Holt 2615
PO Box 4376 Manuka ACT 2603
NSW
Association for Good Government
goodgov@westnet.com.au
Office:122 Little Eveleigh Street,
Redfern, NSW 2016. Postal Address:
PO Box 251, Ulladulla, NSW 2539
QLD
Site Revenue Society - David Spain
dspain@spains.com.au
Phone: 07 5574 0755
PO Box 8115 Gold Coast 9726
WA
Georgist Education Association
www.gea.org.au
contact@gea.org.au
Phone: 08 9279 5590
Office:1/20 Old Perth Rd (PO Box 472)
Bassendean, WA 6934
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New Book Releases
Available from Prosper’s bookstore.

The Predator Culture:
The Systemic Roots and Intent
of Organised Violence.
Fred Harrison draws on
global-wide case studies to
show how the violent birth
of nation-states, whether the
result of territorial conquests or
colonialism, splits the population into two classes, victors
and vanquished. This division
is then perpetuated and legitimated through the system of land tenure. The pathological
consequences—as diverse as failed states, organised crime
(mafia), religious fundamentalism and the re-emergence of
piracy—are the result of the violent uprooting of the original
inhabitants from their homelands.
Highly recommended. $30 from our bookstore.

Hijacked Inheritance by
Philip Day is an angry expression of concern at the decline of
mateship and community and
the pervasive greed, self interest
and inequality of wealth and
influence in our increasingly
violent society. Dr Phil Day, a
lawyer, town planner and respected public administrator and
academic, challenges the mindless consumption of the planet’s
resources in the frenetic pursuit
of development and economic efficiency regardless of the
social and environmental consequences. Hijacked Inheritance
compares the public revenue potential of charges upon the
consumption of natural resources with the punitive taxation of labour and capital and the production of goods and
services. Available from the Prosper bookshop $20 posted.

Join Us

Are you a trial subscriber?
If you like the ideas you’ve read
here please join our organization,
Prosper Australia. Membership
costs $30 and includes a
subscription to Progress.
Ways to Join
•
Drop by our office
•
Ring us
•
Via the website
•
Post, Fax or Email your
details to us
See the inside front cover for our
contact details. The information
we need is on the right.
You can pay by cash, cheque or
credit card.

Australia/NZ members $30
(Membership includes Progress)
Progress subscription only Aus $15,
NZ/Pacific A$30, Other A$35.

Name:
Address
............................................................................
Phone*:
Email*:
Payment membership A$_____
Payment subscription only A$____
Credit Card Type:..................Expiry:
Card Number:
Signature:
Todays Date.....................................(* = optional)
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The commons is
what we share together.
From parks and clean water to
scientific knowledge and the Internet,
some things are no one’s private property.
They exist for everyone’s benefit, and must be
protected for future generations. A movement is
emerging today to create a commons-based society.
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