%

as a time when the socialist was happy building dreams

of Utopias. Like the economist in his ivory tower re:}d-
ing Robins, Hayck and Mises, he had lost touch \\'.ltll
reality. The socialist had his escapist resolutions whieh
he passed at every meeting and eonference as an alierna-
tive to socialising any industry.

Professor Walker—sce From Economic Theory to
Policy—has brought the Economist out of the tower
without sacrificing the purity of his theories; it becomes
the soeialist to see if he will ceasc to be a revolutionary
and link with the economist in beeoming a revolutionary.
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IX,

Qg far I have not used a socialist reference nor injected
a socialist argument, I have been content to go along
with the full employer, asking him questions, seeking
out bis oppertunity, stirring him up to deal with his
enemies, watching him move onwards in response to the
domands of Bveryman, quoting for him when he gets
timid the doetrine of Disraeli. ‘“We are Conservatives
to preserve all that is good in our constitution and radi-
cals to change all that is bad.”” Bui iet’s round the
pragmatic approach off with two guotations—one carries
us beyond where most of my fellow travellers (not always
of their own choice) would be prepared to go, the other
brings them on again with soothing but realistic com-
promises. Both are important, first, because they empha-
sise that there ean be no new order—even by way of full
employment—unless we are prepared to face important
changes in the structure of socicty, but that once having
accepted the need for changes in control and ownership
there is no dogmatic simple method of doing this. In the
rostatement of his beliefs, Fabian Sociclism, G, D H
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Cole writes: “‘In the economic field, as in a theatre of
war, certain positions are of special strategical import-
ance. The side which holds them, holds the key to the
entire situation. In economics the key positions, as I
see the matter, are the banking system, with its countrol
over money and the supply of credit; the fuel and power
industries, which largely determine the costs and loea-
tion of other manufacturing processes; transport; and
the heavy industries, which produce basic raw materials,
durable capital goods, and also armaments or the scmi-
manufactures out of which armaments are made, Who-
ever controls these key positions is master of the indus-
trial gystem. If these industries and services can be
brought under democratic control, and so organised as
to serve the public interest, it will be matter of secondary
importance how other industrics and services are owned
or managed.”’ Herbert Morrison said: ‘“The sole test
must be whether the publie interest is served by such
measures in particular eases or not. Some forms of
economic activity would, like our postal and telegraphic
communications, respond well to ownership and man-
agement by a Department of State. But the public
concern in this form is certainly not a universal panacea.
Rather it is likely to be exeeptional. What, for instance,
should we do with our natural monopolies; industries,
which cannot be carried on properly at all except on a
monopoly basis? It may be that instead of leaving them
in private hands, tied down and hedged abount by a tangle
of statutory restrietions or bureaueratic checks, we
should get better national serviee from them if we
turned them into publie corporations like the Central
Eleetrieity Board, the London Transport Board, or, in
ancther sphere, the B.B.C.

“These are great basie industries on which national
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well being in peaee, and safety in war, directly depend.
‘We can’t leave them alone in their monopolistie glory—
we don’t want to turn Britain into a corporative State
and to adopt Faseism i ils cconomic form. The answer
may be anything from a publie eorporation to some
form of management under a hoard of directors with a
nationally nominated chairman. The thing that matters
i3 to secure im these large-scale basie industries a due
measure of publie guidance and public accountability—
and these are not things which can be left to chance,
Neither the slogan of all-round nationalisation nor the
slogan of all-round decontrol (even if one adds the
saving clause ‘after the transitional period’) are, as
such, the slightest use to the ecountry.”

Private enterprise would continue over a large field of
business in both the worlds of Keynes and of Morrisen,
of the Fabian as well as the Liberal. The claims of
rentier capital would be subject to euthanasia—as Keynes
puts it; or to inereasing control by taxation. To these
ideas some of Keynes’ followers have added the control
a socialisation of industries in which there are strong
monopoly elements—as would Herbert Morrison and the
London Economist. The resulting pieture exempli-
fied by Meade in An Introduction to Economic Analysis
and Policy is of a Fabian world in which large inequali-
ties of wealth have been removed by redistributive taxa-
tion, ne tribute is exacted by “‘unproductive’’ capital,
employment is maintained af its maximum by public
investment and monetary measures, social security Is
granted to all, expleitation of consumer and worker by
monopolies is made impossible by social controls and by
“‘sengible selective soclalism’’ but a large field is left
for independent firms and businesses. We will, however,
fail if we do uot set the particular plans adapted to the
needs of particular industries or eireumstances, into a
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Master Plan, a National Budget such as Stuart Chase
has planned for Amerieca and Professor Walker has
recommended for Australia. In «n old cathedral Roman-
esque walls, Gothie pillars and Baroque decorations can
exist side by side in unbroken peace; so also in society
ean different aims, methods and speeds be formed into a
synthesis.

To some that is a crazy mixture of bits from different
jig-saw puzzles—to me this digest justifies the belief
that it is possible to co-ordinate the hest in the policies
of the bulk of progressive opinion in Britain, U.8.A., and
Australia. The trouble with gradualism was that it was
not inevitable—its weakness before the war was its
Utopianism; much has happened to make possible
assignment to Utopia.

So such an approach will satisfy mneither the old
time socialist nor the old world individualist. You may
not call the result a new order—it’s certainly nearest to
that new order ever yet reached by industrial man—its
symbol is the community eentre,

X.
Is it possible? Is it tyranny?

After we have answered the first question there will
not be much left to say about the Iatter.

Account must be taken of the following developments
in estimating the strength of the forees in Everyman’s
march, for if the new order be lost by an addition of
differences it can he won by a multiplieation of matters
in agreement. I mention for consideration:

(1) The modification—inereasingly so-—of the oppo-
sition against State control, intervention, owner-
ship. Englishman Riechard Lane has warned his
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colleagues against the belief that the “Tory Party
stands in all eirenmstances and contingenecies
against the eneroachment of the State into indus-
try.”” As employers look at the problems eonfront-
ing their own industry they use words which we
can quole as evidence of agreement. ‘I visualise
that it will he fully possible to institute Govern-
ment contrels at vital points of the national econ-
omy without in any way placing curtailments on
freedom and initiative. But ...”

Never mind the “‘but’’ for a moment. The words are
taken from the Chairman’s address to the Awustralian
Paper Manufacturers’ Ltd.,, Sir Norman E. Brockes,

S, Courtauld says: ‘‘The English genins for soeial
evolution and for compromise can find a middle way,
hetween pure individualism and pure socialism, which
will bring the quickest attainable good to the nation.
This road will shift progressively in a direction which
will leave more and more vested interests out in the cold.
Tinless the men in possession are prepared to adapt
themselves and compromise, there is no alternative to a
complete socialist revolution.”’ The Lord Nuffield Com-
mittee of employers and economists reported that the
best means by which the State can make surc of a stable
total volume of investment is to take over respomstbility
for a number of important industries. The Economist
takes as its gniding test: ‘‘The gencral economist poliey
of the Economist is one of helieving that the twenticth
century can find room hoth for construetive experiments
in the teehnique of collective organisation and also for
the freedom and the dynamism of private enterprise.
The essential is that hoth principles should he allowed
to develop their positive merits and that ucither of them
should be used negatively as a brake upon the other.”
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Once such a test is sineerely followed, the writer finds
that he ean have no theoretieal objcetion to the processes
of this talk. The issuc of control versus no-control is a
dead issne. The issue of State ownership or no State
ownership is as dead as a bush of ringbarked trees,
sacrificed to the desperate struggle of Australian indi-
vidualists to survive the outback alone. ‘‘Socialism like
inflation is not a thing whieh you either have or do not
have like scarlet fever, It is a matter of degree. . . .
Tt is silly to draw a Jine here in dogmatic fashion, saying:
‘Thus far and no further,” and it is equally silly to
brand as a ‘Soecialist’ anyone who is open to reason
about going further.”

One modification I would make in the last statement—
appearing (by the way) in a Sydney Morning Herald
publication—it is that the issue is not ome of degree
but of speed, not of compromise but of direction. Purity
of dootrine is not as important as recognition of the
divection ; the name of new society is not as vital as the
speed. We can co-operate with anyoue who realises,
and direction and speed-—especially the speed.

The dynamic approach of this talk has been empha-
sised partly to suggest the process of thought which
carries it from one stage to another, and partly to reveal
the possibilities of agrecment among many econflicting
poiuts of view.

(2) The quest for security ineludes the war-time em-
ployer, who has been satisfied with a limited but
a guaranteed war-time expansion of his business
but who is afraid at the prospects of peace time
competition, who prefers limited profits to an in-
ternecine struggle, but who, while looking for
guidance on markets, is willing to accept State
gontrol and planning,
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This attitude—held, T believe, widely by business men
of the war gemeration—eannot be reeonciled with the
adventurous competitive drive of youthful eapitalism;
nor with the essentials of pure classical economic theory.
The former wouldn’t have understood it; the lalter
would-_and does—talk about reviving the battle against
Mereantilism in order to save the theory, providing the
business is ready to go bankrupt on oeeasions. But
the business man is not prepared to do that to-day.
Everyman takes the dazed business man by the arm,
hurries him on another stage to the new order, before he
realises where he is going.

(3) He will have as a companion his manager. James
Burnham has coined a phrase, ‘‘The Managerial
Revolution’’ to summarise the view that the
manager by reason of the monopoly of skill
possessed by him has reached the dominant posi-
tion in soeciety held previously by the feudal land-
owner and later the eapitalist.

This theory I am unable to diseuss, (Its real position
in my paper is later when I am dealing not with a
managerial revolution but the bureaucratic embraee).
Tt has this important element of truth for us. It empha-
sises the appreeiation by many technical men that here
are improving opportunities for them in government
enterprises—that enterprise make damg, prevent soil
erosion as fill and full as Manchester,

I see mo reason why both the business man and his
manager should not be left fields of private enterprise,
providing that these are part of a national Master Plan,
and providing that the test of judgment taken be not the
rights of private enterprise but the winning of full em-
ployment, full production, full prosperity, equality and
opportunity.
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(4) What do the professional men say in this con-
troversy ¢ the edueationalist, the arehitect, the
town planner, the doctor, the engineer, the
scientist ¥

T am husy reading their plans; and find that whenever
any institute sels out to solve the problems of its own
members, it wants 1o plan, demands State eonrol, finds
its conception of a new social order only in the oppor-
tunity to serve the people within a national plan.

These professional men for the first time since the
Middle Ages arc regarding their job as the produetion
of masterpieces. They are stating that professional
standards of conduct are possible only in a planned
nation and a unificd world. They are horrified at the
war-time disclosures of busiess methods and theorics
as revealed in such books as Business as Usual, The
First Year of Defence, by 1. T. Stone, or Technologi-
cal Trends and National Policy. They are tired of the
limitations imposed by capitalism on their expansion.
They are angry al the eities they have built. They are
angry at the frustration of science, They are attacking
laissez-faire in such works as those of Professor A. V.

Hill: ‘“Our public health services were organised mainly
on the principle of trying to cure people when they were
sick, our architecture on mending the pipes when they
burst after a frost, our industry on paying people a
dole when they were unemployed, our national defence
on getting ready when a war had begun. It is obvious
that, seientific planning and the planning of our national
resources can make many of our problems unending.
By designing our houses properly the pipes need never

get frozen up, by proper attention to nutrition, to publie
health and physical education sickness can be largely

avoided; by deliberate planning of publie works, unem-

P 217

T8 Pl o X

s L AT



POST-WAR RECONSTRUCTION

Ployment can be greatly reduced and the standard of

living raised; by adopting a period of national service, .

universal for men and women alike, as the highest form
ol democracy we can avoid blundering unprepared again
into war and ecan add a new dignity to our citizeship.
Scientific planning and planning with the aid of seience
are what wec look forward to; planning, however, in
which any new order we arrive at is fitted to our tradi-
tional freedom.’’ .

They are attracted by the achievements of Russia.
They write books with sueh titles as The Soeigd Fune-
tion of Science, by J. D. Bernal. They sit on Royal
Commissions like Scott Barlow Uthwatt, which produce
revolutionary conclusions about land. They have felt a
new hope in the experience of the war,

The eity architect of Coventry tired and covered with
smoke turned for a moment from his fire-fighting to say:
“This is where we will build a new city hall.”’ The
people of London held a Rebuilding Britain exhibition
on the blitzed site of Oxford Street. The Mayor of Hull
announced on the morning after a heavy raid that Pro-
fessor Abererombie had been called in to give adviee on
making Hull his main city. ‘“When We Build Again®’
is the title of Birmingham’s plan. . . . .

Above all, such people want the opportunity of placing
their skills at the service of their nation in peace as they
have in war. They are the few pressure groups whose
own interests are those of society; they believe in a new
order because they can make new orders. The plans of
such groups must be part of a Master Plan.

Just as individual medieval guilds found it necessary
to be co-ordinated in a city, so professionals of to-day

find their eity is society and co-ordination is national
planning,
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(5) Bul it’s not socialism as we visualised it in our
text books—neither yours or mine. To achicve
the new order a new attitude to socialism is re-
quired by the theorctieal socialist in that he will
need to harmonise his theories when in opposition
with his practices in office; by the practieal social-
ist in that he must use socialism as a guide to his
practical measures.

It is still “‘socialism without doetrines.’” It is, never-
theless. democratie socialism or “‘planned democracy’’ in
action—hitherto in slow aetion. The very fact that a
political party, anxious to deal with the problems of
Australia in a practical way, finds itself preparing the
way for increasing social control indicates the stréngth
of the ease. It is as if a number of guerilla bands deal-
ing with an enemy, judging their isolated and individual
acts by their own resources, the lay of the land and the
position of their enemies, find that more and more they
are responding to a common plan and developing a
united strategy.

{5) The academic answer to thai argument is no
longer as certain as it was., New titles of books appear:
The Illusion of Economic Stability—Dr. Eli Ginzberg;
Capitalism in Crises, by Professor James Harvey
Rogers; dn Economic Programme for American Democ-
racy, by Seven Harvard and Tufts Eeonomists.
Eeonomists are on the defensive. ‘‘Eeonomic Theory,’’
said Barbara Wootton, “‘produces a monstrous brood of
hypotheses, sueh as might well claim some Malthus of
the speculative world.’’ Once against the collectivist eame
the arguments of von Mises, Hayek and Robhins. Hayek
escaped into his Utopla by emptying all soeial eontent
out of economics; Mises dropped a passage from his
German version in order to eomplete his attack on col-
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lectivism ; both sclected a test of the sucecss of cconomics
proving that collectivism could not funetion within
their definition of cconomies, alihough Soviet Russia
without guidance of the market was proving that collee-
tive planning was capable of raising standards of living,
controlling the balance between consumption and
investment and discovering their incentives in labour
relations. Then, classical ceonomists became socialists—
even communists—and set about answering the theoreti-
cal arguments against socialism. IL. D. Dickinson, in
Eeonomics of Socialism, Paul Sweezy in The Theory
of Capitalist Development, and Mauriee Dobb were on
the side of the socialists; R. L. Hall in The Economic
System in a Socialist Stale, supported Mises and his
Austrian colleagues. Keynes learned to treat Marx with
respect. Joan Robinson in ‘‘An Bssay on Marxian
Economies,”” says: ‘‘In general, the nightmare quality of
Marx’s thought gives it, in this bedevilled age, an air of
greater reality than the genial complaceney of the ortho-
dox academies. Yet he, at the same time, is more en-
couraging than they, for he realises hope as well ag fear
from Pandora’s box, while they preach only of gloomy
doetrine that all is for the best of all possible worlds.”
W. H. Hutt, perturbed by the challenge of the collect-
ivists, but hag haunted by his teachings against eollecti-
vism, warned by the possibilities of economie collapse,
produced his Heath Robinson scheme, ““‘Plan for Recon-
struction’®, as progressive in its attack on restructive
practice as it is naive in its political understanding;
as significant in its hopeless alternative lo soeial eontrol
as it is tolerant in its willingness to let even the planner
have a place. Professor Erich Roll ealls the develop-
ment “‘The Decline of Liberal Eeonomies.”’

Qo weakened were classical economists by the attack’

by Keynes and the Seocialists that a new classical eco-
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nomist, Professor Schumpeier, more jn sorrow than
anger, delivercd the final blow.

“This ig verified by the very characteristic manner in
which particular capitalist interests and the bourgeoisie
as a whole hehave when facing dirveet attack, They talk
and plead—or hire people to do it for them; they snateh
at every chance of compromise; they are ready to give
in; they never put up a fight under the flag of their own
ideals and intercsts—in this couniry there was no real
resistance anywhere against the imposition of erushing
fnanecial burdens during the last deeade or against labour
legislation ineompatible with the effective management
of society. Now, the reader will surely know by this
time, 1 am far from over-estimating the political power
of either big business or the bourgeoisie in general.
Moreover, I am prepared to make large allowances for
cowardice, But still, means of defence were not entirely
lacking as yet, and history is full of examples of the
suceess of small groups who, believing in their cause,
were resolved to stand by their guns. The only explana-
tion for the weakness we observe ig that the bourgeois
order no longer makes any sense to the bourgeoisie itself
and that, when all is said and nothing is done, it does
not really care.”

Marx prophesied the withering away of the capitalist
State. Socialists hoped for its death——it is more likely to
rot. And that means disaster for all unless we institute
our own alternative—the journey to democratic plan-
ning ; socialism by consent ; science camouflaged to suit
the prejudices of Everyman.

ATl this is part of the fluidity of doctrine and politics

to-day. An English millionaire founds a new socialist
political party; semi-rural constituencies return soeialist

candidates in Britain; the Economist is more pro-
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gressi_\-'e than the New Statesman, and the Sydney
Morning  Hergld more Tevolutionary than the Tri.
bunc. E. H. Carr ]
ditign of peace. The Financial News of London re-
pudla‘tes editorially the poliey report of the Bankerg’
Association of Ameriea . “This report may be called the
Bm_n-bon Plan on the evidence it offers of the inability
of its authors to learn anything or to forget anything,
- - - According to the spokesmen of the American b‘ankers
all that is needed to bring a happy post-war world is,
r.igidly stable currencies free from any exchange restrie
tion and the way to achieve this idle state of affajrs is
by the elimination of gl forms of government interven-
tion and the termination of deficit finaneing through the
strict balancing of budgets. . . . One is inclined to rub
one’s ¢yes to make sure one is not dreaming, Ts it really
possible that well informed and thoughtful people should
allow themselves to be so blinded to realities by their
belief in hard money at all costs. Have they failed to
learn anything from their own Pre-war experience?’’
The Financial News of London or the Bankers’ As.
sociation? The London Economist or the British
Seeretary for the Treasury?

Backwards or forwards?

To what?

Back to the deeply rooted determination of Everyman
—*“Unemployment never again

Or forward to planning ?

Will we tell him that we prefer unemployment to
State control? '

Only in books—in company meetings—not on public
platforms or in election campaigns; no longer in eco-
nomic text hooks. There we say ““State control means
loss of Iiberty” and say nothing about unemployment,
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hoping Bveryman will temporarily Torget the depression
or that he develops lack of co-ordination of his facul-
ties. . . .

XI.

Is it a new order—or a new tyranny?

On the eredit side is the abolition of unemployment;
on the debit side an alteration in the position of liberty
of some people.

Liberty or Security?

There are many people who are horrified at the choice
~—Walter Lippmann in the ‘‘Good Society’’ and Pro-
fessor Wriston in “‘The Challenge to Freedom’’—but
the evil sisters ave of their own invocation. There has
never been such a choice—or there has always been the
choice, which ever you Hke.

In the 20th century there eannot be liberty without
security from war and from unemployment. People like
Lippmann select their own type of freedom for their
own people—and ecall it ““freedom.’” Wriston selects
freedom of enterprise but this was Incompatible with
frecdom for millions of Americans, When a fifth free-
dom was unofficially added to the Atlantic Charter, the
other four freedoms were imperilled. ““Freedom to seek
employment where they would’’ is being widely adver-
tised by American business as its eontribution to post-
war promises, but it will fail as a popular appeal, even in
Ameriea, if ten million workers seeking employment
find the gates closed as they did in the Thirties. But we
want to avoid that lesson again. There was mnever
liberty for those who did not have seeurity—there never
will be, and all the twistings and hesitations of contemp-
orary thinkers eannot avoid the faet that if the relation.
ship between liberty and security is stated as a choice,
then the problem cannot be solved.
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It is my thesis that since Everyman will have nothing
to do with any system which does not give him ceonomie
security—that hie will aequiesce in authoritarianism, vy
anarchy, slip into disintegration in his experiments In
seeurity, and therefore those who desire democracy and
liherty bhave two responsibilities—one is to keep watch-
ful against bureaucracy; the other is to give continuous
attention to the problem of liberty. So I advance further
the search for this new order.

There are two dangers which it is necessary to guard
against. The first is to take a word like freedom—squecze
it dry, turn it into a bone to be pointed at anything we
do not like; use it as a swear word to denounce our
enemies. The second is to take another word, such as
planning—roll it around the tongue, chew it incessantly,
park it under the table to be produnced whenever we
need something soothing. Freedom and planning are
not opposites but complementary.

If in the attack on burcaucraey, we so argue and so
hehave that we destroy instruments of achieving security

(and I now add, prosperity), then we will not regain
freedom, but lose the chanece of reconciliating freedom
and planning. If, on the other hand, we push planning
without at every stage being eternally vigilant, we will
find that Everyman may forget temporarily, the evils of
inseeurity in an attack on bureaucracy, which in win-
ning freedom from planning, will relapse into anarehy
and authoritarianism. Yet, first place among the enemies
of seeurity (and freedom) therefore goes to those who
attack bureaucrats as a method of avoiding the issues
raised in this paper. The London Econmnist praises
Mr. Herbert Morrison for the ‘‘crucial fight”” against
““one of the most dangerous threats to natural prosperity
after the war, viz., the indiscriminate demand backed
by the unequalled skill of those who make news and

224

A NEW SOCIAL ORDER

views in certain national mewspapers that Government
controls should be removed forthwith when the war
ends.”’ . . . They talk as if Socrates was a member of ihe
Liberal Demoeratic Party and John Stuare Mill, a
political correspondent in Canberra.

If they had the intellectual integrity lo carry their
argumenis beyond their particular group of vested in-
terests they would find that they end not in liberty—
but in Bethemoth . | . the name applied by Hobbs to the
Long Parliament in the 17th eentury and meaning the
negation of the State, the reign of lawlessess and chaos,
and so used significantly as the title of a German social-
ist’s book on the structurc and praectice of national
socialism.

Bureaneracy is independent of period, class, form of
nation, political or economie organisation. Bureaueracy
exists among large scale business enterprises as well as
public corporations. Firms go bankrupt because of
their bureaueracy, but this does not ensure freedom to
the employees. Trusts dominate the lives of managers and
wage employees, without providing freedom of choice for
eonsumers. Bureaucrats are attacked to-day not pri-
marily beeause they are bureauncratic but because they
ave necessary instruments of State control.

Men died for feudalism though free enterprise was
the destined vietor. Men can die for free enterprise
though historically the choice is not between democratic
frec enterprise and socialism, but between chaos and
the democratic planning. Don Quixote tilted at wind-
mills and Cervantes produced the classic of disintegrat-
ing feudalism; if the social thinker persists in tilting at
bureauerats, he will leave ouly comie strips for the
antiguarian of 2,000 A.D.

The fight against bureaucracy is essential for the
suecess of democratic socialism; it alone eannot save
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decomposition of capitalism, The fight can be won only
by thosc secking a new order. _

Next place {among the enemies of sccurity and free-
dom) goes to those who attempt to set_t]e an argqmgnt
concerning tlieir own interests or desives by claiming
that freedom is thercby in danger,

“Freedom io-day is a much abused term,”” says
Zweig, In Plaunning of Free Society. “Of_ all 1’Lhe
catehwords it seems to have the greatest market value.
Even the dictators pretend to defend it.”’

There are no ahsolute tenets on freedom ; there is no
more important guestion to avise.

When the owners of houses in Edinburgh squares
covenanted to prevent anyone altering the appearance
of their own houses, they were restricting the liberty oyf
anyone who wanted to assert the elaim th'at a Seotsman’s
home was a eastle, but they were enlarging the freed_om
of those who enjoyed beauty, supported town planning
and put dignity above individual impudem_:e.

The solution is to recognise that our attitude to free-
dom is only part of our gencral attitude to th(? society
or nation in whiech we are living. ¥reedom is not a
virtue standing apart from seeurity, but with security,
opportunity, prosperity, education, are parts of a way
of living. .

We give up freedom during war bccau‘se our.Austranan
way of lifc is endangered, but our attitude in war al}d
in peace is too negative. We appeased the prob]en_1 in
peace by a disharmony of life that was as cruel, unjust,
as it was philosophicaliy absurd. We by-passed the pro-
blem in war by declaring that when peace returned, we
would lift the controls and get back to pre-war freedom.
There was no sueh real freedom then—there cannot be
any new social order, if we return to the 19th century
conception of either economies or freedom.
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Liberty is a recognition of necessity as mueh as {he
attainment of rights, Liberty is the sclection of re-
siraints and not a destruction of law and order. Liberty
is scl-discipline as well as sclf-government; a Tulfill-
ment of planning and not a pretence of laisscz-faine.
Liberty is a test of eitizenship, a harmony bhetween se-
curity and freedom.

Freedom is won as planning suececds. Any deeision
is tentative only—any complaint against a particular
plan is subjeet to conversion as seeurity, prosperity and
opportunity are won, Slum clearance was resistod by
slum-happy people who were moved to garden citics,
quickly to realise that life had been cnriched and free-
dom widened as ecolour came into their cheeks, ¢hild
mortality lowered, maternal mortality controlled.

There is one freedom that we must defend to the end
—-intellectual freedom. We cannot win a new order with
discussions off the record.

I would wish that time had permitted me to illustrate
these gencral arguments by the problems involved in
rehousing our people. TFreedom in slums is a farce and
an insult; but building houses at the end of the war
means either we perpetuate mequality or we continue
controls; to build houses which wil! widen the freedom
for thousands, we need to limit rights of those with
money, with land and with building material; to rede-
sign our cities so that they will reeapture the ancient
‘‘sense of beauty and majesty, a harmony of life that
the modern city has largely lost”’, we need to control
the expansion of eities, introduce zoning, alter strect
reutes, and fit design into a gemeral pattern. There
could have been no Canberra garden city without a
plan and a control (I nearly added without bureau-
crats!) ; there would have becn only chaos in New Yok
ualess skyserapers had been limited, and zoning guided
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by a Master Planning Aunthority; and the grand eon-
ception of a Fifty Years Plan for London requires con-
trols, planners, hureauerats. 1 turn over the pages ot
the Book of the London Plan, remember the excitement
among people who attended the exhibition, reeail the
richness given to the word plan by the work of Professor
Abererombie as he designed his community centre, open
spaces, new houses, emphasise that London to be restored
needs plans, controls, bureaucrats, and argue again
that progress here—as in many things—depends, not on
a return to laissez-faire but an achievement, a democeratic
participation for am cnd recognised by ail to to be a
worthy one—only then can freedom be won.

Gireen belts surrounding a city and limiting its growth
do not strangle or regiment, but bring life-giving beanty,
health and dignity. Good controls are like green helts—
they guide so that they may create. They constitute the
laws of civie health as mecessary as legislation which
built drains.

The first sneers at bureancrats came from ibose who
were opposed to buiiding drains, cducating the people,
building houses for the masses, erecting railways. And so
again, no railwayman objects to controls—he would feel
lack of frecdom without signals. These are not
analogics, but simple lessons in politieal science and
philosophy. Whenever any reform now recognised to
be neeessary was opposed, it was done in the name of
liberty. If you like an idea you call it a plan; if youn
do not ils bureancracy—and as we have seen in this talk
most anti-bureaucrats beecome planners when faced with
a particular problem, or an aim, that concerns them.
Yet we must fit their particnlar plans into a National
Plan, so—isn’t it time we stopped swearing and got down
to the essence of our problem?
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Around the world run the hopes, the desires, the needs
{o"a New Order, the century of the eommon man.

1 have outlined the search for a New Order and shown
the differences between the extent of the desire to-day
from the many attempts which failed; have stated the
reasons why agreement is possible and why the opposi-
tion is strong also; have outlined a framework but have
emphasised that the realistic approach—both politically
for a nation and intellectually for an individual—is one
of movement towards certain clear and basic ideas such
as full employment, a guaranteed . . . educational oppor-
tunity. Given the enthusiasm of London’s planners,
the vision of the Danish ¥olk Sehools, the determination
of our community centre building, imagination of our
soldier pocts, and, above all, courage and confidence,
then the people with different ideas can build them into
a progressive unily. Given plans, which enable the com-
munity to see the unrolling of a democratic achievement,
given projeets which are both an carnest of what is to
be achicved as well as a spur to increased and rounded
activity, given a sense of urgeney and a general agree-
ment about direction, there is cvery possibility of many
members from many groups in society being good com-
panions in the forming of a new order.

The argument is Fabian in its aim, revolutionary in
its speed, democratic in its method—Australian in its
inspiration to remove the ills of our eommunity. The
tragedy of the Australian outback—gashed, devastated,
scorched by its own patriots—requiring rebuilding as
insistently as the hombed cities of Britain; the challeng-
ing of Australian emptiness; the impossibility of people
hoping to survive, living on the edge of an inverted
basin, like men elinging desperately to the raft of history ;
the frittering away of precious energy and well being
in the slums of our cities; the eroding of men and coun-
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try alike; the emptiness of intellectual reinforcements
throughont the raral arcas—towns and villages without
a library, without a civie centre, without a soeial syn-
thesis = These are the question marks in Ausiralia to-
day. To answer them necds courage; to resolve them is
a glorious adventure for a united and understanding
people. They arce question marks, but they are also
Everyman’s read guldes. So unashamedly I quote
Blake as his aim to fight:

“Till we have built Jerusalem,
In England’s green and pleasant land.”

DISCUSSION.

Mr. COLIN BADGER (Melbourne): I should like te know
how the idea got abroad that economists are starry-eyed
visionaries. The fact is that it is the economists who keep
on talking about the hum-drum things. It is true that in the
paper which has just been read, we were forwarded one or
two glimpses of the delectable vision ahead, but we were
immediately reminded that the camels needed food and water
for their journey, and that the journey was a long and
arduous one.

The mon-planners, however, are always talking about the
rewards of enterprise, and of the sacred nature of personal
liberty, ete. They never deign to talk of things like housing
and nutrition and national housewifery. It is they who deal
in abstracts. They imply, much more so than do the econom-
ists, that the thing is really easy. All that is necessary is
to take two steps back and one to the right, and all the
goods and houses that we mneed will be showered upon us
without our doing anything at all about it except to reap the
rewards of energy and enterprise.

We are faced with the problem of finding out how we are
to do what everybody knows we want to do, and what must,
in fact, be done. - It is so easy to visualise the ends for which
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we are striving, and to reach gencral agreement in regard
to them, but there are mot enough of these economists Lo
warn us that it will cost us something. We have to make
a ehoice between present gains and future having. How are
we to define our objectives? How are we in peace to get
agreement about our objectives that we now have in war? I
suggest that a penaliy should be imposed upon those who
deal in abstractions. They should be compelled to read
through the whole of Adam Swmith’s book, The Health of
Nations. -

FATHER MURTAGH (Melbourne): Prof. Alan Nevins, of
Columbia University, when visiting this country recently,
expressed the opinion that Australia was tending to evolve
a monelithic social structure. He might conciude from the
paper read by Dr. Ross, and from the remarks of some of
those who took part in the discussion, that these persons are
themselves developing dangerously monolithic minds. I
would not agree with him, because I think that these speakers
are striving towards a new kind of society, and they cannot
give it a name. I am going to be rash enough to give it a
name. In the first place, this business of planning and
eontrols is quite beside lhe point if we are set on a new
social order. Order is defined by Aristotle—or was it Thomas
Aquinas?—as the right adaptation of mezans to an end.
If you are to adapt means to an end, that means planning
and control. If you are geing to adapt means to the attain-
ment of a social order, that means planning and control.
That is not the point with which we should concern ourselves.
The important point is, who ig to exercise the conirol and
what will be the effect of it on the nature of man and his
needs? All the writings of social and political philosophers
recognise the existence of three different kinds of society—
Atomic soeiety, Monolithic society, and Organic society.
Atomic society has been smashed. It was the product of
the 19th Century Liberalism, and was identified with capi-
talism., Now it iz finished, having gone out with the advent
of the greatest war in history. Its opposite extreme is mono-
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