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This Version
This is the very first version of this work. So there will still be a few writing errors. And I
haven’t yet managed to obtain the best up-to-date evidence of Climate Change. So this
version is just the start of a very long process.
I will give a copy of this book to anyone who I think will read it. Otherwise people
can buy the book at its cost price of about $20. It would be wonderful if I could get the whole
work published and promoted in some way. If you should know any publishing firm who
might be interested, then please let me know.
You can contact me in all the usual ways:
7/5 Knox St, Ashfield, 2131.
Tel. (02) 9797 7249
Email - brydentallen@gmail.com
And, of course, you can always see me doing my best to stop Climate Change in the
Ashfield Mall forecourt every Saturday morning from 11. am to 11.30 am. Please help me to
circulate this message in any way you can.
This book, and all my other work, can be viewed and down-loaded from my web site.
Just Google - “bryden allen”
Bryden Allen 1/9/2012
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1.

THE CURRENT SITUATION – From My Own Personal Experience

Every Saturday morning, at about 10.40 a.m., I arise from my normal fairly idle existence and
prepare to engage in the only public activity, which I am now capable of engaging in. So my
old battered repertoire list with the best keys (now almost unreadable) is stuffed into the
pocket holder beneath my wheelchair. Then my green grocery bag, which contains my now
rusty squeeze-box, is hooked over the back of the wheelchair. I have to be careful that the
squeeze-box won’t fall off - if it did I wouldn’t see it fall and the instrument would be terribly
hard to replace now. Finally my cheap plastic recorder is placed in the main bag below the
wheelchair. I don’t have to collect all my important paper work and badges, because these
items reside at the bottom of my wheelchair permanently – I always need them for other
occasions. And, thus prepared, I then push outside and up the hill to add my voice and sound
to the general hubbub of life in my local civic centre.
At 10.55 I duly arrive in the Ashfield mall forecourt. This is a superb place to either perform
or promote a personal view. The area used to be justly very popular with buskers. But over
recent years, amateur buskers have tended to disappear from the music scene. And the
professional buskers find it more remunerative to play in the city itself. So over the last few
years I have had almost no competition here.
There are several groups of trees here surrounded by small brick walls. So people can
informally sit on these little brick walls and chat, listen - or just generally watch the world go
by. And there is a good mix of sun and shade to choose from here as well. So many people do
use this very pleasant area. I, over the years, have naturally studied all the best positions to set
myself up in this area – but this decision will depend on whether the weather is hot, cold,
windy or liable to rain. I take my time in choosing the best spot. Then I take out my gear
slowly.
In front of me, I set out my best or my most recent written work. My books go on the left, and
my handouts go on the right. I am always in a great quandary as to which of my handouts
should be put on top. I am always very tempted to put my handout “The Four Fundamental
Problems – that Civilization Must Face” on top. I love discussing these four fundamental
problems with anyone who could be vaguely interested. But then such discussions can go on
for forever with no result at all. So, reluctantly, my simpler “A Badge to Stop Climate
Change” handout is usually placed on top. And then my box of badges is placed on top of all
these handouts to weigh them down - so they won’t blow away.
With my books there is a similar quandary. I am always keenest on the latest
storybook I have written. So, for each of my new books, I am always full of hope that this
will be my book that will set the world on fire. But, as the months pass by, I start to accept
that the world will ignore this book - like every thing else I have written. So eventually my
“Green Living” book must be given priority and placed on top again. This book has a better
cover and people can understand what the book contains from its cover alone. And a glance at
the contents list will at least indicate what a complex subject this is (and how much work I
have done). {The contents of this “Green Living” book is given at the end of this book. And
then its front cover forms the back inside cover of this book. I have been deeply involved in
these green matters for more than 30 years now. So naturally I have done quite a lot work on
the subject. But unfortunately I do tend to work too much alone.}
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At 11 a.m. precisely I then start my playing. As opposed to the work placed in front of me,
my music is almost always very well received. This is because, for this activity, I always do
the right thing and try to play what my audience might enjoy. And people like to hear tunes
that they know themselves – I watch them carefully and I can see how their faces brighten up
immediately they hear a tune they recognise. So I just try to play well-known tunes. {But I
must admit I do go easy on “Amazing Grace” and “Danny Boy”. People have become used to
hearing these tunes played by professional musicians many times. I don’t wish to be
compared with such professional players. So I usually only play these two tunes when people
ask for them.} And, when children come along, I pay attention to them and usually play tunes
like “Twinkle, twinkle little star”, “This old man” or “Baa baa black-sheep”. I even try to sing
along with the children.
I always start this playing with my squeeze-box – a melodeon. If people call this box
an accordion, then I immediately get on my high-horse and bore them silly with the
fundamental facts about how these two instruments differ. But I had better not do this with
you my reader. I want you to continue reading this book for many more pages yet. I am not as
good on the box as on my recorder. But the box gives off a louder and more cheerful sound
and so people in general prefer it. Also sometimes I try to sing along with this instrument at
the same time - but with great difficulty. I learnt this instrument 30 years ago, so that I could
play for the Morris team I belonged to then - as well as dance.
Then the second half of my playing is done with the recorder. I know this instrument
better because I have played it longer and more seriously. Many years ago I possessed the full
range of instruments in good quality wood. But now I prefer the simpler tone quality, which
the common plastic recorder has. Partly this playing is so that I don’t forget my full
repertoire. So, over several months, I play through my repertoire of tunes in terms of the
headings on my repertoire list – this is: Irish, English, Australian, American, Scottish and
Miscellaneous. And of course I have further repertoire lists for Christmas and Easter. So, over
time, all my tunes are refreshed in my memory.
But, of course, the main purpose of this whole exercise is to get people interested in stopping
climate change (and in living in a greener, non-polluting manner). However, people usually
first approach me wishing to give me money. And then these people are somewhat horrified
when I tell them. ‘I don’t need your money. When a person, like me, lives in a “green”
manner then they learn that most of the junk, which our current commercial world is trying to
get us to buy, is entirely unnecessary. And then, as soon as a person realises this, they find
they have an excess of money. So I don’t need money. Instead I am here to get you to think
about wearing a badge to try to stop climate change.’ And then I show them the badge I am
wearing myself and point to my box of badges as well.
Of course all people react in many different ways to this opening sally of mine. But
before discussing this complex subject, let me first close this description of the Saturday
morning activity of mine.
I rarely stay in the Mall till much after 11.30. This is not long, considering all the
things I could do – and most people assume I will stay there for much longer. But I don’t
want this activity to become at all arduous for me. I would like, as much as is physically
possible, to continue with this activity till the day I die. And, if I stayed in the Mall for much
longer than this, then this task could become arduous - and I would tend to stop doing it. I
think it is much better for me, and the world as well, that I should continue with this task for
as long as I can. And this means I shouldn’t tax myself too much in doing it. And for that
4

half-hour, when I am continuously performing and talking, I really am very intensely engaged
in the whole activity. For me this is a very “full on” half-hour.
When people hear I want to stop climate change, then about half the people who have
approached me will soon leave. Usually these people thank me for my playing and talk for a
few moments. But clearly these people do not wish to discuss the problems of climate change
with me. And I make no attempt to detain them. I consider that all people have the right to
hold their own opinions and they can keep these opinions to themselves.
However, to those people who remain and so might have a slight interest in wearing
my badge, I will continue on with my talking. ‘If a person wears this badge, then the badge
ought to really mean something definite. And this meaning must be more than - we would
simply like this awful climate change to stop occurring. Everyone wants that – we all know
that climate change will be terrible. But the important item is what we ourselves are actually
prepared to do to stop it. And then this problem becomes difficult. But I do have here this 6page handout, which outlines most of the essential facts, and some options about what we can
do ourselves. I would like you to read this handout. But this will take you a significant
amount of time – probably about 20 minutes. And this reading work will be much harder and
longer work than the work it will take you to earn the $4, which is what this badge costs me to
get made. So you can have this badge free - if you are prepared to read the handout and then
wear this badge for a significant amount of time.’ I then give the person a handout and a
badge to inspect.
Even this inspection will take the person a minute or two to do. During this time they
might ask a question or two – otherwise I might continue with my playing. Some people will
then take the handout to read at home. After this, they can either ring me or come to get a
badge later. Other people definitely promise they will read the handout and they will wear the
badge. So they take a badge with the handout. And finally they have to decide whether they
want the pendant or the pin-on version of the badge. (Of course, I also have to give a badge to
any child who really wants one and who promises to wear it.)
But there are also a small number of people who immediately cry out, ‘I know all the facts
about climate change. I don’t need to read your handout. Just let me buy your badge and I will
certainly wear it.’
And then, I am afraid, the really unpleasant side of my nature often gets turned on. I
reply. ‘OK. If you know all the facts about climate change, then you ought to know this
fundamental fact. What is your rough estimate - for the total cost per person, for this complete
change to a non-polluting future?’
And then a few people have immediately stormed away from me in a towering rage.
But the more sensible people ask me what my estimate is. My reply will be something like
this. ‘The estimate, I give in this handout, is about $20,000 per person. But this cost could be
much more, depending on what the user person demands. Our future non-polluting life can
never be precisely the same as our current life is now. So, if a person demands too much of
their new lifestyle, then this change will become very expensive indeed. This is a complex
subject. If you wish to check the full details, then you will need to read the energy section in
my “Green Living” book here. And then you will begin to understand the full picture and
comprehend some of our possible options.’
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I always live in the hope that some people might actually read my Green Living book
carefully. But this very rarely happens. If I think a person will read this book, then I will give
it to them free. Otherwise any person can buy the book at its cost price of $20.
The crucial item that everyone would like to know is – what are these people thinking about
when they are making these decisions about how much they are prepared to do to stop climate
change. But, of course, this is a question, which I cannot ask them directly. But over several
years, I have gradually gathered a large number of relevant facts on the subject. And this then
is my analysis of the situation.
I think the vast majority of those people, who mostly leave without discussing the
problem, are those people whose jobs could be threatened by the change to a non-polluting
future. And this group of people is much larger than just those people directly associated to
our current actively polluting industries. This is because people know that these huge
changes, we have to make, must be paid for in some manner. So these people correctly guess
that many of our unnecessary or luxury activities must be curbed (or taxed more heavily) so
this work can be carried out. So all the many jobs associated with retail, building,
entertainment, recreation and transport could all change considerably. In fact most of the jobs
associated with private enterprise and small business could all change. So these people are
sensibly worried about their future jobs. So they definitely don’t wish to deal with the climate
change problems. And I sympathise with such people. I also have lost my job several times
and been unemployed for significant periods of my life. Life becomes much harder in these
circumstances – particularly when one has a young family and/or a spouse to support.
Some of these people who leave justify their lack of interest by telling me that ‘The
Earth’s climate changes as a natural process. All scientists agree on this. We, humans, can’t
do anything about it. We must accept climate change.’ This statement is unfortunately
partially correct - but the conclusion is wrong. Natural climate change occurs over ten of
thousands of years but the climate change, caused by our CO2 pollution, is occurring over
about a hundred years. But I seldom try to argue this point. I know all people like to convince
themselves that they are not doing anything wrong. And it would take me so long to explain
this false reasoning. Also it is very, very rare that one person can convince another person,
who does not want to be convinced.
In contrast to these people, the people who talk to me and accept a handout or badge from me
mostly have a secure income. This is quite a large section of people because it includes people
like: teachers, full-time students, medical and welfare oriented people, public servants,
retirees and people with investment income. So these people know that they will be safe, if
the government decides to institute the changes to our lifestyle that are necessary to prevent
our climate changing.
And finally there are those people who are positively enthusiastic about stopping
climate change. My knowledge is that these people usually either have jobs (or hope to get
jobs) associated with the “green” forms of energy.
So my analysis of the situation is that almost all people consider their own personal selfinterest first. But before I discuss this question, I have gained one further definite piece of
evidence that is also very relevant to this situation.
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In spite of what people promise to do, almost no people will wear their badge for a
significant amount of time. I have definitely seen that they don’t. And a few people have
actually told me the reason.
The people, who avoid the climate change problem, are also the very same people
who do much of the essential physical work in our country. These people are people like:
farmers, delivery-drivers, shop-keepers, local handymen, restaurant owners, printers, builders,
taxi-drivers etc. These are all people whom we meet everyday and who, on the whole, do the
very essential physical jobs, which make our country function effectively. And the people,
who own a badge, do not wish to offend these good, useful people by wearing a badge that
could imply a problem to these people’s future employment. It is very dangerous to proclaim
a course of action, which will not affect your own life, but which will make life more difficult
for many of your friends. So most people find it very sensible to conveniently forget about
wearing their badge. And I have a lot of sympathy for this attitude.
So my observation is that all people are just continuing to act in their own personal best
interests - as people have mostly been doing over countless centuries. And, of course, all
people’s self-interest is also expressed in their voting. As regards climate change, this selfinterest will also be strongly affected by the following two points.
1)
The really terrible effects of climate change will not actually start for nearly another
century. And almost all the current voting population will be dead by then. So the voting
population doesn’t need to worry too much about climate change.
2)
The physical details demonstrating how and why climate change is occurring are
fairly complex. It is not very easy, at the present, for normal people to study the details
themselves. So most people tend to rely on experts. The vast majority of experts do tell the
truth about climate change and how we are causing it. But there are some other experts
around who do have some qualifications in the field. And these people can tell the people,
who want to hear them, that this climate change is not caused by our pollution. And so this
allows people to vote against pollution taxes and restrictions with a clean conscience. (As
some people do who have spoken to me when playing in the mall.)
And this situation is precisely what we are seeing all over the world. Lots and lots of people
are telling us how terrible climate change will be. Many of our political leaders are promising
to make changes to energy sources - some time in the future. But the simple fact of the matter
is that, we have been saying all these things for the past 30 years. And yet, over all this period
of time, our pollution of the atmosphere with CO2 has continued to rise between 2% and 3%
every year. In spite of all the talk, the majority of people are acting in terms of their own best
interests. And so any significant proposal to change our current living lifestyle is always
voted out.
I know we in Australia have finally brought in a bill that introduces a small tax on
industrial polluters. But this measure will still only have a minimum effect on the pollution
we are continuing to pump out into the Earth’s atmosphere.
Most people I know are now becoming very fatalistic about the whole matter. They are just
accepting that climate change is going to happen. There is nothing we can do about the
problem they say.
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At this stage I ought to remind you about the essential facts associated with climate change
under the following three headings.
1)

The Evidence of Climate change

It is not very easy for a person to gather together all the necessary evidence about climate
change. But when a person has gone through it all, then it becomes abundantly clear that it is
we, humans, who are causing climate change by burning an excess of carbon fuels. However,
for an ordinary person, this operation of sifting through the evidence is too difficult. This task
should be made much easier. I will tackle this job thoroughly in chapter 3. But for the
moment, here is a short summary.
The first essential fact that a person needs to know is that CO2 is a greenhouse gas,
which will cause climate warming. This fact was discovered in the nineteenth century and
cannot be disputed. And this fact is also supported by a vast amount of past historical
evidence.
Then a person needs to see and study three related time graphs. These graphs are: the
average world temperature; the CO2 concentration in the atmosphere; and the amount of CO2
we humans have put in the atmosphere ourselves. My version of these three graphs is shown
on the front cover of this book. Here these three graphs are plotted over the past thousand
years, and you can see three rather similar graphs. The first relatively flat part of the graphs is
about 850 years long. This period shows the normal time, before us humans learnt how to
pollute in a really big way. And then, about 150 years ago, the graphs start to go up gradually.
And then, as we approach our present time, all these three graphs get steeper and steeper.
These three graphs then should be sufficient to convince any normal person that
climate change has started and that this climate change has been caused by our CO2 pollution.
But unfortunately the situation is more complex than I have stated here. Thus it is only in
recent years that this evidence has been collected in a scientific manner. But we have also
managed to gather a huge amount of past data. And if some of this data is carefully selected
and presented in a certain manner, this data will give a different false impression. I will deal
with this problem in chapter 3. But, when the whole situation has been studied, there is almost
no doubt at all that it is we humans who are responsible for this coming climate change.
2)

The Effects of Climate change

At present the average increase of the world temperate is still less than a degree. But this CO2
pollution will stay in the atmosphere for more than a hundred years. And this continued
presence will eventually result in a world temperature increase of about 2 degrees. This
increase is still high enough to destroy all the coral reefs in the world. So even this current
degree of pollution destruction of ours is very bad.
But, if we continue to pollute as we are at the moment, then the final temperature
increase is likely to be about 5 degrees (or even higher). And this will constitute a very
definite climate change. Thus the world will be a distinctly hotter place, sea levels will rise
and our weather patterns will change completely.
Now, as we know, climate change does occur naturally. (Although this natural change
occurs over periods of several thousands of years – whereas the change we are causing is in
terms of hundreds of years.) But we should not think of this as a very comforting thought.
During these periods of climate change, some species die off, some species flourish, some
8

species move to a different part of the globe, and other species change their physical form in
order to cope with the problem. All species have to change in very significant manners to deal
with climate change.
But we humans are also an animal species - so the same situation will apply to us. So
we will have to change our lives in the same way to cope with climate change. So a large
number of people, who live near the equator, will probably die. Other more fortunate people
might be able to move to higher or lower latitudes - if they can find some spare land. We will
all have to adapt to very different types of weather. The Arctic and Antarctic ice caps will
melt at an even higher rate and then the growing oceans will claim many people’s homes and
land. Thus climate change will force a very significant life-style change on everyone.
I myself know a little about changing my life-style to cope with a different
circumstance. I broke my back in a climbing accident 12 years ago and this accident put me in
a wheelchair. So then the pleasures of walking, climbing and dancing were all things of the
past for me. And I could no longer control my bladder and bowel any more - so this was a
further problem. However I eventually did learn to cope with all these various problems. In
fact I might have even learnt how to be a more useful member of society.
However I think the problem of dealing with climate change will a harder adjustment
problem for all people - than the adjustment I had to deal with myself, because of my
accident. I think the people of our world will eventually learn to cope with climate change –
like I coped with my accident. Probably about half the people in the world will have to die in
the process. And of course a bit of suffering is good for us all. But, for heavens sake, don’t
you imagine that this future climate change adjustment problem is going to be easy at all.
3)

Our Capacity to prevent Climate change

Over the past 50 years, the world has made huge advances in science and technology. And
also we have enjoyed a fair amount of world peace with increased global trade. This has
meant that the materialist wealth of most people in the world has increased at quite a
remarkable rate. In terms of the goods and facilities, we have never had it so good. Most of
these goods and facilities are just luxuries, which we don’t really need. But we do all like
them.
If we had known at the beginning that the excess CO2 we were producing would
cause climate change, then hopefully we would have immediately banned its excess use. And
then the world would still have progressed, but with reduction of 10% of our growth rate. We
would have hardly noticed this effect. But now we have got used to having cheap energy. And
now we can’t bear to change our ways.
In chapter 4, I shall go into the details of how much it will cost us now to change to
non-polluting energy future. But for the moment I need to say the following.
At present we spend a substantial amount of our manpower resources on creating
bigger houses, buying new cars and enjoying overseas travel. None of these items is essential.
If we were prepared to use this manpower instead on creating the “green” facilities necessary
for a non-polluting energy future, then by my calculation, we should be able to complete the
full job in about three years. After this period, we could return back to normal life - and the
possibility of climate change would have been avoided completely. (The situation is naturally
more complex than this. I will discuss these extra complexities in chapter 4.)

9

So now I have briefly told you that:
• Climate change is descending on us all - caused by our CO2 pollution,
• The effects of this change will be appalling for us and for all forms of life on Earth,
• We could overcome this problem, if we were prepared to forgo all our unnecessary
luxuries for just three years. During this time, we would work on creating clean
energy sources instead.
On the basis of these three points, you should be able to see that it is utterly insane for us not
to change our current wicked ways immediately.
But previous to this, I have also explained to you that it is not in the self-interest of the
majority of voters in our country to change their ways to stop this coming climate change. So
therefore we most certainly won’t.
And the same situation will apply to all countries in the world. And this is the
evidence we now see everywhere.
We have a horrible problem coming to us all.
Our current world will soon be going down the gurgler.
We appear to be powerless to do anything about it.
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2.

A THREE-PRONGED APPROACH TO SOLVING THE PROBLEM

I am a climber – at least I was till I broke my back in a climbing accident 12 years ago. When
a climber looks at a climbing boulder problem, then the problem will initially usually look to
be utterly insoluble. But then, after trying such a problem for several days, the solution will
eventually be found. Some weird combination, using the various tiny wrinkles and sloping
holds, will give the solution. And then, after doing the problem several times over a few
months, the solution will appear to be obvious. How anyone could miss this solution would
seem to be ridiculous.
I think the same situation will apply to our climate change problem. At this moment
you probably think this problem is insolvable. But I claim that, if we combine three separate
approaches to the problem, then the problem does become solvable. But it will take me at
little while to explain the full situation. You must be patient. Eventually, after thinking about
the problem for several months, you will also think this solution is obvious. But, for the time
being, you must be patient.
The first item we must clearly remember is that we most certainly do have plenty of resources
in terms of manpower and facilities in the world to produce all the green energy we need – if
we are prepared to forego all our unnecessary luxuries for a few years. The major problem is
that people are worried about their possible future unemployment. This is because all the
people associated with producing these luxuries could lose their jobs (besides all the people
associated with the polluting industries).
My solution to this problem is “to Declare a “Special Period” to stop Climate
Change”. During this period of time, five special provisions would be put in place, which
will ensure that no person undergoes any hardship at all. These provisions are:
1)
All people will receive the Necessities of Life,
2)
All people will receive Employment,
3)
All Costs will be payed by Taxes on all Luxuries,
4)
The Rich will be prevented from getting Richer,
5)
The Poor will be protected from getting Poorer.
The precise meaning of these five conditions and how they can be implemented are
given in chapter 5 (page 45). But the total effect will be that no people need to suffer any
hardship.
So over this period all the people, who lose their jobs, will be immediately reemployed in a government “army”. This “army” of people will then work at creating all the
new facilities that will create the future clean energy we need. (This “army” will naturally
include all the people who are at present unemployed as well.)
There are two fairly different versions of this idea - depending on the length of the
period that is chosen. A short version would be to do the whole job in just three years. I think
this is the shortest practical period that is possible. This period would then create a
“emergency” like situation, where a large proportion of the population change their jobs to do
all the necessary construction work - as in a war. So this would involve a huge change of
employment – but it would get the job done quickly. I also sometimes refer to this case as the
“Emergency Period” case. In an emergency (like a war) everyone accepts that temporarily
everyone should be treated in the same way. But people will only accept this situation for a
relatively short period of time. Thus our rich will soon be demanding to receive the benefits
that their wealth should bring them.
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The long period version is to do the task over a longer period of time – perhaps 20
years. This period would involve must less disruption – but then people would have to suffer
the special provisions for much longer. This whole difficult question will be discussed in
much further detail in chapter 5. This case is really a weakened version of the short
“Emergency Period” case. In the following discussion I often use the word “partly”. This
word refers to the longer period. In the Emergency period this “partly” word should be
replaced by “none” or “fully”. Thus, in the longer period case, the rich would only partly have
advantages that their wealth normally brings them.
This essentially means that, during this special period, the main focus of the country
would be on changing the nation so that we can build the facilities to prevent climate change.
So all the people, engaged in building new houses or extending old houses, will partly build
all the local facilities to create clean energy. The people engaged in manufacturing new cars
will partly be manufacturing electric cars and buses. And the people, who would have gone
on overseas trips during this time, will partly be using this money to buy PV panels from
overseas.
Of course all these activities must be paid for in some manner. But during this special
period, the focus of all financial dealing will partly be for paying for these facilities. So I am
afraid that all the people who expected to receive substantial investment income will only
partly receive all this income during this emergency period. As in all crises, people must be
treated equally and so the rich will only partly have their huge advantages. The rich will
partly be treated in the same way as everyone else. All people will receive sufficient income
to obtain facilities and goods they need - but not much more. And clearly there must be a
reasonably heavy tax on all the luxuries we don’t need.
Some people will have to move to do the necessary green energy construction work.
And these people must then be billeted in any large houses that are not being fully used. (This
action must be taken in all full-on emergencies). Public transport must now be extended so
that all people can get to work by public transport. So then the petrol necessary for private
cars will also carry a reasonably heavy tax.
I will go into the whole details about how this operation can be done in a just and fair
manner to all people in chapters 5 and 7. And there I can show how the nation’s budget will
still be balanced as well. But for the moment, all that we need to remember is that during this
“special period” time: all people will be employed, well looked after, and equally treated. So
no person will have legitimate excuse to complain about their situation during this special
period of time.
I have said that no people will have a just excuse to complain about the “special period”. And
so we can stop climate change occurring without anyone having to go through any hardship at
all. But this certainly does not mean that people will like this special period. People would not
like all the luxuries, they have got used to, partly being taken away from them during this
period. And all people simply hate having to change their ways. So I fear the majority of
people will still strongly vote against “a special period to stop climate change”. We need to
resort to further forces if we wish this “special period” measure to be accepted by a majority
of people.
We must now remember the section of people who have by far the most to lose, if climate
change is not stopped. This section is the children of our nation. They, and their own future
children, are going to have to go through absolute hell, when the world’s climate really starts
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to heat up. These people will see heat exhaustion and starvation start to kill countless millions
of people. Their plight will be awful.
Now I know full well, from my own children and grandchildren, that our present
children are not worried about their future at all. The children I know fall into two quite
separate distinct classes. One class simply wants to have a good time - so they forget the
future. The other class of children I consider works far too hard - in order to get a good job
and do well in the world. But neither of these classes of children, at the moment, worries
about climate change at all.
But this situation would certainly change very quickly if the full truth of the situation
was set out clearly in front of our children’s eyes. And the full truth of the situation is that we,
the older generation, have gradually been placing three intolerable burdens upon our
following generations. These are:
1)
The first burden is that our later generations will have to pay for the consequences of
our generation refusing to do anything significant about the CO2 pollution we have caused.
And during this period, when we have been causing this pollution, we, the pollutants, have
enjoyed a level of wealth never known to any previous generation. And yet we have refused
to pay anything for this pollution we have caused. We leave the mess we have caused to the
next generations to bear the costs. Our children have a very just complaint against us.
2)
Our generation has largely raped the world of much of its resources. We have used
much of world’s oil, coal and gas for energy. We could have got our energy directly from the
sun and when these resources could have been better used by our future generations for the
chemicals they will need. We have used much of world’s abundance and variety of flora and
fauna to produce things like wood and meat - to degree that was quite unnecessary. Our
children and future generations certainly won’t be able to enjoy the abundance and variety of
wild life that we had.
3)
Our generation will leave this world leaving a financial debt, which our children will
have to pay for. This situation is partly because most of the world’s governments are, at the
moment, financially in debt. But the situation is worse than this simple debt actually implies.
When I was a child, a large amount of a nation’s infrastructure was owned by the government
itself. And this implied that all people effectively shared the income from this infrastructure.
But now all this infrastructure has been sold off to the rich people. And just the rich people
receive this income. Besides this, the older and richer people have become much richer still,
and they could afford to buy all the older houses close to the city and community centres.
This competition for such houses has put these homes completely out of the reach of the
younger and poorer people. So young people have been forced out to the edges of the distant
suburbs. And lots of younger people now simply cannot afford to have children at all.
The truth is that the older voting people of our nation have changed the tax laws to
allow them to become much richer than when I was a child. This situation is terrible. To put it
simply – the older generation has screwed the younger generation to allow them to become
much richer. I know – I am one of the older generation – and I have now much more money
than I need. The situation is ridiculous.
So in many different ways we, the older generation, have been taking and enjoying
our wealth at the expense of our coming younger generation’s future. My children are much
worse off than I was when I was a child. A huge generational injustice has been generated. If
the youth of our nation had this situation carefully explained to them, then they might even be
moved to action.
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But there is another item that must be remembered in our effort to form a non-polluting
world. And this item most definitely needs to be explained to our children. This is that the
children will then be much better off as regards their future employment - should we move to
a non-polluting future.
At present most of the older people of our country are settled in all the standard
necessary jobs that need to be done. So the young people seeking employment have to accept
the newly created jobs. And these are jobs like: selling all the new luxury products that
nobody really wants or needs; making and fixing these highly technical new products; looking
after the very old or mentally ill people; working for our very wealthy people for their
pleasures; advertising etc. Some young people are happy to do these jobs. But I myself have
never had to work in jobs like these – and I would hate to feel that I am forcing my children
or my grandchildren to take a job that I would not like to accept myself.
But, on the other hand, if we move to a green future, there will be lots of good sensible
practical jobs that will need to be done. Jobs like: making and fixing hot-water and PV panels
on houses; making and selling small electric cars; insulating our houses more fully; growing
and protecting our forests; building windmills and developing wave energy sources etc. These
are all good sensible jobs that our children could learn to do and gain satisfying employment
in. For me, and I imagine for all people, it is terribly important to feel a job I am doing is
really useful for the community as a whole. And this concept is terribly important for our
future generation. Otherwise there will always be a terrible temptation for our young people
to either get drunk or go onto drugs. And this is the evidence we are seeing today.
So the second prong of my approach to stop climate change is that “the youth of our nation
needed to be recruited to the task”. And, when this full situation has been fully explained to
the young people, I am sure they will be exceedingly willing to join in. The young have so
much to gain if they join in - and such an enormous amount to lose if they don’t.
But I know this recruitment won’t be as easy as that. Our young people at present have
not been trained to think in this direction. So it will take a few years before they realise that
this different approach would provide a much better future option for them. Also our younger
children must follow what their parents teach them. So they must be left alone. But when
children reach the age of about 15, they really are capable of thinking for themselves. So if
these facts are presented to our youth at this age, then many of our youths might really start to
take notice. And then these young people might start to talk with their parents very seriously
about what we all should be doing to stop climate change.
The majority of voters, who are opposed to changing our ways to prevent climate change, on
the whole are very silent about their intentions. This is my own personal experience in
Ashfield Mall and this situation is mirrored in the public sphere as well. Even Tony Abbot
won’t give any details about his intentions on climate change. All his says is – “let the voters
show their preference at the ballot box.” This is a very sensible ploy to use on his part.
The reason for this silence is very obvious – everyone knows we ought to be doing
something about climate change because it will be terrible for the world’s future if we don’t.
But such people do not wish future generations to be able to criticise their actions. So it is best
for them to remain silent. And, with our good old secret ballot system in operation, there is
very little we can do to shame those people, who are refusing to change their ways.
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So this is what the third prong of my approach is all about. I call it “public declarations of
personal intentions on future climate change”.
Now we know that the people opposed to changing their ways will not publicly
declare their intentions on climate change. But, on the other hand, if all us people who do
wish to stop climate change are prepared to make a declaration of our intentions, then the
people, who are opposed to it, will be publicly known by the fact that they have not declared
their intentions. And hence they will effectively be put to shame.
But such a process, as it stands, would not be adequate in itself. Probably, of the
people who want to stop climate change, only a minority would be prepared to declare their
intentions publicly. To be prepared to make a public declaration about you intentions on
climate change needs a certain amount of courage. So a lot of people would shy away from
doing this. But hopefully at least 10% of the population would be prepared to do this. And a
group of this size would be enough people to bring the whole idea forward onto the public
media. And then people could all learn that this “special period” will not involve any real
difficulty - but simply be a special period during which everyone is protected against any
possible hardship that could occur during the awkward change-over period.
But then our other avenue of approach would play its part. Clearly some of the people,
who make pro-action public declarations, will be teachers in our schools. {It would be natural
for teachers to be in this group because teachers always do tend to think about the future of
the children they teach.} And then at school, such teachers would explain to their children the
full significance of all the points I gave in my “recruitment of our youth” section. Such
teachers would then give copies of their own “public declarations” to their children. These
children would read these declarations with interest, because they would clearly indicate what
we can do about climate change and why. The children would then take their copies back to
their homes and discuss this whole big problem with their parents. And the children would
naturally ask some very embarrassing questions of their parents such as:
1)
Mum and Dad, what are you prepared to do about stopping climate change and when?
2)
Do you think people should be allowed to pollute our atmosphere for as long as they
like without paying for the damage they are causing?
3)
What evidence have you read about our global warming and the probable effects on
our future?
Of course these children’s parents would immediately use their superior wisdom and
experience of the world to put these upstart children in their place. So, to question (1), the
parents might reply:
‘If at the moment we did anything about climate change, it would interfere with our
economic growth in a terrible manner. This would lead to a world recession and then
everyone would be out of a job. This would a total disaster. We will do something about
climate change when economic times are better and we can afford to do so.’
But the child could reply. ‘The option my teacher has chosen in her declaration is to
“declare a short special period to stop climate change” now. This means no one has to worry
about economic growth or employment. Everyone will be employed in a government army in
building the things we need to stop climate change. What is wrong with that option?’
‘Your teacher is employed by the government. So she wouldn’t have to lose her job
and join the army. She still would have a much easier life than we would.’
‘No – that is not true. You just read this public declaration that she has signed. She has
ticked the box that says she will be very happy to leave her current job and join the army to
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stop climate change. She has shown she will be prepared to be treated the same as everyone
else. So why can’t all our family be prepared to do the same thing as her?’
‘You don’t understand the situation. Stoping climate change over a short period of
time is an extreme measure and it will interfere with everything. It will far easier to stop
climate change gradually when it is convenient to do so.’
‘This is precisely what everyone has been saying for the past 30 years - and we still
haven’t done anything at all. A three-year special period to get the job done completely will
cause us no real hardship because all people will be treated equally during this time and we
have plenty of resources. Compared with the horrors of the first and second world wars, our
life would still be a piece of cake during this time. And, if we continue to do nothing more
now, more people will be dying from global warming than ever died in those two wars. You
ought to think about us, your children, and our future – rather than just about your own
personal comfort zone all the time. We have to change our ways sometime – it is far better to
do it all right now and get the whole task done in one fell swoop.
‘But we have talked for long enough. Here are some spare forms where you can make
a public declaration about your future intentions. And when you have filled them in, I shall
study them. Then I shall take them back to school and get several copies made. One copy will
be left at school so all the pupils and teachers can see how your intentions compare with what
all the other kids’ parents are prepared to do. Then I will save some copies so that, when I
have children, your grandchildren will also be able to see what you are prepared to do to
conserve their future.’
I am sure all sensible parents would then procrastinate for quite a long time before
setting down their intentions. But eventually they would. Then other schools and children
would do similar things. Finally global warming will start to take on the importance it
deserves. And then we might really start to do something about it.
Hopefully then this little discussion will have persuaded you that this three pronged attack
consisting of: - a Special Period to stop climate change; Recruiting our youth; and Public
declarations of future intentions; could be a viable approach to stopping global warming. But
there are many further details we must study very carefully. These details are shown in my
contents list for the following chapters.
So far I have only described an approach that would apply directly to Australia. But in fact
this approach could apply to any nation. But a lot of people will be crying out – ‘why should
we do anything about climate change, when no other country is doing so.’
This is essential the same problem of individual self-interest as opposed to the
common community good. But now we are talking about national self-interest as opposed to
the global good. But the solution must essentially be the same i.e. the nations who don’t want
to act must first be shamed into action. And if such nations still refuse to act, then they must
be forced into action. This would naturally have to be done via a United Nations. So this body
must pass a law saying that no nation is allowed to pollute the world’s common atmosphere
(or oceans) to any significant degree.
But naturally nothing can happen while all nations are refusing to stop their
atmospheric pollution. {Actually I understand that Bhutan does not pollute at all. But this
nation is rather exceptional and very small.} So some nations do have to commit to stop
polluting first. And there are many countries that have made far more progress in this
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direction that Australia has. So of course the easiest thing is to be slack and say Australia will
only do something, when the rest of the world is really doing something.
Well I for one would absolutely hate for this to happen. In many areas Australia has a
huge historic record of which we can justly be very proud of indeed. We fought extremely
well in both world wars and thus we really helped to make a better world. Even in Vietnam
we fought well (though even I admit we could well have been fighting on the wrong side).
We have put a huge amount of effort into our sport and we are all extremely proud of the
success we have achieved. We correctly admire our athletes above all other people. We are
also very keen on our artists and entertainers of various kinds. But we very rarely admire the
rich people of our nation. And I hope this situation continues.
We in Australia could run the greatest and most important race that it is possible to
run in as a nation for the coming centuries. And this, of course, is to be the first large nation
that will not pollute at all. We could do it. The fight to stop the against climate change would
still be an easier war to win than either of the two world wars. And at the end of this war we
would be in a healthier and more advanced state than any other country in the world.
And then let us remind ourselves of the consequences of not doing anything. At
present, per capita, we are polluting the atmosphere with more CO2 than any other country in
the world. If we do nothing, then, as the year’s progress, we would all have to travel overseas
with a sense of shame. Our glorious history of past good deeds will go down the sink.
Eventually the rest of the world might need to take action against us. Perhaps intercontinental
missiles might be aimed at our coal power stations to stop them polluting anymore.
We as a nation do need to seriously think about the future consequences of our
pollution. We always have been a proud nation thinking more about our genuine
achievements - rather than the accumulation of wealth. It will do us no harm to think about
our future for a few years - rather than just meaningless extra money.
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3.

THE EVIDENCE

At the moment, I have in front of me:
1)
5 large books on climate change (3 in favour of us taking action on climate change and 2 against us taking action. I think this provides me with a reasonable balance).
2)
A 16-page brochure on the “Science of Climate Change” by the Australian Academy
of Science.
3)
The vast information of the Internet. This includes all the huge reports of the IPCC
(the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change). Of all this information, the easiest items to
read are the Wikipedia articles on Climate Change and Global Warming.
Now all these sources base their conclusions on the colossal amount of data, which
the science community has been collecting over the past few decades.
Thus currently:
1)
There are more than 7,000 meteorological stations (on land and sea), which are
reporting on the weather conditions in all parts of the globe. All these reports are collected
and given to the science community.
2)
Satellites are also circling the earth for this purpose and they can collect a huge
amount of data.
3)
Glaciers and sea levels are being measured all over the globe.
4)
Special stations are checking on how our CO2 levels are changing.
5)
Special task groups are recording the amount of CO2 we are emitting into the
atmosphere ourselves.
Other groups of scientists are also working out what has happened in the past. Thus:
1)
Huge ice cores are being brought up from glacier bores in Antarctica and Greenland.
These cores directly reveal past CO2 levels many thousands of years in the past. But also, by
comparing the relative amounts of the oxygen isotopes, these bores give remarkably accurate
values of past temperatures at the same time.
2)
Other sedimentary bores in shallow oceans reveal past temperatures by
palaeontologists studying the microscopic fauna in them.
3)
Geologists can also work out past temperatures by studying ancient sea-levels and
glacier extents.
4)
Finally historians are studying past ancient texts and these also reveal information
about past climate temperatures.
Now nearly all people accept that most of this science data is reasonably accurate.
Furthermore all this data consists of series of readings made over long periods of time. So a
person can usually understand any particular set of readings. And from the graphs of this data,
people can form a picture of what is happening to our climate both now and in the past.
So, you must be thinking, it must to be a reasonably easy task for anyone to come to a
conclusion about to what extent our climate is changing (and whether it is us humans that are
causing this change). Well I can tell you, from my own personal experience, that this certainly
is not the case.
I have just spent a whole fortnight going through most of the various texts. And it
wasn’t an easy fortnight at all. And I am a mathematician and hence I am well practised in
seeing flaws in various arguments. I think it would be very hard for someone, who was new to
the field, to come to a conclusion - without the help on an expert whom they trusted. And in
this field, where everyone has a bias in favour of what is best for them, no one can trust
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anyone. Similarly you certainly cannot trust me. If you read some of the “appendices” at the
end of this book, you will learn about some of the radically dangerous ideas I have.
Of course it is terribly easy for a person, who tends to favour action, to read a proaction text and feel absolutely certain that this climate change is all our fault, and we must do
something about it. But then, it is almost as easy for a person, who would be disadvantaged
by stopping climate change, to read an anti-action text and feel just as certain that we don’t
need to do anything yet.
The point is that all the various texts are so long and complicated that no pro-action
people could come up to an anti-action person and prove to them that they are wrong. All the
various texts are simply too long to read in a sensible amount of time.
So this is why I am forced to write this section. I don’t want to – it is not really my field. But I
must admit I do know all the essential facts now. Also I am good at keeping things short. So I
must write it.
The chapter divides then into three sections:
1)
Why the problem? – the History and the Politics
Politics is a horribly complex subject – in comparison to politics, most science is a piece of
cake. But I am afraid that you, my reader, do need to know a little about what has happened
over the past 20 years because this will explain to you, why the problem of understanding the
evidence is now so difficult.
2)
My Presentation of the Evidence
I hope I can persuade you that it is possible to present the essential evidence in a very succinct
manner indeed. A person could then understand this essential evidence in less than a minute.
Of course this essential evidence must be supported by some further facts that will take longer
to read. But even so, a person could feel quite certain they know enough about climate change
in less than an hour, to be sure that it is we humans who are causing the problem.
3)
Refuting any Anti-Action Arguments
Finally in the last section I need to show precisely how anyone can clearly show how any
anti-action argument is quite wrong. {This is terribly important because, in my solution,
young people, perhaps only 15 years old, must face their sceptical parents and clearly show
them why we need to act immediately on climate change.}
{I am a little out of line in calling the people of the opposing parties - “pro-action” and “antiaction” people. The terms “alarmist” for one side and “sceptics” or “deniers” for the other
side are usually used for this purpose. I just don’t like any of these terms. I think my terms are
the simplest and most accurate descriptions of the people on the different sides of the debate.
And my two terms have no judgemental overtones at all.}
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3.1

Why the problem? – the History and the Politics

My knowledge of the history and politics of climate change has come from the 5 books that I
have read. So first I must tell you are little about these 5 books. The first three books support
action and the last two are against any action.
1)
The Weather Makers by Tim Flannery - published 2005
This is a superb book and Tim Flannery knows the subject extremely well (unlike myself).
But I personally like to see more graphs than he provides. This is because graphs represent the
raw data and I like to see to see this raw data. But Tim Flannery prefers to tell about his own
experiences, and this does make this book a lot more interesting. However I am not as keen
on this book as most people are.
2)
The No-Nonsense Guide to Climate Change by Danny Chivers – published 2010
This is my favourite book. I myself am naturally a highly pro-action person and so I love
Danny Chivers’ simple enthusiasm for the subject and all activities he engages in. Besides,
this is the smallest of the various books and all the topics are covered reasonably well.
3)
The Rough Guide to Climate Change by Robert Henson – published 2011
This is the most recent of the books and covers the subject reasonably well. I think he puts in
too much detail and this can cloud the essential facts. But the book is OK.
4)
Poles Apart by Gareth Morgan and John McCrystal – published 2009
The authors of this book claim they are unbiased. But their conclusion at the end, which
recommends no action, proclaims this book to be just a well-crafted anti-action book. And of
course the authors present the evidence in such a way, that the book will give this result. But,
strangely, for me personally this was the most useful of all the books. The authors covered
some of the subjects very well and produced some graphs that I hadn’t seen before. I learnt a
lot from this book.
5)
Heaven+Earth by Ian Plimer – published 2009
This is the best known of the anti-action books in Australia. Ian Plimer knows the subject
exceedingly well so this allows him to present his argument in a very persuasive manner. The
book is also very long so, by the time a person reaches the end, then they will have forgotten
the basic argument. But, because Plimer knows so much, a person will tend to respect his
authority. An anti-action person will read this book and be convinced that they are not doing
anything wrong. A person needs to study the book carefully to pick out the errors.
In the coming discussion I will need to refer back to these books several times. This
reference will just be in terms of the “bold” print.
The history of climate change is covered by many books. (Both the “No-Nonsense Guide
C.C.” and the “Rough Guide C.C.” give very good histories.) So I will confine my description
here to what happened after the IPCC was formed in 1988.
IPCC stands for the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and it has been made
into one of the many United Nations sub-departments. But the IPCC does no actual research
itself – it merely co-ordinates the work of the many scientists around the globe.
Initially the IPCC was mostly a meeting place for the scientists that were doing the
essential research. And, as these scientists could see clearly what we were doing to the
atmosphere, they wanted to do something about it. So they were very pro-action. But the
IPCC was also the meeting place of all the representatives of the various member nations.
And some of these nation’s weren’t keen to do anything about climate change, because it
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wasn’t in their nation’s interest to do anything. So they represented the anti-action movement.
Tim Flannery in The Weather Makers on pages 245 and 246 gives a very illuminating account
of what went on at some of these meeting. As time progressed, these anti-action people put
strong limitations on what the pro-action people could do.
The IPCC produced very large general reports in both 2001 and 2007. (The IPCC is due to
give its next report in 2014.) Both these reports are very important as to what has happened
since then.
The 2001 report contained a famous (or infamous – depending who you are talking to)
graph usually called the “Hockey Stick”. This graph is given on the front inside cover of this
book. The anti-action party objected to this graph very strongly indeed. Their objections were:
1)
They could not reproduce this graph from the data they were given.
2)
The graph contained some tree-ring graphs data, and this data is not a reliable measure
of temperature (because tree growth depends on rain and sunlight as well).
I don’t know to what extent these objections were valid. But clearly these objections
did need to be replied to. So a reply was given which basically said that this evidence could
have expressed the case too strongly. Of course the anti-action group interpreted this
statement to mean that the “hockey Stick” was completely discredited. But that is the kind of
thing one would expect.
The reason that the anti-action group objected to this graph so strongly was because it
put the pro-action case too clearly. Thus, if person looked at this graph together with a graph
of CO2 concentrations in the atmosphere, then a person could see that they both have a very
similar shape. And, as it is us humans that have put this extra CO2 into the atmosphere, then it
is clear that it is us humans who are causing this global warming.
In the next report in 2007, the IPCC tried to not offend the anti-action party in the
same way. The new graph they gave, which corresponds to the old hockey stick graph, I have
also shown on the front inside cover (just below the hockey stick graph). This time, instead of
an average graph, the IPCC graph simply shows 13 individual graphs in different colours each graph corresponding to different sources of data. But any person looking at this graph
could see that the total effect would be very similar to the old Hockey Stick graph. This is a
very important graph and I will return it in the next section when I will discuss the details.
But, for the time being, I want to go on with the history.
The anti-action party naturally objected to this graph as well. But this time I think
their objections were much weaker. As an example of such an objection, you can read the
colour insert of “Poles Apart” between pages 96 and 97. If any person studies this picture
carefully then the person will immediately realise that these objections are ridiculous. (And
the important item here is that a person can come to this conclusion without any need for
further evidence. This was certainly not true of the Hockey Stick graph.) But, although this
graph is better than the Hockey Stick graph, it could still be done a lot better. I will also return
to this question into in my next section.
There hasn’t been an IPCC report since then. But the important thing is that all my 5
books and the “Science of Climate Change” brochure have been strongly affected by these
reports (and the after effects of the later report). So I will now go through the various texts. I
will mostly do this in the sequence in which they were published. But it is easiest to deal with
the pro-action texts first.
The “Weather Makers” was published in 2005, which is after the first report and before the
second report. So this book contains the Hockey Stick graph but no later graphs. Also in this
21

book there are also no references to limitations of the graph. But this book is not really about
graphs at all in the first place. So I accept the book for what it is, which is just an inspiring
read to do something about climate change. And it makes no pretences of producing a watertight case that it is our human CO2 pollution that is causing climate change.
But the next two books (“No-Nonsense Guide to C.C.” and “Rough Guide to C.C.”)
do the same thing. So they contain the Hockey Stick graph as their example of Global
Warming and again without any reference about its possible limitations. And they don’t
include the much better 2007 version of this graph. But I can understand their position. The
Hockey Stick graph is an easier graph to understand and it is roughly correct. Both books
contain the current graphs of modern temperature, which are taken by accurate thermometers
(since 1856). So the reader can, in their own heads, see how the Hockey Stick graph should
be updated. But this is not an easy task.
The “Science of Climate Change” brochure is even worse. It contains no graph of
world temperature for a sufficient amount of time to allow a reader to compare this with
normal times. The brochure only gave the modern temperatures. And this period cannot then
be compared with the CO2 concentrations graph over a much longer period of time, which the
brochure did give. So a reader cannot easily see how the Earth warming trends corresponds to
the increased CO2 concentrations we have caused.
Now let me compare these four pro-action texts against the two anti-action texts. Both
these texts were published in 2009 – so they were after the IPCC 2007 report and before 3 of
pro-action texts.
Both these texts were longer and they had far more graphs than any of my pro-action
texts. And their authors new their subject extremely well. As I have said, I learnt more about
the technical details of the subject from these texts than from my pro-action texts. Admittedly
the books contained a huge amount detail that wasn’t really relevant at all. But amongst this
junk there were many facts that I really needed to know. These best of these books was “Poles
Apart”. But amusingly there was one subject on which the two books disagreed completely.
This was about the Milankovich theory. Poles Apart told us the theory was completely true
and accepted by everyone. Ian Plimer, on the other hand, assured us it wasn’t. But I tend to
agree with Plimer. {This is a technical subject and a normal person doesn’t need to know
about it. And I haven’t studied it. But I am a mathematician and I have had some experience
with similar Fourier fitting problems. I have always felt that Milankovich theory has got too
many degrees of freedom as its disposal to trust the theory too much. And the test of a theory
is not, whether a theory appears to fit the facts, but whether the theory’s predictions are
correct, when new data arrives. And this theory appears to be failing on this count. But you
don’t need to worry about this subject at all. I don’t.}
The general method both these anti-action writers use to persuade the reader to their
point of view is to: first to demonstrate their knowledge and competence in the field; and then
to select a huge amount of evidence that supports their point of view. And both these writers
do this job extremely well. I have to congratulate them.
I’m afraid I don’t think that my pro-action writers do as good a job at supporting their case.
But in a way this is not their fault. I must explain.
All the writers only use the graphs that are supplied to them by the scientific
community. And in a way this is the correct thing for everyone to do. But now the scientific
community is not supplying the writers and general public with the graphs they need.
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Naturally the situation is vague and I certainly have no inside information. But this is how I
see the picture.
The scientific community are limited in what they can do by the anti-action
representatives in the IPCC. The IPCC will only publish what everyone agrees to. And the
anti-action parties won’t support graphs, which combine data from different sources. This
may not seem a big restriction. But it is remarkably effective. The major restriction is that the
temperature graphs, coming from direct temperature measurements, cannot be combined with
past “proxy” measurements, which come from more complex indirect measurements. This is
an enormously important point and I will discuss these details much further in the next
section. But, for the time being, I need to point out the effect of this restriction.
Direct temperature measurements have only been made over the last 150 years. And
this is precisely the time humanity has started to cause global warming. Previous to this we
have no direct measurements. So then we use “proxies” instead for the time before (some of
these “proxies” are remarkable accurate as I shall describe in the next section). So recent
changes temperatures appear on one graph and temperature changes before this time appear
on another graph. But this allows the anti-action party to have a very good excuse to use one
time scale for the present and a faster time scale for the past. And then a reader looking at
these graphs will tend to think that temperature changes in the past occurred just as fast as we
are causing at the present.
And the anti-action uses this excuse to very good effect. So for example, if you look at
the very important graphs in “Poles Apart” on pages 89, 91, 114, then you will see that none
of these graphs contains an accurate representation of our current day temperatures. And, if
these graphs did, then the graphs would tell a very different story. This limitation allows the
anti-action party, in quite legal way, to get away with murder. And, I am afraid, the pro-action
party is not doing much about this situation.
So why are we allowing this situation to happen. Well – I think this is all a question of
extreme passions. A large number of people in this world have based their future lives on the
fact that our world will continue to work in the same way in the future - as it has in the past.
This is a very reasonable assumption for all people to make.
So for example, some people have built up trucking companies and these people
expect this business will continue as before. Some people have built their homes in coalmine
areas with the expectation that they will be able to continue to live there. Other people have
trained to be employed in our many leisure industries. All these people expect that our life
will continue as it has in the past.
Now all normal people become very passionate indeed, if they feel that their life’s
work, and their commitment to their job, has all been in vain. So naturally there are a large
number of very passionate people in the anti-action group.
On the other hand the scientists on the pro-action side tend to be much less passionate.
Now the simple fact is that all these people know that they will be dead - long before the
terrible effects of climate change really start to change their lives. And it is remarkably easy
to be very stoic about climate change in these circumstances. I am even partially this way
myself. However all the pro-action scientists certainly do the right thing and tell the world
that we are doing the wrong thing and how it will affect our future. But when passionate antiaction people argue with the scientists forever and even possibly threaten them, then these
people try to avoid annoying them too much. The scientists tell the truth – but, if the antipassionate action party don’t want the data from different sources put on the same graph, then
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the scientists are happy to go along with it. After all, all sensible people can still understand
the evidence.
So this is why I think we are in the situation we are. But I am a passionate pro-action person.
And I know very well that putting all the evidence together in the best possible way will make
a huge difference in the world in our effort to stop climate change. So this is why, in the next
section, you will find me doing a job which should really be done by a group of people who
are far better qualified in this field than I am. But I can do some of the job – so I will try to do
my best.
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3.2

MY PRESENTATION OF THE EVIDENCE

My form of the evidence is mostly shown on the front cover-page of this book. There are
three basic related graphs, which must make up the basis of any evidence presentation. And
what I do is to place these graphs together so that they can be easily compared. You must
study them now for a minute or two. Before going any further, you must now understand the
limitations of these graphs I have produced.
Now I estimate that the cost of changing to a non-polluting future in Australia will be
between $20,000 and $50,000 per person. So, if we assume that this change will cost $20,000
per person worldwide, then the total cost of the world changing to pollution-free future would
140 trillion dollars. And, if the world wants to spend this amount of money, then it would
sensible for the world to perhaps spend one trillion dollars collecting and presenting this
evidence to all the peoples of this world. (After all this evidence presentation would still be
less than 1.0%. of the total cost).
Now you, my reader, may well doubt the figures I have just given. But one thing is
absolutely certain - and this is that a huge amount of effort must go into collecting all the
evidence and then presenting this evidence to the peoples of the world in a way that people
can easily understand the significance of it all. And furthermore, just one private person, who
is not an expert in the field, cannot do all this presentation work by themselves. So the graphs,
which I have formed myself, must be limited. I do my best to put together all the obvious,
readily-available graphs together in a consistent form. But this is as far as I can go without
further expert help.
But I do definitely claim - that it is possible to present all the evidence very well in
just the way that I have done. And then this evidence can be both complete in its coverage and
transparent in its derivation (which my graphs are not). I will now explain this situation in
more detail in terms of the following two headings.
1)
Completeness
These three graphs should contain absolutely all the relevant evidence. You might not think
this is possible. But this is possible because any unused data graph can be added to one of the
relevant sub-graphs already present. I will show how this can be done, when we come the
particular graphs.
The one limitation on this rule concerns the chosen time period. Clearly some past
data cannot be included, when it occurs before chosen time period. So there must be a few
supplementary graphs with longer time scales, which will demonstrate this data. I will show
two such supplementary graphs later on in this section.
2)
Transparency
These various data graphs vary in their reliability. Thus the graphs derived from ice-cores are
much more reliable than the graphs derived from tree-rings. Also certain graphs refer to a
larger section of the Earth’s surface than others. So the ice-core graphs refer to the whole
world (because they come from the atmosphere, which circulates over the whole globe). But
on the other hand, a past historical temperature record will only apply to the area where it was
recorded.
So these differences of importance mean that certain graphs must be given greater
weight in the averaging process, than other graphs. But how this weighing process is carried
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out must be transparent to all people who study the final graphs. So this is what I mean by
transparency.
Because this weighting process is so important, I will also show how these weighting
factors can be altered to produce different final average graphs. So this facility would allow
both pro-action and anti-action parties to produce different graphs to support their different
cases. But then of course each party must justify the weighting factors they have used. It is
important that both parties can use the basic data to support the different viewpoints.
Clearly, when we, the pro-action party, get our act together, we must produce a
specific book on this evidence explaining the details of everything that we have done. And
this book would show that our evidence is both “complete” and “transparent”. But this might
take us several years. This will not be an easy task.
Now I am afraid that the graphs I have given on my front page are neither complete nor
transparent. I simply haven’t been able to find out these essential facts. Clearly all the experts
must know these facts. But I don’t. So my graphs are very limited. I will show how these data
graphs can be made complete and transparent, when I come to the details of each graph.
However, before studying these graphs further, a person must be aware of the well-know fact
that CO2 is a greenhouse gas, which will cause global warming. This fact was discovered in
the 19th century. Danny Chivers in his No-Nonsense CC book gives a superb account of the
history of what and when was discovered in the past. Many other books also do this very well.
So I won’t try to repeat these details in this book.
So we are now ready to consider all the relevant details associated with these graphs. I will
give these details in terms of the following headings.
1)

The Time Period ?

When producing a graph, the choice of time period is enormously important. This is the
standard method by which a person can in a way cheat (by choosing a period that favours
their own case). So I must first justify the period I have chosen and then I must demonstrate
that this period is not biased in favour of my pro-action case.
As regards the end of the period, I claim that, when evaluating our current climate
change, it is essential that any graph must contain the very latest up-to-date information. So
this is why my graph can go to year 2020. This means I can easily keep updating the three
graphs with the most recent data. This inclusion of the current date is enormously important.
So the ending date of the period must be the current date. (The anti-action writers usually say
that their graphs go to the present date as well. But, when you study their graphs are in detail,
then you find out that often the current data is not included. This is the standard method by
which they mislead. I have already given some examples of when was done in the anti-action
books. And I will give further examples of this practise later.)
I chose my starting date of the graph to be 1000 AD. I did this partly because this is a
simple round number. So this date is not an obvious choice of mine to favour my own case.
But mainly this period gives enough normal past history (about 900 years) for the normal case
to be seen well (before our serious pollution). And yet there is enough space on the graph to
see what has happened in the last polluting 100 years with sufficient accuracy.
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In fact, if I had chosen a starting date of either 0 AD or 1500 AD, this graph would
represent the pro-action party’s case slightly better. This is because 1000 AD is in middle of
the well-known medieval warming period. So the contrast of our current temperature with
previous normal temperatures would appear less over this my chosen range – rather than
either a shorter or a longer time period. This difference is quite small. But this starting date
certainly does not favour my pro-action party. (You can see this effect in some of the
supporting graphs I give on my inside cover.)
This is the same period that the “wicked” Hockey Stick graph used, which the antiaction party hated. But I still think this is a sensible time period. And I know that the antiaction party will object any sensible time period.
There is also an important need to consider time periods that are considerably longer
than the time period I use here. But I will give these details at the end of this section.

2)

The World Average Surface Temperature (1000 -2020 AD)

The graph I give here is based on the 2007 IPCC graph, which is the most general set of
temperature graphs I know of. Unfortunately this graph only applies to the Northern
Hemisphere. But it is the most detained graph I could find. The original graph is given on the
inside of my front cover. You will see I have made the following changes to this graph:
1)
My graph now goes from 1000 AD to 2020 AD.
2)
I have removed that strange black line.
3)
I have added the yearly averages from the Wikipedia graph (on my inside cover) to
bring the graph up to date. This is important because the IPCC graph gives an over simplistic
view of current temperatures. The Wikipedia graph gives a more realistic view of the
situation. These figures appear as small dots around the graph
4)
I tried to add a past average “proxy” line to the graph graph. But my attempt wasn’t
useful. So I deleted it.
The various lines overlap for the period from about 1900 AD to 1970 AD. How they
overlap is terribly important and this will be discussed shortly.
This graph is the best graph I can produce as a non-expert, private person. But this graph, as it
stands, is neither “complete” nor “transparent” - and these are the two qualities I said such a
sets of graphs must have. I don’t have the knowledge to do this task. The best way of
explaining what is wrong with this graph is to demonstrate what should be a good set of
graphs should be like.
A good set of graphs then could be the following:
A)
As is done at present, all the modern temperature readings should be averaged to form
the current black line. This averaging process should be found using weights, which
represents the area each individual measurement applies to. There could be a good case of
keeping the results for the two hemispheres separate with different colours.
(This process must be rather complex. Over time, more and more weather stations are
being built over the world and these new stations give us a more accurate value of the world
average temperature. But the world average temperature cannot be simply the average of all
the reading, which are available. Thus if a new station is in either are not or cold spot, then
this new station will bias the new reading in favour this difference. So past temperatures must
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be adjusted cater for these general differences. This problem and its solution would be
explained in the book, which I talked about at the beginning of this section.)
B)
Then the past proxy data graphs would be averaged to form the dark brown line.
These past sub-graphs might be:
1)
There could be 4 data graphs representing the temperatures obtained from four each of
ice bores (2 from Antarctica and 2 from Greenland). As I shall show later in this section, ice
bores provide us with the most reliable measures of past temperatures. I would colour these
graphs in light blue. I would give each of these graphs a weight of 0.5. This is because each
graph represents half our globe (as I understand the situation, the northern and southern
atmospheres don’t mix very much). The average of these four graphs could then be
represented in a dark blue line. The total weight given to these data lines would then be 2.0.
3)
There ought to be a graph presenting temperature changes derived from: the changing
ocean levels; the area of the sea ice in the arctic regions; and the extent of glaciers. I would
colour this graph a yellow colour. I would give this graph a weight of 1.0 because it would
pertain to the whole world.
4)
A graph representing the temperatures derived from sediment bores in the Saragossa
sea together with European historical data. This graph supports the European medieval warm
period and the later cooler period. So it is important that this information is included in the
final graph. I would colour this graph green and give it a weight of 0.25 (because this data
roughly pertains to one quarter of the Earth’s surface).
5)
Any other graphs that the anti-action party (or any other group) consider to be
important. Naturally I can’t say what weighting these other graphs should receive, or be
coloured.
This total process would then “complete” and “transparent”. Thus the process would be
“complete” because all relevant data can be incorporated in the graphs, which represent this
kind of data. The process would also be “transparent” because everyone would understand
where all the data came and the graph in which it was represented. And of course all people
would know the various weighting factors, which were used to produce the final average
graphs.
This whole process could be put on the Internet together with the averaging program
and plotting facilities. Then the program could be easily adapted to accept whatever weights a
user wants to use. Then all parties could produce, which ever graphs they prefer with different
weighing factors. This package could be given at all schools so that students could see exactly
what graphs could be formed. It would be a good method for students to learn about the
averaging process as well as the evidence about climate change.
From about 1900 to about 1970 you will see that both the past proxy graphs and the modern
temperature graphs are present together. And you will see that they agree with each other just
as well as you could possibly desire. And this means that the two different measuring systems
are in complete agreement with each other. Thus the two different time periods can be
combined.
Thus the demands by the anti-action party, that the periods be separated, is entirely
false. And the derision expressed by the Poles Apart authors (which I spoke of on page 21) is
ridiculous. (But, at the same time, I completely understand why these authors were doing this.
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As soon as all this evidence is presented together, then the anti-action party’s case
immediately starts to fall apart completely.)
I said that that temperatures derived from ice cores are remarkably accurate. This is because
the temperatures derived from ice cores have been checked against temperatures derived from
thermometers. The following graph then demonstrates how good the ice core temperatures
are.

3)

The Observed CO2 Concentrations in the Atmosphere

All the various parties seem to agree that the various graphs, showing measured CO2
concentrations in the atmosphere, are correct. So, for this graph, I have just used the
appropriate graph in the Science of Climate Change brochure. All I needed to do here
therefore was to alter the graph slightly to use my time interval. Then I had to place this graph
directly adjacent to the other two important graphs to which this graph is so closely related.
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4)

The Emitted CO2 Concentrations in the Atmosphere

The graph, which most writers present here, is the yearly amount of CO2 we humans pump
into the atmosphere by burning coal and oil (and other industrial activities). But this graph
cannot be compared to the “Observed CO2 Concentrations in the atmosphere” because these
two graphs are not directly related. The CO2 we pump into the atmosphere stays there for
about a hundred years (112 years in fact is the time people quote). So the graph we must use,
for this comparison purpose, is the accumulated amounts of CO2 we have put into the
atmosphere at any one time. And this is what this given graph of mine effectively does.
The reason, I presume, that most writers do not produce this graph is because some
mathematics is needed to derive it. And, if mathematics is used, then the anti-action party can
claim that the resulting graph is “theoretical” and hence dubious. The reason I can show a
graph here, is because I can produce the graph with so little arithmetic that everyone can see
how the graph is derived for themselves.
But to simplify the problem, I have to make an approximation. Instead of working in
terms of individual years I shall work in terms of 10 years. So for example the value for 1960
is taken to be the sum of emissions from 1955 to 1965. A further advantage of this
simplification is that the actual emissions are now large enough to be seen on the same graph
as the accumulated emissions in the atmosphere.
The accumulated emissions will leave the atmosphere in an exponential manner - this
means they will reduce by a constant ratio. So, when a person says the accumulated emissions
will remain the atmosphere for 112 year, this actually means that they will reduce to a half
their value in 56 years. But, as I shall do all my calculations in 10 years, this means my
emissions will decrease to half their value in 5.6 of my time-periods. Thus I want to know
how much my emissions will reduce over my 10-year periods. And this is given by the wellknown expression 0.51/5.6 - whose value is 0.88 . This means that, if at every time period I
multiply all my past accumulated emissions by 0.88, then these emissions will leave the
atmosphere in the correct manner (i.e. they reduce with a half-life of 5.6 time-periods).
So now I obtain my graph in the following manner. I start when there is the first
detectable human emission. And this is entered in as the accumulated emission. Then for the
next accumulated emission, I multiply this latest accumulated emission by 0.88, add this to
the current emission, and this becomes the new accumulated emission. And then this process
is repeated.
So for example, to work out the new accumulated emission for 1980; I first take the
accumulated emission for 1970 (which is 95); I multiply this by 0.88; I add to this the 1980
emission (which is 50); and then the accumulated emission for 1980 is 95x0.88 + 50 = 136.
When you get used to the idea, this is very straight-forward process and everyone can
understand what is going on. And you can verify these very numbers from the two graphs I
have given you.
There is also a problem because the emissions are measured in giga-tonnes of carbon
(gt) whereas the atmosphere is measured in terms of CO2 parts per million (ppm). But 280
ppm corresponds to 586 gt. So I use this ratio to give both scales for the two different graphs.
So this graph can be compared to the observed emissions graph directly and the two graphs
have the same scale exactly.
You will now see that, if you add the Accumulated Emissions in this graph, to the past
normal values of the previous graph, then the Accumulated Emissions will neatly explain why
our CO2 Concentrations have gone up over the past 150 years. The fit is remarkably good.
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So these two last graphs, taken together, clearly show that the abnormal amount of
CO2 currently in the atmosphere is due to us humans burning an excessive amount of fossil
fuel. We must do something about it.
5)

Considering Longer Periods of Time

One of the accusations the anti-action people frequently make of us pro-action people is that
we have not considered the Earth’s climate for a long enough period of time. And, if we did,
then we would find that the Earth’s temperature changes quite a lot. So climate change is
quite normal. We must clearly counter this accusation.
A superb picture of the temperature on Earth for the past 500 million years can be
viewed in Wikipaedia (in the palaeoclimatology section of Climate Change). I reproduce this
picture on my inside front cover. In this picture you can see periods of time when the Earth
had 6 times as much CO2 in the atmosphere as now. During this time the Earth was 5 – 7
degrees hotter and there was no ice at all. But this was many millions of years ago. After this
there has been a series of ice ages during which there was much more ice and the oceans were
often about 100 metres lower than now (and the CO2 concentration was much lower than
now). These periods occurred over hundreds of thousands of years and the temperature was
often 5 – 7 degrees colder. We are certainly not contemplating any climate changes as
extreme as these.
This Wikipaedia picture covers this whole spectrum of situations very well because
the whole picture is divided into 7 different time scales. So a very slow time scale is used for
the last 150 years but a very fast time scale is used for the first 100’s of millions of years ago.
And there are various different time scales between these. This provides the reader with the
information they want because no one expects (or wants) any detail in the very distant past but we do require more details for more recent times. But a reader has to be very careful in
using such a picture. This picture cannot be used for comparing what is happening now with
what has happened in the past because the time scales are so very different. Every thing
appears to be happening very quickly in the past with its fast time-scales (as opposed to the
present with its slow time scales). To compare what is happening now with what has
happened in the past, it is absolutely essential that the same time scale is used for the whole
period. This is what I will do here.
It is interesting to know what has happened on earth many millions of years ago. But
this period is not really relevant to us now because we are not contemplating anything as
extreme. But there are two longer time periods (back from now) with which we should be
more familiar.
One period is from about 500,000 years ago to now. This period is useful to us
because this gives us a slightly better idea of what the most recent ice-ages were like. The
other period started about 12,000 years ago just after the last ice-age and this period has lasted
till now. This is called the Holocene period. During this period we humans started our
agriculture and so our civilisation, as we know it now, got under way. This is the temperature
we are most comfortable with and so we would like our Earth’s temperature to continue on in
this manner.
The details of both these periods are mostly shown on the all-encompassing
Wikipaedia picture. But what we do here is to see these periods using just one constant rate of
time for each period. And then it is possible for us to fairly judge between what has happened
in the past, with what is happening now. This what the following two graphs do for the two
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different periods. I start with the Holocene period because this period is closest to our present
time and so this graph is the easiest to understand.

As you can see in this graph, at the beginning the temperature was cool as we emerged out of
the last ice-age. Then the temperature was fairly steady for a while and then it started to go
down a little. But now the temperature is going up quickly and the temperature is now much
warmer than at anytime over the 12,000 period. I had to extend this graph personally myself
because it didn’t in fact include the current data. I did this by using the graph form I give on
my font page. This graph comes from both the anti-action books and these books never
include the current data.
This graph should be accompanied by a CO2 concentration graph and then you could
see the reason. This graph exists - but I haven’t found it yet. Finding the full evidence is not
easy for me. This extra graph would help us understand the reason for this increase of
temperature.
But we can see these facts on the next time-period graph, which I now demonstrate
(besides the graphs I showed at the beginning).
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The combined two graphs above show the Earth’s various recent ice-ages and the associated
changes in CO2 concentrations. This graph shows very well how temperature and CO2
concentrations are very firmly linked. Both graphs come from the data associated with an ice
core obtained in Vostok, Antarctica. Again I have had to extend the temperature graph with
the current temperature (in red).
This graph shows that the Earth is now warmer than it has been for the past 130,000
years. In fact, if you look at longer similar graphs, you will see that, in a couple of decades,
the Earth will probably be warmer than it has ever been for the last million years. This
worrying.
If you are a mathematician (as I am) and think in terms of probabilities, then this
graph is significant. We have caused the temperature of the Earth to rise to a significant
degree in just 100 years. This has not happened before for at least a 100,000 years. Also, at
this stage of the ice-age cycle, our Earth’s temperature should be going down - rather than up.
So the chance of this happening naturally is less than 1 in a 1,000. This is fairly improbable.
But, I have to admit, there is one pleasant feature to be seen in these two graphs. If you look
at the other warm periods, then you will see, after a warm peak, the temperature starts to drop
rapidly. This hasn’t happened in this current warm period - I think this is a good thing. I, for
one, have no desire to suffer another ice-age. I suspect our human’s recent agricultural
activities might have kept the Earth’s CO2 at a higher steady level. And this might have
helped us to avoid a coming ice-age. So I think a steady level of CO2 in the atmosphere is a
good thing. But, on the other hand, it would be disastrous for us to raise our CO2
concentrations excessively high – which is what we are currently doing.
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(These two graphs correspond very closely to the data that is in the large Wikipaedia picture.
The Holocene graph in fact corresponds to the last three time-periods and the last graph
corresponds to the last four time-periods.)
The essential reason that I have had to included these two graphs here is because the two antiaction books include these graphs - but without the recent data from the last 150 years. And,
without this recent data, these graphs give a very false impression. So these correct graphs
must be remembered when a person is arguing with anyone from the anti-action brigade.
It would be much better if both these graphs were shown with all the other relevant
graphs and an average value graph was shown as well (as in my first major set of graphs). But
at the moment such graphs don’t exist - and I am not a suitable person to do all this work.
6)

Other Possible Causes of Climate Change

There are other possible causes of climate change. The three standard possibilities are:
1)
A variation of the heat given out from the sun.
2)
Dust in the atmosphere. This can occur to a significant degree when a large volcano
erupts.
3)
Methane gas. Methane gas will cause more warming than CO2 does. But fortunately
the gas does not stay in the atmosphere for as long.
The various anti-action texts cover these other possibilities in great detail – they have
to because they are desperate to find another culprit to blame for our current global warming.
I won’t do this because there are to good reasons for ignoring these three possibilities.
The first reason is that there is no current evidence at all to show that any of these
possibilities has caused our current global warming.
The second reason is that they have very rarely caused climate warming in the past.
And, when they have, there has been abundant evidence that they were the cause of the
warming or cooling e.g. a volcano going off.
So, until some extra evidence for these possibilities arises, these suspects can be
ignored.
In this section then I hope I have shown how all the relevant evidence can be presented to
reader in a compact form that everyone can understand. And this evidence can be “complete”
and “transparent”. But unfortunately the majority of people in this world, who are anti-action
on climate change, refuse to look at all this evidence. But my next section shows how such
anti-action people can be almost forced to look at this evidence.
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3.3

REFUTING ANY ANTI-ACTION ARGUMENTS

The standard technique, which every party uses when their case is weak, is to cloud the issue
by suggesting a huge number possibilities, together with a large amount of associated data. In
America they call this a philibuster (I think). When a person tries to understand all this huge
amount of verbiage then they tend to get lost and they lose the track of the argument. They
usually then are forced to rely on “trust” for a particular person. But no one can be trusted.
Now the two anti-action texts, I have referred to, use this technique precisely. And
unfortunately this is often a very successful ploy.
Thus, when a pro-action person gets into an argument with an anti-action person, the first
thing the anti-action will be to require the pro-action person to read their book – which of
course supports their case.
But the pro-action person can very sensibly reply, ‘It will take me at least two days to
read your book. This is a huge amount of work. But, on the other hand, you can look and
understand my essential evidence in less than a minute – right here on this one page. This is
the obvious thing for you to do first.’
The anti-action person must grudgingly agree to do this. But of course the anti-action
person will only glance at this evidence for a moment. And they will then proclaim with
complete conviction, ‘This evidence here is wrong. You have to read the book I have here.’
At this point the pro-action person could ask the anti-action person which piece of the
evidence is wrong. But this option will tend to result in the argument breaking down too
quickly on the detail. And no piece of data is ever perfectly accurate. I think it is better for the
pro-action person to instead say, ‘I have shown you all my essential evidence. It is your turn
for you to show me all your essential evidence.’
So the anti-action person is forced to go through their book and pick out the individual
graphs that support their case. They will hate having to do this – but they have to. So they will
show you a graph.
But in fact there only a very limited number of graphs that have been published in any
form on Climate Change in all the various literature. I know – I have seen them all. And all
the known graphs have been incorporated in some fashion in the graphs that I give here. So
when the anti-action person shows their graph, the pro-action person simply points out how
this graph has already been included in the graph they have shown them. And then they point
out how this graph, together with the other graphs, simply adds to the fact that it is we
humans who are causing Climate Change.
As I have said many times before, the graph the anti-action person will show the proaction person will almost always be a graph, which does not include the recent rise in
temperatures over the past 100 years. So all the pro-action person needs to do is to point this
simple fact out. And this graph will be in the graphs they have already shown them.
In most arguments, a pro-action person only needs to know the basic evidence, which is
contained in my three main graphs. But sometimes an anti-action person will come up with a
more difficult query like: Where do these graphs come from? How accurate is this data?
What about the other causes of climate change? But all the information required to reply to
these questions is contained in the 10 pages of my previous section. Of course, a normal proaction person won’t remember these details. But, if the pro-action person has read these pages
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at least once, then they should know all the essential facts are there and then they can refer to
these extra details easily.
There are some huge advantages in keeping pro-action argument as succinct as
possible. This is what I have tried to do here.
In chapter 6, I will give some further examples of how of how anti-action arguments
can be refuted.
The reason that it is reasonably easy to refute the evidence, which an anti-action person
presents, is simply because the evidence supporting action on stopping climate change is
rock-solid. All the evidence, when presented completely, clearly shows that it is us humans
who are causing our climate to change. But the anti-action party will always try to avoid
seeing this complete picture. This is why it is so important to present all this evidence
together on one page, so that anyone can look at and understand in less than a minute.
This is what I have tried to do here.
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4.

ENERGY CHANGES – hence the Work that needs to be Done

Fortunately this is a subject I know reasonably well. In my Green Living book naturally I had
to have a large section on energy. And my small self-sufficient community had to be able to
generate all their energy themselves. So I had to do all the essential work on energy for that
book. There I had to do a huge amount of calculation. But here I shall try to avoid this
calculation as much as possible.
1)

Energy Costs

A year or two ago there was an article in the Sydney Morning Herald that actually gave the
current costs of generating energy. I am fairly sure the costs for generating a kilo-watt hour of
electricity were:
From coal fired power stations
3 cents per kwh,
From atomic power stations
8 cents per kwh,
From windmills
12 cents per kwh.
At this time, the normal householder was paying 17 cents per kwh for their electricity. And
nearly all this electricity was coming from coal fired power stations. So you can see a lot
more goes into the cost of electricity than just its production cost. The distribution pylons and
their cables, the transformer stations, the household wiring and all the various marketing must
all be paid for. Obviously then this costing process must be a very complex business.
As a comparison I need to give a rough estimate of the cost of producing electricity from PV
panels.
The fundamental figure that a person needs to know is that the basic price of the PV
material to provide electricity will cost about $3 per watt of generating power. (This was true
3 years ago when I was doing the work. Since then I have been told that this price has gone
down.) And on average in Australia, the weather conditions and the sun position will allow
this energy to be collected for 5 hours per day.
Now a normal person needs about 5 kwh of electrical energy per day.
So the basic material capital cost of producing this energy is (5,000/5) x $3.
= $3,000.
This PV material will last for at least 20 years. And over these 20 years the person receives
= 20 x 365 x 5 kwh
= 36,500
kwh of energy
So the cost of this material per kwh received is $3,000/36,500
= 0.082 dollars
= 8.2 cents
Now we all know that electricity obtained from PV panels will cost considerably more than
the electricity obtained from coal fired power plants. But this basic figure of 8.2 cents
indicates is that PV electricity need not cost a huge amount more than the current power we
receive now. The major problem about PV panels is that they won’t always provide this
energy when we want it. I will talk about this problem later in section 3.
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But, if electricity is going to cost more, then the obvious strategy is to try to use less of the
stuff. And this can be done quite easily.
The first thing we can do is to insulate our houses a lot better. Fortunately there are
some new materials that will this job extremely well. There are new versions of Styrofoam
that are remarkably good. Most people have already insulated their roofs. But our windows
and walls ought to be insulated as well. For the walls, this insulation needs to be attached to
the outside so that the bricks and concrete can then give the houses much more thermal bulk.
This means that any heating or cooling we apply to our houses will last much longer. And
besides this, the energy to do this can be applied when the energy happens to be plentiful. So
this will help to save on our energy bills.
The other thing we can do is to install hot-water panels on our roofs. Due to an
important law called the second law of thermodynamics, it is much cheaper and easier to
produce hot-water energy rather than electrical energy. And so hot-water panels will provide
hot-water energy at about a third of the price that PV panels will do. So it best to just use hotwater panels for a house’s hot water and associated heating.
So this better insulation and the use of hot-water panels should reduce most people’s
need for electrical power considerably.
If you consider carefully all that I have said here, you should be able to see that we can
change to a basically solar energy system that will give us everything we need. And then
eventually the cost of energy would only marginally more than we are paying at the moment.
But before we can proceed any further we must consider some other further problems.

2)

A More Local Distribution System

The distribution system for solar energy must be very different to the distribution energy
system derived from coal (or oil). Coal is dug out of the ground and the best position for its
related power station is close to the coalmine. Then this electricity is distributed to its users by
a huge grid of transformer stations, cables and pylons. And these distribution systems aren’t
cheap (as you can see from the fact that the production cost is 3 cents per kwh and yet the
user pays 17 cents per kwh).
In contrast to this, solar energy is collected and used locally. So solar energy should be
able to save on all this huge distribution cost. But the situation is not as simple as this.
The ideal system for solar energy is, when possible, for a house to use its own electricity and
hot water generated from its own PV and hot-water panels. But, when a house has either too
much or too little power, the house would use the grid to either sell its excess of power or to
buy supplementary power.
Also the municipal power authority would try to do the same thing. So this authority
would accept and deliver electrical power from and to its houses and try to keep this supply
and demand in balance. (Also the local authority would probably have some PV panels of its
own to generate its own electricity. Perhaps the authority might even also have some
electrical storage facilities of its own.)
But the municipal authority would clearly need to use some of the electricity the state
authority generates. Thus the state authority would have wind farms, ocean wave facilities
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and possibly an ordinary coal power station to use in the case of emergency. And there must
be occasions when our houses would like to call on these facilities.
So you can see there ought to be hierarchy of generating and distributing authorities
that would sell and buy their electrical power.
But unfortunately such a hierarchy of authorities most certainly does not exist at the
moment. And my small knowledge of authorities and companies is that they hate to change
their ways. Particularly, large authorities hate to give away some of their authority to the
smaller authorities and companies, who are beneath them.
There is also a problem in the case of flats and the units, which are run by their own owner
corporations. Clearly in this case, the PV panels and the hot-water panels must all go together
on the roof of the complete building. And then it is best if all the occupants share these
various facilities. This could all be done – but at present body-corporations don’t have the
powers and facilities to deal with this kind of activity. In fact in some cases it might be better
to reverse back to the old company title strata title. This form of government gives more
power for the owner corporation to act for the common good. But, from my personal past
experience on these matters, most people find it extremely difficult to think about awkward
problems like these. In general, our advances in science have solved most of our physical
problems. But we have made almost no progress at all in understanding and solving our
organisational and autonomy problems.
So this different organisational requirement is going to give us problems. I personally think
this is a wonderful thing. It is essential that we humans start to try to solve our organisational
problems so that we can make further progress in the world. And this more local source of
energy will provide us with the perfect incentive to do something right now. It would be
absolutely wonderful to see normal houses, blocks of units and local municipal authorities to
actually become partially self-sufficient in their energy needs. This is just the incentive we
need.
But conversely, all the established companies and authorities will want to retain their
powers. And these authorities will be telling us all that everything, I am suggesting here, is
quite impossible. All people need to remember that they can never trust the judgement of a
person who has a vested interest in the outcome. We have either think for ourselves - or hire
someone who is fully independent to do the job. It is best for us to do both.
But remember – if we have “special period”, as I am suggesting, then we have at least
three years to work out what is the best organisational form for us all to use. We don’t need to
rush into this very important decision.

3)

Storage Costs and hence Variable Pricing

With solar energy what we would like to do is to collect and store the solar energy when it is
plentiful (i.e. the sun is shining). And then we use this stored energy when energy is in high
demand (i.e. the sun is not shining). But unfortunately storing electrical energy is not easy at
all.
The standard method is to use rechargeable batteries. But for substantial amounts of
energy, batteries are not cheap (their component materials are rare and expensive). There is a
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new Vanadium system, which sounds quite good. But this system hasn’t been properly tested
yet.
The best system devised at present is to pump water up into a high dam, when energy
is plentiful. And then, when energy is scare, this stored water would be used to generate
electricity using the usual hydro-power station at the bottom of the dam. But such a system is
still not cheap - unless there happens to be suitable dams already built nearby (which is rare).
So there is a very fundamental problem of how to deliver cheap electrical power to the
people of a nation when the sun hasn’t shone for a few days.
But mankind in general is quite used to situations like this. It happens for example with a
particular fruit. If a fruit type is in short supply its price goes up and not many people buy it.
But, if the fruit is plentiful then its price goes down and everyone buys it. It is called the law
of supply and demand. This is a very sensible process.
So we must do the same thing with energy. When the sun doesn’t shine and there is
high demand, then its price must go up until less people buy it. And if the sun is shining then
its price must go down and then everyone can use it easily. Fortunately, on the whole, we can
be flexible about our use of energy. So we can mostly use our air-conditioners only when the
sun is shining. And occasionally, when the sun hasn’t shone for a while, we can actually put
on more clothes. The essential energy we must use can all be stored in batteries or dams (or in
hot-water containers). So the electric battery, a person would use for their car, would usually
be charged when the sun was shining.
But unfortunately, the degree to which we have an abundance of electrical power changes
hourly. And at present we have no means of letting the authorities tell the users in the houses
how the price (reflecting the abundance) has changed. And unfortunately neither have we any
means of hourly measuring a user’s consumption of energy – so these values can be used in
their bills with the correct price. So we have a problem.
But I say it is absolutely essential that we do provide an hourly price for electricity
based on supply and demand. There is no other way that we can curb demand when there is a
shortage of electricity and encourage demand when electricity is plentiful. We have to accept
the fact that weather conditions are continuously changing. Supplying a continuous changing
pricing system is not all that difficult. Let me go through the details.
Fairly clearly near the centre of every home there needs some energy dials that all
people can read easily. One dial will show the home’s current usage of energy (we already
have this dial - but usually it is hidden away in some dark corner). A second dial will show
the current price of energy (in cents per kwh). A third dial will show the home’s current cost
of energy consumption (this is basically dial one, multiplied by dial two). And finally there
must be a third dial, which will show the home’s current accumulated bill since their last bill
was paid. This all may at first seem a little complicated. But people would get used to these
dials and it has to be done. People must know these facts if they are to adjust their energy
usage patterns to fit in with the current weather patterns.
For this system to work, the dial system must be supplied with the current price of
energy from the central authority. And then, at the end of the billing period, the central
authority needs receive the total bill for that home and for that period. There are two different
ways this could be done.
One method is to add information wires to the home and these wires will continuously
transfer this information from and to the central authority. The other method is to have a
cheap mobile-phone-like-facility in the dial package. This will do the same job but without
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wires. Both methods involve a significant amount of work. But either method should cost
much less than a $1,000. This is just one of the changes ands costs we have to accept if we are
to go solar. In the long term, this cost will seem reasonably insignificant.
(I have just read that such systems have already been developed and are being used in
California. These systems work and they don’t cost all that much.)
So, when we go solar, we are going to have to accept that we must have a much more
complex pricing system - because the storage of energy is an expensive operation. Fairly
clearly we will still have to maintain a few wicked coal fired power stations to use when the
sun hasn’t shone for a long periods of time. But, if we use a sensible supply and demand
pricing system, the usage of such power stations can be kept to an absolute minimum.

4)

Transportation Changes

Fifty years ago the vast majority of people went to work by public transport (or by foot, or by
pushbike). Since then more and more people have found it more convenient to travel to work
by car. The situation now is that our public transport systems are no longer adequate for most
people to use them to get to work. But individual cars both pollute the atmosphere and use too
much of our limited public resources (in terms of roads). So we must prepare to reverse this
trend towards private-car usage for work. And so we must build up the public transport
systems again during this special emergency change period.
However there is, unfortunately, a very definite tendency for public services to
become increasingly expensive because of lack of competition. The advantage of private
enterprise is that the various companies are forced to remain competitive. But it is difficult for
public transport to be very competitive because often there is only one railway or route that
can be used for the service. But this lack of competition problem can be overcome in a
different manner.
We ought to have a simple rule that says that absolutely no person can stay in the
same public service job for more than five years. After this period, all public service people
must move to a different job. (And very likely such people ought to work in private enterprise
jobs for a period of time before returning to a public service job again). So all jobs would be
rotated regularly and this would keep public service jobs always comparable with private
enterprise jobs. This would mean that the public service jobs would stay competitive because
these jobs are swapped around - whereas private enterprise would stay competitive because of
other companies vying for their market.
If this rule applied to all transport jobs, then various public transport systems should
always remain competitive. And so our public transport systems would be used by many more
people. (And public transport systems always use much less energy than private cars do.)
Of course private cars would continue you to be used - but gradually petrol cars must be
phased out and electric cars must be phased in. And then in turn our car manufacturing
companies must start to produce electric cars rather than petrol cars. In general in fact an
electric car is a relatively simple car so it is easier to manufacture.
Then of course all the various car-servicing stations will have to change as well. The
old petrol pump facilities must be phased out and these facilities be replaced battery swapping
facilities (or battery recharging facilities).
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Finally people also should now try to work more in their local area. Just like we all did fifty
years ago. I personally remember those old situations very well. I found walking, cycling and
using those old public transport systems to be a good way of getting to work. Sitting in a car
several hours a day is a very unhealthy thing to do. It is much better to walk, cycle and use
public transport because this gives us all some exercise at the same time. So this form of
transport can even be quicker and more enjoyable as well.
In my Green Living book I show precisely how efficient a good public transport system can
be. So such a system can be much cheaper, and it can deliver its passengers to their
destinations far more quickly than car system can do.
5)

Agriculture and Reducing CO2 Levels

Over the last few decades we have all pumped a huge amount of CO2 into the atmosphere. At
least some of this CO2 ought to be taken out to reduce the worst effects of the coming climate
change. And besides this, a certain amount of CO2 pollution is almost unavoidable even when
we have mostly changed to a sustainable future. e.g. when coal-fired power stations are used
when the sun hasn’t shone for a long time. This extra CO2 certainly must be taken out of the
atmosphere as a regular process in the future.
The natural way of taking CO2 out of the atmosphere is to grow things. And this can
be very effective. The easiest items to grow are trees because they require very little
maintenance. But this can lead to problems. If a bushfire runs through such a plantation then a
large amount of the carefully stored CO2 in the wood will shoot up into the atmosphere in less
than a day. And all that good work will be lost. Over a long period of time a significant
amount of work must be done on a plantation to prevent bushfires.
The other option is grow any convenient plant and then to plough these plants back
into the soil. Under ground then the plant matter becomes humus and this keeps the carbon
matter safely out of the atmosphere for a good period of time. But this humus is very good for
the ground as well. It enriches the ground and increased the soil’s water retention capabilities.
Good quality soil should contain about 10% humus. But we in Australia, by our poor
agricultural practises in the past, have often reduced the humus content to 3%. So by
ploughing this flora back into the ground, we are helping the Earth in two different ways. So
this process can be a very suitable option for some farmers.
To encourage this process clearly the farmers must be payed by the polluters. So the
government must introduce a good credit system and this system is used to force the polluters
to pay the farmers to correct the pollution they have caused. But the government has to
carefully control and inspect the process because it is very easy for either of the parties to
cheat in some manner. This is a very important process and it must be introduced to the
nation.
Such a process would be set up during the “special period”. But it would take many years
before a significant amount of CO2 is taken out of the atmosphere. So the system was be set
up during the emergency period and then, over the following years, the process would
become routine.
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6)

Summary

I hopefully have now outlined all the major jobs that will need to be done to give our nation a
sustainable non-polluting energy future. In brief, these tasks will be:
1)
Many of our homes will need to be insulated further,
2)
Various hot-water panels will be placed on the roofs of all homes that can be adapted
for this purpose,
3)
PV panels will be placed on almost all roofs that can be used for this purpose. These
panels must now provide the majority of our electricity.
4)
Wind farms and ocean wave facilities must be developed wherever possible,
5)
Electricity storage facilities must be developed,
6)
A meter system must be introduced to all homes, so that a weather-dependant pricing
system can be introduced,
7)
Public transport systems will need to be extended further,
8)
Electric cars, rather than petrol cars, must be manufactured,
9)
A financial system must be developed, so that farmers get credit for taking away any
CO2 and the businesses or individuals who are causing this pollution are debited.
This all adds up to a large number of tasks that will need to be done. I estimate that the cost of
all these future changes will be between $20,000 and $50,000 per person. This is a huge
amount of money. But these tasks must be done – there is no other way.
But I claim that all these tasks can be done in the 3 years, which is the minimum time
I allow for my “special period”. We have to remember we spend a huge amount of time and
energy in building bigger houses that we do not need. And we may spend even more time on
items that are actually bad for us - things like: alcohol, pokies, junk food, big fast cars, too
much medicine etc. If we forget all these wonderful vices for three healthy years, then all
these tasks can be done.
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5.

THE SPECIAL PERIOD details and OTHER METHODS

When I first wrote this book, I called this chapter - “Who Pays and The Period”. And in this
chapter, I first showed that the problems associated with paying for this whole task by free
enterprise were very great indeed. So the only solution was to do the task in a semi-socialist
“special period” manner.
But on revision, I decided this whole logical process was too complex. After all – my
whole book was about a “special period”. You my reader would have rejected this book long
before reading this chapter, if you thought my “special period” concept was a useless idea. So
now I start the chapter with the full details of my special period. And the logic associated with
payment and the comparison with other methods is left to the end chapter.
5.1

The “Special Period” System

In chapter 2, I briefly listed the five general rules that will apply during this period. Now I
must describe these five rules in more detail and show how they would be implemented in
practise.
1)
All people will receive the Necessities of Life
This is simply the obvious law, which makes sure no one will suffer too much. So all people
will receive an income and this income will cover the expenses of: a good healthy diet;
adequate accommodation where they are currently living; adequate medical, nursing and
hospital facilities; and facilities like: energy, water, rates, communication facilities etc. So all
people will know that they need not suffer in any definable manner.
2)
All people will receive Employment
There will be lots of new work, which will need to be done in this period (as given in detail in
chapter 4). And this work will generate plenty of employment for everyone. The difficulty of
course will be as usual to decide which person should get what job and a fair rate of pay for
all people. This rate of pay decision must be left partially to normal market forces. But
besides this, in simple terms I will say that each person must be given 20 hours work per
week and for this they will receive at least the minimum wage (as defined in my rule 1). It is
hard to be precise about anything else about higher rates of pay and longer hours. But at least
we can insist that all people know everyone else’s rate of pay. This public knowledge should
prevent too much cheating.
Another device that will stop possible cheating is to insist that all people must wear a
clear marker when they are working (perhaps a small special head-band). Then everyone can
see who is supposed to be working and when. (Perhaps some people might even check other
people’s time sheets to see they were working when they said they were.)
This employment system can also be extended to all pensioners. So all pensioners
could work for 20 hours (wearing the head-band). However their job might only be to just
check that everyone else is working at the times they said they were. But this is still a useful
job and this forces everyone else to get out into the world a bit more and be active in the
whole community. It is healthy for all people to do a bit of work. It would even be good for
me, a 72-year old man in a wheelchair, to do that sort of thing and become a bit more social.
Then such people would receive a wage rather than a pension. (Of course there must still be
people who so are incapacitated that they must receive some sort of care-pension.)
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3)
All costs will be payed by Taxes on Luxuries
It is absolutely essential that our country should still balance its budget. The easiest and most
natural way of doing this is to have significant taxes on all unnecessary and luxury items. It is
not possible now to say how heavy these taxes will be because this must depend on how
quickly our nation wishes to get this whole job done. I will talk about this subject later.
Clearly there should be very heavy taxes on things like: alcoholic beverages, junk
food and drinks, over seas holidays, powerful and fast cars and boats, all betting schemes, and
advertising.
But, besides these items, some more controversial items must be taxed. People with
large houses and spare rooms must be taxed on their spare space. This is because this tax will
persuade such people to rent their spare space. Then this tax can be used to help any poor
people, who must move in, to pay their rent. People, who earn large incomes, must be taxed
heavily on the income they don’t need. And similarly, the land and resources, which is owned
by people above their personal needs, must be taxed. All this income will again help the
poorer people who might otherwise suffer hardship. Similarly any money that goes overseas
must be heavily taxed – unless this sender can prove that this money is going to someone in
need.
So all these methods can add up to a large number of items that will be taxed
significantly.
4)
The Rich will be prevented from getting Richer
The system, I have outlined above, might be adequate to stop people suffering hardship. But
my knowledge of rich people is that they can always be very ingenious at thinking up new
schemes by which they can continue to get richer. And if the rich are getting richer then as a
result our poor people must get poorer (because the land and resources of our world is
limited). But fortunately it is physically quite easy to devise a quite accurate system by which
the wealth of all people can always be checked.
The government simply requires that every single person and company must specify
to the government the assets they own. And all this knowledge must be made fully public. (In
the case of mortgages then owner must come to an agreement with their bank as to the degree
of equity each party has. And companies of course must specify the equity of each
shareholder.) If a person (or company) does not specify their full assets then the government
ceases to recognise this person’s ownership. And so the owner will fairly soon lose the asset.
So all people will have a very strong incentive to tell the government what their true assets
are. Then all the associated people can easily check out the truth of this stated ownership.
So the government will be easily able to check that no rich person is getting richer.
And, if a rich person does get richer then they immediately forced to give this extra wealth to
help a person who is not rich (hopefully a poor person). So the rich then can forget their
fantasies of getting still richer.
I will define a rich person to be anyone who has more than twice the national average
wealth. (I think the current average wealth per person in Australia is about $400,000. If this
the case, then a rich person will be any person with more than $800,000 of assets.) I choose
this factor of two because a person, just before they retire, can put forward a good case that
they need this amount of money to cover their expected costs of retirement.
The reason, which is always put forward against taxing the rich, is that then the rich
people, who own the nation’s assets, will no longer have an incentive to work. So then
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industry will stagnate, and employment will plummet. But, in the case I am putting forward,
this is no longer a problem. All the unemployed people will simply be re-employed in the new
green industries. And besides this factor, the past evidence clearly shows that the rich have
continued to play their part when there was very little financial gain in doing so for them.
During times of war, the wealthier classes have accepted employment in the conscripted
armies and there they worked and fought just as well as anyone else. The honour, and
recognition of having played their part during this period of emergency, was just as important
to the rich as to anyone else. And I believe the same circumstance will apply during the
abnormal times that I am proposing here.
(If this system was kept in place for a longer period of time, then it would provide a
superbly simple method of making sure that the assets of the country were reasonably evenly
distributed between its people. This is because, when a rich person died, they would be forced
to give all their assets to people who were not rich. So, after all the current rich people have
died, there would no longer any rich people left. But there would be a reasonably large
number of people on the brink of becoming rich. So then the assets of the country would be
reasonably well distributed.)
5)
The Poor will be protected from getting Poorer
This condition is fairly similar to my “rich not getting richer” condition. This time I will call
the poor people to be those people who have assets, which are less than half the average asset
value. And I would like to say that these people would be prevented from getting poorer. But
unfortunately I can’t stipulate this condition because there are cases when some poor people
actually want to sell their assets for some reason. So I will limit this condition so say that it is
illegal for other people to cause poor people to get poorer when these people are making a
gain from this situation. This situation normally occurs when people gamble, take drugs or
drink alcoholic drinks. I think this restriction might safeguard poor people’s assets as well as
is possible – but there could be better ideas. And, because all people will receive the
essentials of life, there is no need for the poor to become poorer.
A stronger limitation can be used for those people who are in total debt (i.e. their
assets minus their debt is negative). And the case where this occurs in our society is the young
people who are given loans for their university education.
So this condition will mean that uni students will no longer be able to begin or
increase such loans. This restriction may seem a bit harsh - but this is a subject about which I
am very passionate. I hate to hear about how some young people are self-inflicting themselves
because of these various stresses of modern life (and the suicide rates of young people are
very high and inceasing). Clearly I am still very keen that our young people should still learn
the essential subjects that will help our nation thrive. But there are better and cheaper ways of
achieving this goal - without all young people thinking that it is essential that they go to uni.
All past ages have managed to achieve this goal without everyone going to uni. Learning a
subject, when one is partially employed in the field already, has always been the natural way
of learning a subject. All we need to do is partially revert back to this old system and then
such loans will no longer be needed. I could have learnt all the mathematics I have needed to
know without going to uni. When I went to uni I spent most of my time going climbing and
socialising. What I learnt there was quite small and I could have learnt it at work.
This idea should be extended to any national debt because our young people will have
to pay this debt off. But the details of how to do this become too complex to describe here.
(If this system was again kept in place for a longer period of time, then it would give
rise to a situation where there were no people in debt at all.)
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Having now read these five conditions, you should no doubt be wondering if these conditions
are practical and if all the necessary work would get done. This is clearly a very difficult
question answer.
The system I have proposed above is still largely based on free enterprise. But,
because this system allows the choice associated with free enterprise, it is not possible to
predict how people will use their choice (and what they will do) in these very different
circumstances. Thus it is impossible to predict how many of the luxury items people will
purchase, when they become more expensive.
But there is one calculation that we can do. We can work out how many people are
actually employed in the basic essential activities of the nation. And this turns out to be about
half the working population. This calculation is covered in my chapter 7 on the “emergency
period”. And it is this calculation that allows me to say that in my emergency period the total
job could be completed in three years. (i.e. The job could be done in two years if all the non
essential people worked on the project. So I allow three years to give a possible bit of spare
time.)
Now this 3-year emergency period case is really just an extreme case of my more
general “special period”. This extreme case will be obtained, if the tax on all luxuries and
unnecessary activities of life become so high that practically no one uses them (or does them
at all). So all the more moderate longer periods cases should be obtained, as we lessen the
taxes on luxuries and unnecessary activities.
So this is the basis of my claiming that this system will work in a practical sense. I
will talk about this subject more in chapter 7.
This is all you really need to know in this chapter.
The next section describes how normal free-enterprise could solve the problem. But
we already know that such methods can result in people losing employment and so people can
undergo considerable hardship. So we really don’t need to know any further details.
Then the following section talks about how long the period should be to solve the
problem. But the easiest option here is to simply wait until we see how well the special period
is working out. We can simply then vote to extend the period or shorten the period depending
on how we like the situation. So it is not worthwhile worrying about this problem too much.
It could be better for you to skip these next two sections and go on to the nature of the
“Public Declaration” - which is really important.

5.2

Free Enterprise Methods and Who Pays ?

Free enterprise will not solve our climate change problem unless some new laws are given
which specify what people are now allowed to do. So, for example, the government could say
that:
• Pollution of the atmosphere is illegal,
• A period of time to adjust to the situation and
• During this period regular progress must be made.
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So I will assume that the government has done this task. (Of course I know that no
government would ever have the courage to make precise statements like this. But we must
assume something like this before free enterprise can start to operate.)
So let us assume that government has done this and said the adjustment period is 50 years.
Then a calculation must be made to estimate the rate of payment for pollution, which
will allow PV and hot-water panels to become economic options for the majority of energy.
At this level, the permanent retrieval of CO2 from the atmosphere via plant and tree growth
(by farmers) should also be possible. As I understand the current situation, this rate must be
about $300 per tonne of carbon removed. (This was the figure given by Tim Flannery when I
went to one of his talks.
For this 50-year period of conversion then the cost of CO2 pollution would be rated at
$6 for the first year. Then at $12 for the second year; then $18 for the third year – and so on
till on the fiftieth year the rate would be $300 per tonne. So over the 50-year period the price
energy from either coal or oil would be steadily rising - thus forcing everyone to move to nonpolluting method for the vast majority of their energy. Any remaining polluting energy would
be removed from the atmosphere by farmed vegetation. So this method would use simple
finance to gradually force everyone to move into non-polluting world.
The disadvantage of this method is that it would cause a lot of people to undergo a significant
amount of hardship. Young families with children, and older people on pensions, would find
great difficulties in coping with the rising costs of energy. So the majority of people would
always vote against such a move. Of course all relatively rich people would always favour
this method because they could easily pay the extra costs. And also these rich people would
be strongly opposed to my “special period” method because they would partly lose the
advantages of their wealth.
So the choice of method either favours either the relatively poor or the relatively rich.
But there are more relatively poor people in our country than rich people. So this is why I
believe we must choose my “special period”. (Or some other socialist oriented method.)
There is another method we could consider. This would be to force all the people, who
have caused the pollution (both past and present), to pay for its removal. With this system the
people, who would mostly be doing the paying, would then be the older people because they
have been polluting for longer. This could be a slightly fairer system than the simple free
enterprise system given above, because these past polluters tend to be the richer people. So
this method gives us a logic to tax the rich people a lot more. But such a method would be
very limited. Many of these people, who caused the past pollution, are now either dead or on
a pension. One cannot extract either money or work from such people.
So I don’t consider either of these methods should be considered. This whole section
about using free enterprise to solve our climate change problem just tends to emphasise that
there will be a huge amount of squabbling over money. So I don’t want to say anything more
on the subject.
But there is one aspect associated with finance, which we haven’t considered yet. This is
‘Who should finally own all the new energy producing facilities, at the end of our special
period?’ With a free enterprise method this is not a problem - all the people involved would
clearly aware of who owned what. But with my more socialist method the answer is not so
clear.
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One method is to simply say that all the new work should belong to the government.
In a way, this could be good thing because government ownership would partly counter our
recent actions of selling off our government assets (so that our rich people can be allowed to
get richer).
But there is also a good logic, which says that such new assets should belong to those
people who worked very hard and saved money during this period. This is a complex
question. I discuss the question a little more in my appendix A.
It is very hard to be fair about money. But the acquisition of wealth in my experience
is rarely fair. I personally have a simple rule - I just learn to live using very little money. And
then the acquisition of money never worries me at all. But most people do not think like this.
In all my writings I try to be fair about finance. But sometimes it is difficult to know
about who should be given what.

5.3

The Period Length?

The people, who don’t really want to do anything about climate change, will simply specify a
long period over which the task will be done. And then these people will be vague about
anything specific that needs to be done. So this is the method for these people will employ to
do nothing. So this is the circumstance we pro-action people must avoid.
So in my example in the previous section when I chose a period of 50 years I was
indicating these people would be doing very little (or possibly nothing).
If a person is genuine about wanting to do something to stop climate change then they should
be thinking about a specific action they could do right now. And the action that I would like
these people to take is to say they would support my “special period” to do the job. If anyone
else can think of another specific useful action, which will clearly lead to a sustainable future,
then please come and tell me. But if no one can suggest anything else, then I think my
“special period” will be our best option.
My special period could apply to a long period e.g. 50 years. But I am really thinking of a
period between 3 and 20 years long. This is because we can do all the work, which needs to
be done to stop climate, easily in this period. And we really ought to stop our pollution of the
atmosphere as quickly as possible.
So now we need to think about which of these period lengths is the best.
The advantages of the 20-year period are that:
1)
There would be much less disruption to our normal way of life. Thus the majority of
people would just stay in their current jobs.
2)
The taxes of luxuries would be much less. So in every way normal life could continue
on in its current manner.
The advantages of the 3-year emergency period are that:
1)
The prime reason to choose a short period is because it will be based on a simpler
concept. In a short emergency period, everyone would expect to be treated equally. So most
people’s incomes would be expected to be roughly the same and the majority of people would
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expect to change their jobs in some manner. So everyone would expect to change their life a
little. But in the longer period this is not the case. People would be treated more equally than
under “free enterprise” - but how this would work out in practise is hard to judge. And
certainly most people wouldn’t feel they would have to change their jobs. And those people
who are forced to change their jobs could be worse off. So a short “emergency period”, where
everyone is treated in the same way, should be a fairer system to all people.
2)
Compared with normal life over all ages, the form of living I have proposed is quite
different. People normally expect that all people will have the freedom to collect and save as
much money as they like. And the general attitude then is that, if this freedom means that
other people lose their money, and so the capacity to look after themselves is lost, then it is
just tough luck on them. This is the nature of life. And there would be other limitations on
people’s freedoms as well. So I think most people would prefer to return to a normal way of
living as quickly as possible. No nation has ever borne an abnormal period, like the one I am
proposing, for 20 years before. So such a new phenomenon must be highly suspect.
But on the other hand, people are reasonably familiar with these kind restrictions for a
short period of time. They always occur in full-on wars, which last generally last for a few
years (perhaps 5 years). We have had two such wars over the last century. They were horrible
but the horror was caused by the casualties of war rather than by the restrictions on personal
freedoms. Freedom limitations are acceptable for short periods of time – but not for long
periods.
3)
It is possible that the long-term method would suffer from the following instability.
Because the luxury manufactures and retailers know that luxury items will bear a tax, less
people will buy their items. So these firms may lay-off some of their staff. This is OK because
these laid-off people will be re-employed in the government’s green army. But then the
government must raise the luxury taxes further to pay for the new employed people. Then the
luxury firms will lay off more of their staff because then even less of these items will be
bought. Then this cycle could continue to repeat itself until there were almost no people
employed in these firms at all. And the whole same cycle could well occur in other areas as
well. So the net result of all these cycles could be that all non-essential workers would be
employed in the government’s green army. So this longer-term method will collapse into the
3-year short-term approach.
Now no one knows if this will happen in practise. But people should bear this
possibility in mind. And the net result of such thinking could well be that people would think
it would be easier and simpler to support the short-term method right from the beginning.
I personally tend to favour the shorter period because I would enjoy a complete change of life
for 3 years. But I am perhaps a little abnormal. However it is best not to worry about this
choice too much. In any democracy, if something is not working properly, then all people can
change their minds. So we could change from 20-year period to a shorter period, or, from 3year period to a longer period yet as we like. So it is best to wait and see.
The important thing is that we clearly state that we are prepared to change our ways, within
our own lifetime. And so we all are physically prepared to stop this coming climate change.
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6.

6.1

THE PUBLIC DELARATION FORM
The Scenario

We now come to the crucial chapter. In chapter 2, I described how we had a genuine chance
of solving the problem – bearing in mind that the majority of people in our country have a
strong self-interest against doing anything about climate change (this was all explained
chapter 1). Our approach was:
1)
First, we would declare a “special period” to solve the problem. During this period
then no person could claim that this new task would cause them any harm. So no one would
have a strong excuse to avoid doing the job of stopping climate change.
2)
Then we would explain to the young people of the world – how much they had to gain
if we stopped climate change. On the other hand, if we didn’t stop climate change these
young people’s future life would be appalling.
3)
Our final step would then be for the children to approach their parents (or grand
parents) with a Public Declaration Form. And this form would force their parents to state their
position on the situation. And this action should eventually be sufficient strong to persuade
the majority of people in the country to settle down to do the work, which must be done to
stop climate change.
So this total approach would eventually solve the huge problem.
But, of course, a lot must happen before we are ready to do this. Thus:
• All the evidence must be put together in a manner that complete and transparent. How
this could be done was explained in chapter 3.
• Pro-action books, possibly similar to the one I have produced, must be spread around
our country for all people to read.
• A significant number of pro-action people must sign a public declaration on climate
change. This action will set an example to the rest of the people of our nation.
• The full climate situation must be explained to all the young people of our nation. This
could be done either by teachers at school, or by pro-action groups operating in local
halls.
So we have a long way to go before we can stop climate change. But my job in this chapter is
to demonstrate a possible Public Declaration Form, which could do the job. This is done in
the next section. Then in the final section, I give an example of how this form might be filled
out by an anti-action person. And then I show how this person might gradually be forced to
change their position. So finally we might act to fight this coming terrible climate change.
This declaration must duplicate a little of what I have already written in this book. This is
because many of the people, who will eventually fill in this form, will not have read this
book.
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6.2

A PUBLIC DELARATION FORM
on
WHEN and HOW to STOP CLIMATE CHANGE

Many millions of years ago this Earth of ours had six times as much CO2 in its atmosphere as
we have now - and then the world was much hotter. So then the Earth had no glaciers or ice at
all and the ocean level much was much higher than it is now. But, since then, vegetation has
flourished on the Earth and this vegetation has effectively removed a large amount of CO2
from the atmosphere. The carbon, which this vegetation removed, is now the coal and oil
reserves of the Earth - with which we are so familiar. But we humans are now returning this
CO2 back into the atmosphere by burning these coal and oil reserves to obtain cheap energy.
And this activity is starting to heat up our world again.
Of course this description is a vast over simplification of our Earth’s weather history
and our current problem. But it does clearly emphasise the importance of what we are in the
process of doing at the moment. If we do change the climate, our world will be very different.
Humanity should survive but not in the same manner. With much of our most fertile land
going under water, the world won’t be able to support as many people - so a significant
proportion of our human population must die. And the rest of us will have to get used to a
much hotter world and to a completely different weather pattern.
We, of course, do face a significant challenge in changing to a green energy future.
But this task certainly can be done – mainly because of the huge advances science has made
over the past 50 years. It is just a question of us all really knuckling down and doing the
essential work.
Now all people simply hate having to change their ways – and all people wish to put off this
task and leave it to a later generation. So this is what this public declaration is all about. We
must remember that we, the older generation, are causing our younger (and future)
generations to suffer a far more unpleasant world. This declaration is a means of forcing our
older generation to face our younger generation and state precisely what they are prepared to
do. Then, because the older generation truly know that the younger generation is their future,
and they brought the younger generation into the world expecting to give them a reasonable
future, then the older generation should be prepared to act in a just manner now. This is very
important because there are a lot more people of voting age in the older generation than are in
the younger generation. (Naturally I have discussed this whole vast problem in far greater
detail in my accompanying book “A Special Period Climate Change” (particularly chapter 2).
But many of you may not have read this book.)
When you start to fill in this public declaration then you will immediately find it to be a very
laborious document. You will be asked to answer difficult questions that can require a large
amount of work to answer. But this is unavoidable. We have to solve a problem that is
probably the hardest problem we will have to face for the coming century. When a problem is
as hard as this, then there is no alternative but: to study the evidence very carefully (to check
that the problem must be solved); estimate how difficult this problem is; and then work out
how the problem can be solved (and when it must be done). And these items are all covered in
this form. So this public declaration must involve a large amount of work.
52

As regards climate change, the people of this world fall into two distinct camps: – the proaction people, who believe we must do something now; and the anti-action people, who don’t
believe action is necessary (or at least it can be delayed). Now I, obviously, am a very proaction person. So, because I favour action, in my book “A Special Period to stop Climate
Change”, I have naturally told my readers (probably pro-action people as well), the necessary
evidence, the tasks, which need to be done, and then how it all can be done. So such people
will have no difficulty in answering this form. But the anti-action people will have no such
help. I can’t help you because I know an anti-action will never believe a pro-action person.
And I don’t blame such a person. So an anti-action person may find great difficulty in
answering the questions in the document. Eventually a strong anti-action party should form
who will develop coherent replies to all the awkward questions, which must be answered in
this document. I would welcome such a development. But, till then, the two books
Heaven+Earth - by Prof. Ian Plimer and
Poles Apart - by Gareth Morgan & John McCrystal,
give the anti-action facts and arguments reasonably well.
In this document I very often ask the person, who is filling in the document, how much time
they have spent studying a particular topic. This request is a means of checking how seriously
the person considers this particular topic. But first I need to talk about this awkward subject of
a person’s studying time in general.
Now, as a very rough estimate, the total amount of work involved in stopping climate
change is close to one year’s work per person. Now a sensible person, when faced by a year’s
work, should spend about a week’s effort considering whether this task needs to be done and
when. So by this same logic, each person should have spent about a week’s work studying the
facts of the case before filling in this document.
But the situation is more complex than this. A person could very easily spend two
hard weeks work studying the “Heaven+Earth” book, but still not know all the essential facts
about climate change. But, on the other hand, a person could just read the relevant sections in
my “A Special Period to stop Climate Change” book in an hour and then answer this
document in perhaps 10 minutes. I think this is equally wrong because this means that such a
person would be relying on my veracity too much. No one should trust any one person too
much on such an important subject as this.
But I also don’t believe in anyone working too hard. I am an intensely lazy person
myself. In general I would like to see most people’s entries on time spent in this document
add up to about a total of 10 hours (or more). But I also believe in honesty. So please bear all
these facts in mind when you answer the questions on the time you have spent studying the
various essential topics.
Name of person making the statement |______________________________________|
(Surname first)
Address |______________________________________|

Name of person providing the form

|______________________________________|

Has the person making the statement seen or own
my “A Special Period to stop Climate change” book |_______| Yes or No
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1)

The Evidence you have studied

As regards the evidence, what a large number of people would like to do is to simply say that
they accept the standard scientific evidence. And hence, having said this, this section can be
ignored. But you will find that this form makes no allowance for a statement like this. This
omission is completely intentional. If a statement like this was allowed, then an anti-action
person could, on the same basis, say that they accepted the evidence as given by Prof Plimer.
This would invalidate this whole process completely.
In this form, everyone has to go through the complete evidence in a reasonable
amount of detail. Only in this way is it possible to check that all people, who fill in this form,
really know what they are doing. So all people must show that they are fully familiar with the
essential evidence.
Now for these details:
a.
In the 1860s, the physicist John Tyndall found out that CO2 was a “greenhouse” gas.
Later in that century, the Nobel Prize winner Svante Arrhenius linked the amount of CO2 in
the atmosphere to changes in global temperature. So these facts have been known for a
century or more. Neither of these results mean - either that our emitted CO2 is causing climate
change now; or that modern science completely understands the role of CO2 in global
warming. All these results mean is that the CO2 amounts need to be investigated very
seriously indeed as a possible cause of our current climate change.
Do you agree with these statements |_____| Yes or No
If “No” please give reasons |_____________________________________________|
b.
As to whether our CO2 pollution is causing climate change, our primary evidence
must based on the data associated with:
1)
The Earth’s temperature (over time),
2)
The CO2 concentrations in the atmosphere (over time),
3)
The accumulated CO2 amounts we humans have put into the atmosphere (over time).
Furthermore, the only way we can understand this data is to see this data in graphical
form. So our basic evidence must be various comparisons of these three graphs.
Do you agree with this statement |_____| Yes or No
If “No” please give reasons |_____________________________________________|
c.
Now there are many thousands of temperature graphs over many different time
periods. There are not as many CO2 atmosphere concentration graphs - but there are still quite
a few (and again there are many different time periods). Fortunately there should be only one
graph of the accumulated amount of CO2 we have put into the atmosphere.
But then we can’t see and compare all these graphs at once. So we have a problem as
to which graphs we should look at first. But before this, we need to think about this
comparison process.
The purpose of this whole exercise is to compare what is happening in the three
graphs to see if they develop in a similar manner i.e. do these graphs appear to be related.
This first means that the graphs must be next to each other so that we can compare them
easily e.g. on one page beneath each other. And our next requirement must be that the graphs
cover the same time period and be of the same width. This will ensure that the rate of change
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of each graph will have the precisely same meaning. (And we certainly won’t allow any graph
to use different time scales in the same graph. This process always destroys the simple
meaning of the rate of change.)
But there is a further comparison requirement that we must have. We will need to
check to what extent the measured increase of CO2 in the atmosphere corresponds to the CO2
we are putting into the atmosphere ourselves. And this is not easy, because the CO2 in the
atmosphere is normally measured parts per million; whereas the CO2 we put in the
atmosphere is measured billions of tonnes. So these two graphs must be adjusted so that the
vertical quantitative measure scales are the same. Then a normal person can see to what extent
the changing values of the two graphs are similar.
Do you agree with these statements? |_____| Yes or No
If “No” please give reasons |_____________________________________________|
d.
Our first very big decision then must be - over what time period shall we make our
first comparison. And everyone will and should have different opinions on this difficult
matter. But there are two criteria, which should guide this decision.
The purpose of this whole exercise is to find out whether it is our current CO2
pollution, which is causing this climate change. So the finishing date for the time period must
be as close to the present date as possible, because the amount of pollution we are sending
into the atmosphere is recent and changing. Thus any finishing date before 2000 is quite
unacceptable. And preferably this finishing date should the current date.
The purpose of this exercise is mostly to compare the current changing data with the
supposedly normal data of previous periods. Now we started to put a small amount of CO2
into the atmosphere in 1850. So the period needs to include an appreciative amount of time
before this time so that we can appreciate what normal time is like. But we can’t go too far
back, because then we couldn’t see our present-day data with sufficient accuracy. As a rough
guide, the starting date should probably be between 0 AD and 1500 AD.
Do you agree with these two criteria? |_____| Yes or No
If “No” please give reasons |_____________________________________________|
The primary period I use in my “To War against Climate change” book is:
Starting Year: 1000 AD
Finishing Year: 2012
If you agree with to use this period say Yes |______|
Otherwise give your own period. |________________________________________|
If you choose your own period then naturally you must provide your own graphs and
data to go with it. You might think that you could obtain the graphs you need in books. I
assure you that finding such graphs will not be easy. An easier option for an anti-action
person could be to simply use the graphs in my book and then to simply discard all the
graphs, which the person disagrees with.
Finally we come to the really hard work, which is to select the graphs (with their associated
data sets) which you believe to most correctly reflect the truth about what is happening in the
world. Of course I shall give my version of what I think be the best with my reasons. But you
can disagree just as you like. I am certainly not an expert in this field. And there are plenty of
other sources you can refer to.
I shall start with the most difficult and contentious graph.
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The Global Surface Temperature Graph
There are many thousands of various devices taking the temperature all over the Earth. But
these records only go back to 1850 when accurate thermometers were invented. So we must
use other more complicated methods for the more normal years that proceed this date. But
fortunately there are also some fairly accurate methods of judging the temperature before this
date.
But the important fact we have to accept is that our final temperature graph must be
made up from many different components and some of these would apply to different time
periods. So it is unavoidable that some sort of averaging process must be applied to get a
reasonably accurate final temperature graph. So you might think that this process must be left
to the experts. But this need not entirely be true. Let me explain.
When I calculate the final average value for any particular year, what I do is to take all the
graphs with a value that applies to this year, and then form a “weighted” average. I must take
a weighted average because certain graphs are much more reliable than others graphs. Also
some graphs apply to only one region of the Earth but other graphs are more global. Thus any
present day mean temperature, which is used in the graph, must already be the average of
many thousands of readings. So the weighting for such a graph must be very high. Then,
further back in time, the temperatures derived from ice-cores are much more reliable than
temperatures derived from tree rings. So the weighting for the ice-core temperature must be
higher than the tree ring temperatures (but of course much less than modern mean
temperatures). The graphs I want to use, together their different weightings, are given at the
end of this section on temperature.
Now I can’t do this work for a person that wishes to do this operation in a different way. But
the IPCC (the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change) could in fact provide this facility
quite easily. The IPCC almost certainly already has all data sets on temperature already on its
computer. Then all that is required is that the IPCC provide a computer program, which will
accept the weightings that a person desires to use for the different graphs. This program will
multiply the appropriate data sets by this value before they take the average and then the
program would produce the appropriate graphs. (Naturally any graph with a weighting of zero
would be completely ignored.) Modern computers allow this operation to be done very easily
indeed. (I could do all the programming very easily if I could get the data sets.) So all people
could then use and see the graph that represents their particular understanding of the veracity
of the data.
I believe all people should be given this facility. Stopping Climate Change is such an
important subject that all people should be given every possible facility that will help their
decision process.
e.
Below then are the component graphs that I want to use together with my weightings.
After this, I have left several lines. I would like you to tick the component graphs that you
agree with or cross out the ones you disagree with. Then you can write down any graphs (with
weights), which you think ought to be included. Of course I cannot produce the final average
graph you wish to see and choose. (This must wait for the IPCC to give someone like me the
data sets.) But at least you have stated your choice.
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Description of the Graph
Weighting
Tick
The Modern temperatures of course are used when they exist.
Ice core temperatures
4x0.5 =2.0
Temperatures derived sea levels and glacier extents
1.0
Temperatures derived from Saragossa Sea and European records 0.25
|________________________________________________| |_______| |_____|
How much time have you spent studying these component graphs and making your
choice?
|____:____| hours : minutes.
Are you now satisfied that the your average temperature graph, for the time period you have
specified previously, represents a good representation of the Earth’s average temperature.
|_____| Yes or No
If “No”, please give reasons |_____________________________________________|
f.
There is now one particular section in this whole graph, which requires very special
study. From about 1900 to about 1970 the non-direct past measurements and the present
direct temperature measurement overlap. If over this time period, the two measurement
systems were not consistent with each other then the validity of the past non-direct past
measurements would be in doubt.
How much time have you spent studying this problem? |____:____| hours : minutes.
Are you satisfied that the past non-direct temperature measurement systems and the
current direct measuring systems do in fact agree with each other as well as possible?
|_____| Yes or No
If “No” please give reasons |_____________________________________________|

g.

The Observed CO2 Concentrations in the Atmosphere

As far as I know all the various parties accept all the measured CO2 concentrations graphs. So
I have just used the graph in the Australian Science of Climate Change brochure. If there
should be a disagreement then we might have to take an average (as for the temperature
graphs). But at the moment this doesn’t seem to be necessary.
How much time have you spent studying this graph (and/or making your own choice)?
|____:____| hours : minutes.
Are you now satisfied that the your graph, for the time period you have specified
previously, represents a good representation of the Earth’s CO2 concentrations.
|_____| Yes or No
If “No” please give reasons |_____________________________________________|

h.

The Emitted CO2 Concentrations in the Atmosphere

I think I could be the only person that has clearly shown how our human carbon emissions
will result in accumulated CO2 concentrations in the atmosphere (at least in a way that a
normal person can see and understand this process). But perhaps you know these facts better
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than I do (I am not an expert). So again you can either tick my graph or put in your own
graph. I personally shall study this graph of yours with interest.
Description of the Graph
|____________________________________________________|
How much time have you spent studying this problem and the resulting graph?
|____:____| hours : minutes.
Are you now satisfied that your graph, for the time period you have specified
previously, represents a good representation of our human’s accumulated emitted CO2
concentrations.
|_____| Yes or No
If “No” please give reasons |_____________________________________________|

i.
So finally you are in a position to study the three resulting graphs and to compare
them with each other. So now you may come to the decision as to whether you think there is a
correlation in the way these three graphs are behaving. This is very big decision.
How much time have you spent studying how these three graphs correlate over your
time period?
|____:____| hours : minutes.
Are you now satisfied that these three graphs are behaving in a similar fashion and so
our human CO2 pollution of the atmosphere is likely to be the cause of the Earth’s recent
warming.
|_____| Yes or No
If “No” please give reasons |_____________________________________________|
You have now completed your first primary task in the investigation of whether our human
CO2 pollution is causing our Earth’s atmosphere to warm up. But there are other areas that
need to be investigated. These areas fit under the following two headings.
j.

Other Longer Time Periods

This first time period has compared our current polluting period with the normal times just
before this. But the Earth’s weather pattern has fluctuated between more extreme situations in
the more distant past. So we ought to check to see if these past more extreme changes could
possibly be relevant to our current situation now.
In the table below I have listed the two longer time periods that I investigate in my “A
Special Period to stop Climate Change” book. And then after these entries on the following
lines, you can insert further time periods you have investigated yourself.
Time Period
Description of the Data Set Graph
Tick
| 10,000 BC – 2011 AD
The Holocene period with Modern Temperatures | |_____|
| 400,000 BC – 2011 AD The Vostok ice-core results with modern temps | |_____|
|______________________________________________________________| |_____|
Are you now absolutely certain that any Data Set Graph you have added here have an
accurate representation of current times? |_____| Yes or No
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(This is extremely important because, if the graph doesn’t include the current data, then the
graph cannot be compared in any way with what is actually happening now.)
How much time have you spent studying these longer term graphs?
|____:____| hours : minutes.
Are you now satisfied that these longer-term graphs in no way invalidate the situation,
which the primary period graphs point to.
|_____| Yes or No
If “No” please give reasons |_____________________________________________|
k.

Other Possible Causes of Climate Change

There are other possible causes of climate change. The three standard possibilities are:
1)
A variation of the heat given out from the sun.
2)
Dust in the atmosphere. This can occur to a significant degree when a large volcano
erupts.
3)
Methane gas. Methane gas will cause more warming than CO2 does. But fortunately
the gas does not stay in the atmosphere for as long.
I have naturally discussed these possibilities of course in my “To War against Climate
Change” book.
How much time have you spent studying these other possible causes of climate
change?
|____:____| hours : minutes.
Have you found any current evidence at all which shows that any of these possibilities has
caused our current global warming? |_____| Yes or No
If “Yes” please give full details: |__________________________________________|

m.

Let me now summarise what we have done in this section on evidence.
We have seen that both past and well-established science says that our CO2 pollution
could well be the cause of our current global warming.
Over a chosen primary period, we have studied how the standard graphs of global
temperatures, CO2 concentrations in atmosphere, and our emitted CO2 amounts could be
strongly related.
We have studied: whether activities in other time periods; or the other general possible
causes; could have caused climate change.
How much time have you now spent remembering all these essentials facts?
|____:____| hours : minutes.
Therefore you are now in a situation to evaluate the total evidence.
We wish to know whether our CO2 pollution is causing our current global warming.
Do you therefore think that this cause is:
Improbable?
Possible?
Probable?
Highly Probable?
Please tick your estimate.
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If you did not tick “Highly Probable” then I would imagine that you final decision will be that
we do not act on climate change immediately. (This is what I would do if I felt the evidence
was not sufficiently strong.) So, if everyone else feels like you, nothing will be done to stop
climate change. Therefore it is utterly imperative we know how the value of this evidence can
be increased so that we might act. So below please write down in detail what you think are the
flaws in the evidence and so how the evidence can be made better.
|_______________________________________________________________________|
|_______________________________________________________________________|
|_______________________________________________________________________|
|_______________________________________________________________________|
|_______________________________________________________________________|
|_______________________________________________________________________|
|_______________________________________________________________________|
|_______________________________________________________________________|
|_______________________________________________________________________|
|_______________________________________________________________________|
|_______________________________________________________________________|
|_______________________________________________________________________|
|_______________________________________________________________________|
|_______________________________________________________________________|
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2)

Energy Changes – hence the Work that must be Done

n.
In chapter 4 of my “A Special Period to stop Climate Change” book, I outlined in
detail all the major jobs that will need to be done to give our nation a sustainable nonpolluting energy future. There the detail was sufficient for a reader to estimate a total cost.
Here I shall be brief and just list the major tasks. I ask you first to write “Yes” if you feel each
task must be done:
1)
Many of our homes must be insulated further, |______| Yes?
2)
Various hot-water panels must be placed on the roofs of all homes that can easily be
adapted for this purpose, |______| Yes?
3)
PV panels will be placed on almost all roofs that can be used for this purpose. These
panels must now provide the majority of our electricity. |______| Yes?
4)
Wind farms and ocean wave facilities must be developed wherever this is possible,
|______| Yes?
5)
Electricity storage facilities must be developed, |______| Yes?
6)
A meter system must be introduced to all homes, so that a weather-dependant pricing
system can be introduced for electricity, |______| Yes?
7)
Public transport systems will need to be extended further, |______| Yes?
8)
Electric cars, rather than petrol cars, must be manufactured, |______| Yes?
9)
A financial system must be developed, so that farmers can get financial credit for
taking away any CO2 pollution, which any businesses or individuals are still causing. The
polluters of course must pay for all this.
|______| Yes?
This all adds up to a large number of tasks that will need to be done. I estimate that the cost of
all these future changes will be between $20,000 and $50,000 per person. This is a huge
amount of money. But these tasks must be done – there is no other way.
But I claim that all these tasks can be done in the 3-year period I allow for this special
emergency time. We have to remember we spend a huge amount of time and energy on things
like building bigger houses that we do not need. And we may spend even more time on items
that are actually bad for us - things like: alcohol, pokies, junk food, big fast cars, too much
medicine etc. If we forget all these wonderful vices for three healthy years, then all these
tasks can be done.
How much time have you spent now: considering all these job; estimating their cost;
and working out how long they will take to be done (by a committed nation) ?
|____:____| hours : minutes.
Do you agree with the estimates on time and costs I have given? |_____| Yes or No
If “No” please give your own estimates and reasons.
|_______________________________________________________________________|
|_______________________________________________________________________|
|_______________________________________________________________________|
|_______________________________________________________________________|
|_______________________________________________________________________|
|_______________________________________________________________________|
|_______________________________________________________________________|
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3.

How and When this task should be Done and Paid for

This final section is now the hardest and most awkward section of all. I have spent 7 long
pages on this difficult subject in chapter 5 of my book. But I image an anti-action person will
refuse to read anything that a wicked pro-action person has written. But, on the other hand, I
fail to see how anyone could possibly come to any sort of rational decision on how and when
this task should be done and paid for, without spending at least two weeks hard work on the
subject. I think the best option for an anti-action person is to just throw away their pride for a
moment and read what I have written. Then you can just criticize what I have set down to
your heart’s content. After all, it will only take you half-an-hour to read what I have written
there.
p.
The first point, which I must make, is that every person who has any conscience about
the subject must make a definite decision. Every one wants to keep quiet because then they
can’t be accused of doing something wrong. But, if every one continues to do this, nothing
will be done and climate change will definitely come to this world. Every one must say what
they personally are prepared to do in some precise manner, if we want to do something - how
ever small.
If we are to be definite, we must say - when we are prepared to do this whole task; and
how long the task should take. But, before doing this, we must declare our hand on how this
whole task should be done and paid for.
In this process I must refer back to the work I have done in chapter 5, because there I
have specified the full details of the different options. I doubt if most people could work out
these options for themselves. If you do have a good different option yourself, I would love to
read it. There is room for your particular option at the end.
First question I must ask now is – how long have you spent reading and thinking about this
most difficult subject?
|____:____| hours : minutes.
The first option I have talked about is the “Rational Free Enterprise Method”. This is the
obvious method but this process would bring hardship to many people. (If you have read my
book, you will know that I oppose this as a complete method, because the majority of people
would never accept the hardship it would imply to many people. So to choose this method
would effectively stop any action on climate change.)
Do you just support this as a complete method?
|_____| Yes or No
If “Yes” please give the reason: |__________________________________________|
The other general option I gave was the “No Hardship Method”. (As shown later, this method
can be weakened by omitting some of its requirements on normal practise.)
Do you in general support this method? |_____| Yes or No
The first requitement of the “No Hardship” method is that “all people would receive the
necessities of life”. This requirements, like the other four requirements, has been described in
detail in chapter 5 of my book.
Do you support this requirement? |_____| Yes or No
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The second requirement of this method is that all people would receive good employment in
the new green industries if they lose their job.
Do you support this requirement? |_____| Yes or No
This method obtains all the money, which it needs to pay for the expenses of the whole
operation, by “taxes on luxury goods and any unnecessary activities”.
Do you support this method of payment? |_____| Yes or No
If “No” please specify your own method of payment:
|_________________________________________________________________________|
|_________________________________________________________________________|
The fourth requirement of this method is that that “the rich people would not be allowed to
get richer”. This is a less essential requirement of the method.
Do you support this requirement? |_____| Yes or No
The fifth requirement of this method is that that “the poor people would not be allowed to get
poorer”. This is also a less essential requirement of the method.
Do you support this requirement? |_____| Yes or No
Finally you can specify your own system or extra requirements.
|_________________________________________________________________________|
|_________________________________________________________________________|
|_________________________________________________________________________|
|_________________________________________________________________________|
|_________________________________________________________________________|
|_________________________________________________________________________|

Now we come to the difficult questions of - when we shall start the whole operation (in the
mode you have chosen) and - how many years we shall take to do the whole job.
As regards starting, as we live a proper democracy, we cannot start the job until a
majority of people support one particular mode of operation that will do the job done. So we
must accept this essential delay. But besides this, some people might wish to specify a given
number of years before we can be ready to start the job. (I, of course, oppose this. But I must
allow people to specify their desire. I hope most people put zero here.)
So, how many years do you think we “must” wait before the job is started?
|______| years
The last decision then is - how long should we actually take to do the job? Naturally this
subject has been discussed in great detail in chapter 5 of my book. A comparison of the 50year period against 20-year period was discussed in that chapter. And there I argued that the
longer period would basically be a cop-out by my own older generation. This period would
leave the younger generation with the major part of the job still to be done, and they would
also suffer from a significant amount of climate change.
Then, in the comparison between 20 years and 3 years (i.e. a emergency period), I
pointed out 4 good reasons why a shorter period would be a simpler and easier option for our
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nation’s population in general. But I am happy to accept anything in this range. All I care is
that the job gets down without too much hardship on anyone’s part. So now it is your turn to
specify your desire.
So, how many years do you think we should take to do this whole job?
|______| years
Finally I would like some people to demonstrate their own genuine keenness to get this job
done. And I think a person who is keen, like myself, should be prepared to offer to change
their job and so perhaps to work in the new industries. This offer would really help the task to
get started. What this task needs are genuine people, who are prepared to change their jobs
and ways – and so then to inspire other people to do likewise.
So, are you yourself prepared to change your employment to get this whole job done?
|_____| Yes or No
Signed:

|__________________________________________|

Date:

|_____________________________________|
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6.3

CHECKING for INCONSISTENCIES

The important feature that must be remembered now is that it is highly logical that we should
definitely stop climate change. This is because: the evidence is in fact extremely good; the job
can be done in a few years without any hardship to anyone; and the probable cost of us not
doing anything will be simply horrendous. Therefore, a person filling this form in such a way
as to support no action on the subject, must have made some highly dubious steps somewhere
in this form.
This is what this section is all about then. I will go through various stages of the form,
and I will point out how a person can wilfully manage to avoid the logic of giving the right
answer at every stage. And then I will point out some of the ways such a wilful anti-action
person can be helped to see the error of their ways. But before doing this, I must discuss who
in real life will actually carry out this checking process.
In chapter 2 on pages 14 and 15, I pointed out the sequence in which these public declarations
will probably be completed. So initially just pro-action people would complete the forms - so
such people would have no problems at all. But, when all the pro-action people have
completed the forms out, then a significant number of anti-action people must be induced to
fill out the forms as well – because there are more anti-action people in Australia than proaction people (as I discussed in chapter 1). And the way we shall do this is to get the younger
generation (who have so much to lose if climate change comes) to approach their parents.
And then the children shall question their parents on this most difficult of subjects (as
demonstrated in detail on page 15). And then their parents might grudgingly fill out the forms.
But then these parents will probably wilfully not remember some of the facts presented to
them (or even what they written previously). And it is the forms from these anti-action
people, which some people will need to check.
But at this point it must be remembered that these people, who have filled out the
form, are probably quite good people. A true anti-action person, like Tony Abbot, would
simply have refused to fill out the form - full-stop. So these reluctant parents must be treated
very carefully and then they could be slowly induced to fill out the form in a more credible
manner.
So how can this process be done in the best manner? It would be good if the younger
generation did the job. But it is probably asking too much of a child to ask their parents about
an error they may have made. But this completed public declaration form is a public form that
all people can see. So another option is for child’s the teacher at the school to study the form.
And the teacher could then tell the child what the errors are. This could be done - but most
children would still have difficulties facing their parents. However a better option is for a proaction person, who is a friend of the parents and who has already filled out their own form
themselves, to slowly point out the obvious fallacies in the anti-action person’s filled out
form. This will be a difficult task. But the future life of our whole world will depend on these
tasks being done. So we all must try. All people can change their minds as they gradually
begin to realise that a task simply must be done and the job can be done without any hardship
to anyone. I personally am happy to do some of this checking work myself. We all have to
play our part in this job if we wish to avoid climate change.
So now I will assume an anti-action has completed the form in the following given manner.
Then I will give the reply that a checking party might use. But my answers must be a little
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trite. In this case, I have chosen to represent a rather sceptical anti-action person. And such a
person will require a great deal of patience indeed to convert. So the process of converting
such a person must take a long time with various replies and answers going on for a long
time. So I can’t represent the whole conversation – it would take far too long. I will just give
the first reply. So this example will be very limited. But the example should be good enough
to give you the general idea. The general technique is to force the person, by gradual degrees,
to be more specific as to the actual evidence they have seen and the precise actions they are
prepared to take themselves.
I will progressively go through the answers to the questions, which start on page 54
(the third page of the public declaration). This is an awkward task for you because you really
need to have a second copy of the public declaration in front of you to remind about what that
section actually says. (But I do give a spare copy of the public declaration out with every
book.)
In the following points, I will first give a heading to the section. Then I give the
person’s written answer. And after, this I give a possible checker’s reply.
a.
About the science history of the 19th century
Answer
No
I have read elsewhere that this is not the case.
Checker
Please give me the full details of where you read your facts. It is absolutely
imperative that we know where such information emanates from, so that we can do something
about it.
b.
About the 3 primary graphs, which should be compared
Answer
?
Why should I know? It is not my job to understand these things.
Checker
Yes – you might not think it is your job to know these details. But we do live
in a democracy and this means that everyone does have to vote. And quite soon, we all must
vote on that most difficult subject of all – are we going to try to stop climate change or not. So
please tell me now how you can possibly correctly vote on this subject if you don’t even
know what the basic evidence should be.
c.

About the graphs and how they should be printed next to each other and use the same
scales
Answer
No
I haven’t thought about that.
Checker
I see here later that you spent 7 hours time studying these three graphs. If you
can’t compare these graphs easily together at the end, what was the purpose of doing all this
work?
d.
About the starting and finishing dates of the comparison period
The reply
No
I prefer a longer period
12,000 B.C. to the present
Checker
It is good that people act independently and make their own choice. I hope you
then have done your homework and you have sufficient correct relevant data to go with that
period.
e.
About studying the temperature graphs (page 56)
Answer
5 hours
yes
Checker
It is too soon to make a comment on this item.
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f.
About the over-lap period
Answer
0 hours
No
Different temperature measurement systems cannot be
compared with each other.
Checker
You are partially correct. People must be extremely careful in comparing all
measurements made in different ways. But in our situation we don’t have anyone choice. All
temperatures before 1850 were not made with accurate thermometers. And it is essential that
we do compare with past temperatures because the time before this will represent normal
time. This is why the over-lap period between 1850 and 1970 is so important. And if you just
looked at this period then you would that post “proxy” temperatures the thermometer
temperatures agree remarkably well.
g.
About the Observed CO2 Concentration in the Atmosphere
Answer
1 hour
Yes
Checker
This is fine.
h.
About the Emitted CO2 Concentration in the Atmosphere (Page 57 and 58)
Answer
1 hour
No
This task should be done by an expert and Dr Allen is
not an expert in this field.
Checker
Yes you are completely correct on this item. We do need to call on some
genuine experts in this field to verify these results.
i.
About Longer Time Periods
Answer
Two ticks
Checker
This is fine
j.
About the graphs accurately representing the current time etc
Answer
Yes 5 hours
Yes
Checker
You have been extremely careless about these points. None of the graphs you
have referred to here have correct representations of current temperatures at all. This makes
these graphs completely useless as a means of verifying our current climate change. It is very
easy to do this when the person only considers long periods of time. Thus many books don’t
bother to correctly put current temperatures in long-term graph because they only appear to be
a small item. The “Heaven+Earth” book does this only three separate occasions. But these
omission means that you have not yet seen any essential evidence. I will talk about this
subject later.
k.
About other possible causes of climate change
Answer
2 hours
No
But there could be.
Checker
You have not read this question correctly. You were only asked to answer this
at length, if you actually knew of another cause of climate change (besides the 3 causes given
above). Experts all over the world are looking for other reasons that might be causing climate
change. All people must do some carful study if they wish to consider might be another cause.
So your “But there could be” answer must be ignored.
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m.
About the final decision on the evidence (page 59)
Answer
Time ignored
“Possible” ticked
Not my job
Checker
From your perspective, these final answers are correct. There was no reason
for you to remember the essential facts because, as your previous answers indicate, you have
not yet to even see the essential facts. Thus your answer of “Possible” is correct from the
evidence you have currently seen. And no one dream of giving you the job of finding flaws in
the evidence, because you haven’t even seen the evidence yet.
n.
About all the work that must be done to stop climate change (page 61)
Answer
No answers on the specific 9 items
time: 1 hour
? This task
needs to be done by many experts – certainly not by me.
Checker
Yes you are right. This task should be done by many experts. But in our
current world, such experts simply do not exist. There are many experts in all these fields. But
all such experts invariably give advice that will promote the maximum amount of work in
their own field. So these experts do not represent the interests of the users of these
technologies, who just want the simplest and cheapest solution. So the advice of such experts
is highly suspect.
The person, who suggested these figures, has at least worked out the full details of
how a community can be completely self-sufficient in energy. If there are experts who could
do this national estimating work better, then we would certainly like to use their results. If
you can know such a person (or group of people) would do this task, then we would delighted
to meet them. But, if we can’t find such people, we must simply accept the best figures we
can.
p.
About how and when all this work should be done and paid for (page 62)
Answer
Here the person hasn’t filled in any of the specific questions. But their answer
in the major reply area is: “No one knows how any political system will work, when
everything has been changed. And I certainly don’t know at all.”
Checker
It was very sensible of you not answer all the various detailed questions. If you
haven’t even appreciated the seriousness of the evidence, then naturally you won’t be
prepared to do the work associated with finding a solution. And so, given this circumstance,
your limited answer was quite sensible. But don’t forget, absolutely no one ever knows the
future. However this circumstance does not alter the fact that we must all try to prepare for
the future as best we can now.
Also we have actually faced situations like this before. Both the two world wars of the
past centuries required changes to our nations that were greater than this given emergency
period will require. The provisions of this “Special Period” merely try to replicate the
conditions that were used during those wars. So this situation is not as novel as you imply.
But let us now think about your declaration here. I could explain to your daughter at
school that you haven’t seen any of the essential evidence on climate change at all. And this
information would then naturally be passed around so that the other parents would hear. But it
would be far better if you were to spend a day or two looking at some complete temperature
graphs. And if you find this evidence more compelling, then you might consider filling in rest
of the declaration more seriously.
I will give you a loan of this book “A Special Period to stop Climate Change”, so that
you can easily see the evidence it provides. Then you might consider filling in this declaration
form again - but this time in a slightly more credible manner.
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Hopefully then from this example you can see how a person, who holds basically anti-action
views on climate change, can be gradually persuaded to take on a more positive view on this
whole subject. Clearly the social pressure that attains this result must be applied in a very
subtle manner indeed. I don’t in fact think that the example I have just given is subtle enough.
Such an example would take too long and be too complicated. Besides, I don’t think subtlety
is one of my own strong points.
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7.

THE NATURE OF THE SHORT PERIOD (i.e. an emergency period)

This chapter is now less essential than my 6 previous chapters. This is because “The Method
of No Hardship” has already described most of the principles that will apply during this
period. Also this chapter just applies to a “short period”. And many people would prefer a
longer period to do the work.
However this chapter is still important for the following 3 reasons:
1)
In chapter 5 (page 48), I gave my justification that this “No Hardship” system of mine
could be implemented in our nation in a practical sense. But this logic depended on the fact
that only about half of our working population are involved in the essential tasks of the
nation. So the first section of this chapter must demonstrate that this proportion is roughly
correct.
2)
The rules for this “short period” can be based much more on the principle of equality
between all people. Whereas the “longer period” allows the rich people to maintain more of
their wealth advantages. Thus it is easier to demonstrate that this “short period” system will
be fairer to all people. So this is what the second section of this chapter is all about.
3)
This “short period” will also allow the possibility that much of the work can be carried
out in small “village-like” communities. The last section of this chapter will demonstrate the
advantages of such a system. (The full details of such a village system are then given in my
Appendix A - “A Safe Village Governmental Element”.)
1)

The Essential and Non-essential Jobs of the Nation

The non-essential tasks of our nation are in fact listed in my Appendix A (page 102). So I
won’t repeat this. Thus in this section, I will instead just list the essential tasks.
To obtain this list, clearly we ought to return first to page 45, where the necessities,
which everyone is guaranteed to receive, are briefly listed. They are:
1)

A good healthy diet
So our government must first be certain that our food supply is fully maintained. Thus
all our farmers and the people, who maintain the food change that assures that this food
arrives in the homes of the people who need it, must certainly be fully supported. Food should
always be the first necessity of all nations and people.
2)

Accommodation
Clearly all people must have adequate accommodation. But the fact is that in Australia
we have probably an excess of accommodation. All we need to do is to make sure that all the
large houses with spare rooms are filled up by the people who need them. So most of people
associated with the building industry can instead turn all their efforts to building the new
facilities in houses (and other buildings) that will give us all the green sustainable energy we
need.
3)

Adequate medical, nursing and hospital facilities
These facilities are essential. So all doctor, nurses, therapists and their various helpers
are definitely on our essential list.
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4)

Education
It is not clear-cut that education should be carried out to the same degree as we do at
the moment. Clearly our infants must still be looked after and our children must be educated.
But for the older ages, people can often learn more easily by trying to do the tasks they need
to learn. We need to encourage this to happen more. So some ofour tertiary student can help
with the sophisticated tasks like manufacturing PV panels, windmills or extracting energy
from waves. And the older children at school should be allowed to get useful jobs, without
suffering the stigma that is tending to happen at the moment. All previous ages got on without
the amount of education we have at the moment. And, during the emergency situations,
tertiary education is often suspended (e.g. in the two world wars). And similarly during wars
some of the older retired teachers (like myself) are dragged back into the education system to
act as temporary teachers. This could happen again.
5)

Public Services
There are a large number public services that are absolutely essential. Thus water,
energy, communications, banking, public transport, law enforcement and government
representation must continue operate as efficiently as possible. So all these people must
continue to be fully employed.
6)

Manufacture
Over the last couple of decades, China has been producing all our required
manufactured goods very cheaply indeed - so most of our house are now crammed full of
goods we don’t really need. It would be great blessing for most of us to simply rid of all the
items we don’t want. So mostly we don’t need any further manufactured goods. If a person
doesn’t have the item that they need, then the easiest thing to do is to simply buy (or borrow)
the item from of one of their neighbours. In general, whatever manufacturing capacity we still
retain should be redirected to manufacturing the essential new items, which will help in this
big change-over process.
So above are the 6 mains areas, where people will still need to be employed. But for the
“construction” and “manufacture” areas most people will be free to change the nature of work
they do to help with the changeover process. And in education, not all the people need to
remain in that area. So it is not easy to estimate the percentage of people that will be required
for the essential tasks.
In my appendix (page 105), I show 9 areas of activity, where people will not be
needed. From these two lists, I estimate that only about half our working population need to
be employed in the essential industries. And this fraction was also roughly the proportion of
people, who were released from their normal activities, to fight in army and produce goods
we needed during the two world wars. So I will assume that half our population can be
reemployed to work in this changeover effort. And as this total job requires one year’s total
work per person, the total job should be able to be done in two years. But we will all require a
period of time to learn how to do all these new jobs. So I allow three years as the minimum
amount of time to do this whole job.
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2)

The Basic Rules during this Short Special Period

This short emergency period is just a special case of my longer “special period”. So I want to
start by reminding you of the 5 general rules that will apply during this period. They are:
1)
All people will receive the modern, normally accepted, necessities of life,
2)
All people will receive sensible employment suitable for their abilities,
3)
The cost of the endeavour will be payed by taxes on the luxuries and all the
unnecessary activities and facilities we indulge in,
4)
The rich will be prevented from getting richer,
5)
The poor will be protected from getting poorer.
So these five strong requirements will apply to this period as well.
Besides these five conditions, the four following extra conditions should apply:
1)

Equality between all people

The wonderful feature of this short emergency period is that most people will accept the fact
that all people should be treated in the same way. This is because the period is short and there
is a very important task that must be done. After this period is over, life will return to its
normal ways without much alteration. And this is what happened during the emergency
periods associated with the two world wars.
But we must be careful about treating everyone completely equally because then there
would be very little incentive for everyone to work diligently. So below then are my two rules
that I believe should give a reasonable balance.
a)
Everyone should be paid at a different hourly rate depending on how difficult the task
is and how hard the person is working. But the total difference between the lowest and highest
rates should not be greater than a factor of two. So, for example, all the rates could lie
between $15 and $30 per hour. (This rule would apply to everyone - including all the bosses
and supervisors.)
b)
The hours, which a person can work each weak, should also be limited by a factor of
two. For example, everyone must work for between 20 and 40 hours per week (apart from
sickness and holidays).
These rules still allow a noticeable difference of income between various people. But
you must remember that all the essential goods will be quite cheap. But, because of the new
tax regime, all luxuries and unnecessary items will be quite expensive. So, if all this income is
spent per week, then the big spender will not get much in return more for their money. But, on
the other hand, a young person, who wants to work hard and save for the future, can still save
a significant amount of money. I will discuss this incentive issue later in point 3.)
2)

The assets of all people are preserved as much as possible

I wish to strongly avoid any possible accusation that this period can be regarded as a
revolution. Now in my simple practical terms, a revolution (in a democratic society) is a short
period of time during which the assets of the nation are significantly redistributed among its
people. (I am not against revolutions. I think at times certain revolutions must take place. The
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ancient Jewish people thought about this problem very carefully (unlike us). And they
decreed that this situation should occur every 50 years on a Jubilee year - when people were
freed of their debts and the land, gained by the rich people, was returned to its traditional
owners. I think they were absolutely spot-on about this question. But I don’t want this period
to be associated with any such radical ideas. Otherwise this period will never be allowed to
take place.)
On page 46 (In “the rich will be prevented from getting richer”), I describe how all
people will have their assets carefully publically measured. And this process will allow us to
check that assets don’t change too much. And my conditions (4) and (5), given at the start of
this section, make sure that the situation does not deteriorate further in that manner. But the
poor people are allowed to get slightly richer (as described in (1)). The rich people could also
get slightly poorer - but only if these rich people definitely wish to sell some of their assets.
And there is definitely no reason that they need to. So, in general, all people should retain
almost all their assets.
3)

Public Knowledge of all relevant facts

I believe that a nation should have the best government that is possible. And I fail to see how
we can get the best government, if the voters, who elect the government, do not know all the
relevant facts they need to know. So, in this special period at least, I would like to give the
voters all the many facts they do really need to know. And this means that a large number of
facts, which are normally regarded as private, must be made public. Now I know a large
number of “civil libertarians” will immediately be up in arms against such a moment. They
will say that this will infringe many people’s civil liberties. But as I will show in my
“Appendix B, the liberty of one person can be highly detrimental to a large number of other
people. And these “civil libertarians” are usually lawyers who are funded by the rich. So what
they have to say must be taken with a pinch of salt.
So I think the facts, which need to be made fully public in a computer database
accessible to all people, are the following:
a)
The assets of all people
I have already explained why we need to know these details. But, if these facts are to
be accessed easily, then all the assets, which everyone can see easily in their local area, must
also point to all the people who own them (with the fraction of ownership if necessary). This
can be done very easily on a computer (but then the computer must have a map with all the
various addresses and areas on it).
b)
The names, addresses, jobs and incomes of all people
If people wish to know precisely what is going on, these simple facts must be readily
available. These facts are already known by a vast number of people. If the information in
made generally accessible, the situation will make life easier and fairer to all people.
c)
Supervisors etc
The complete structure of the authority of all people towards all other people must be
included in this database. This will be the basic means by which all people can learn what
people are in control of which areas.
d)
Criminal records
All civil libertarians are firmly against these facts being generally known. But these
people are lawyers and they are often on the side of the criminals who they represent. The
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normal person, who lives in this world, would very much like to know if any person they are
dealing with has a bad past criminal record.
e)
Voting records
Our current law makes these details private. There are advantages and disadvantages
with this practise. (This is not so in Switzerland. And this nation is a very well run.) However
we can at least insist that the voting practises of all the many people who represent us, are
publically know. Then we can learn whether we are voting for a person who represents what
we want to happen.
So there is a huge amount of information that will need to be made public. Finally I wish to
say a little about the media.
More and more people are getting their basic information from the various TV
channels. And this has become so important that many governmental departments now
advertise the facts they wish to be circulated on the commercial TV channels. I think this
practise is ridiculous. The government funds its own TV channel – the ABC. And at the
moment this channel tells us that they are mostly for “entertainment”. The main information
channel has now become SBS. A sane practise would be to allow the commercial channels
provide all the “entertainment” they like. Then the main purpose of the funded channel, the
ABC, should be to tell the population all the essential information that the various groups of
people need to know to live healthy lives. This practice should certainly begin during this
special emergency period.
4)

Local work and activities are supported

Much of the work, which needs to be done, will be local e.g. the insulation of houses etc. So,
if local people do this work, there will be much less need for travel. But this whole “local”
idea can be expanded much further. This whole idea will be explored further in the next
section.

3)

A Village Structure?

At present, our various governments rule over a very large number of people. Thus:
• Our national government rules over more than 20 million people.
• Our state governments rule over more than a million people.
• Our municipal governments usually rule over about 40,000 people.
These political elements are much too large for people to be aware of precisely what is going.
So it is hard to tell how well they are being run - and so how we ought to vote.
Now in this huge conversion project, a large amount of the work will be local. Also at
present there are almost no small local firms, which have had any practise in doing this work.
So initially the government must direct this work. A proposal, which I think that needs to be
considered, is that this work be directed by new small village centres. These centres would
direct the work over areas containing between 1,000 and 2,000 people i.e. about 30 village
areas per municipal government. These numbers are sufficiently small for all people to know
precisely what is going and who is doing a good job in directing the work.
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But now it is time for me to admit to a very serious flaw in my nature. I am a mathematician
and for many years I have used this ability to work out how good communities should be
formed and run using egalitarian and democratic principles. I started this work in 1978 with a
paper on “Modelling the Energy/Agriculture Self-Sufficiency Problem” (36 pages). Then I
continued this work from 1982 to 1997 with my biggest work called “Society of Choice”
(217,000 words long with many diagrams). Then from 2004 to 2007 I produced what I think
is my most important work – “Green Living” (The contents, plan and front page are given at
the end of this book.)
When a person has been doing a job for a long period of time, then they become
addicted to doing this kind of job. This has happened to me. So, when I started to think about
writing this book (then called “To War against Climate Change”), I immediately saw that here
was a golden opportunity for me to design an egalitarian, village community (within a
town/city municipal area). And, with this heaven sent opportunity for me to work on a job I
understand well, I immediately forgot this larger book and worked on this village community.
This “village community” is described at the end of this book in my Appendix A.
But, when I wrote up this village community, the nature of this book here had not
been properly worked out. So, at that stage, I hadn’t worked out how a society could be
persuaded to stop actually climate change. Thus, instead of my current logic (as in chapter 2),
I assumed that the world was to be hit by a great depression. (This item was written in 2009
when this possibility seemed more likely.) And so I wrote my “village community” with this
possibility more in mind. But a big depression could still happen even now and so we would
be forced to stop climate change simply as a means to give employment to all the unemployed
people. So I have left this write-up as was, so that village communities could take care of this
circumstance. So this is why the details of my “village community” appear just as an extra in
this book. But please do read the extra item - if you are at all interested in how our complete
society could change to become significantly more “community based”.
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8.

REMEMBERING ALL OUR PROBLEMS and THEIR SOLUTION

For the period I lived in, I think I had a perfectly normal childhood. I was born in 1940 and I
spent my early days on Mt Stromlo, Canberra. My Dad was an astronomer there. Then, soon
after the war, my Dad got a professorship in London and we moved to that city. From then
onwards, I can remember everything that happened there and I can evaluate it all. So I can
compare my life then, with life as it now. And it is this comparison that I wish to tell you
about here.
In London I suppose my family was slightly better off than other ordinary people. But
my family’s advantages were fairly marginal. There were seven of us in our family and we all
fitted in a normal 4-bedroom house. So this didn’t exactly indicate an excess of wealth. We
all went to the normal various local state schools and this was fine. We ate the same standard
school lunches that all children did in the UK at the time. This was soon after the end of the
war and the government had decreed that every child should have a least one good nutritional
meal each day. That was a sensible decree and I partook of this meal everyday with pleasure.
I have to admit most of the other school kids grew quite contemptuous of these school
lunches. But I’m afraid all children are like this. Also, for a few years, many foods were still
rationed. But I was completely happy with this rationing and it didn’t worry me at all.
When I look back at this period, I realise I lived in a rather utopian world. Thus all people
were treated fairly equally, as my discussion above has described. I remember the rates of pay
that applied to the various workers in the long summer holidays, when I worked in the local
cemetery. These figures were, of course, in shillings and pence. We temporary students were
paid 3/1p per hour (i.e. 3 shillings and a penny per hour), the regular workers were paid 3/4p
per hour, and the boss in charge was paid 3/6p an hour. I thought these rates were almost too
egalitarian. We, the students, on the whole didn’t work anything like as hard as the normal
regular workers. So we were over paid. The boss was overweight but in his way he was fairly
conscientious. He used to go blue in the face, when in a passion, he told one of us students off
for slacking. I thought he was likely to suffer from a heart-attack when he did this. I can’t see
that it is worth a person risking their life for a mere tuppence an hour.
There were still a few landholders nearby who still had big houses with large grounds.
But these people allowed these grounds to be used for our church fetes and our scout groups
to camp in. So these facilities were well used. As I remember the situation, no one worried
too much about money then - at least not as much as we do now.
Public transport was also very reasonable. My Mum could do all the family shopping
just by using public transport. And I could get to school or uni either by public transport or by
pushbike without difficulty. Our family car was almost only used for social trips on the
weekends. When my scout group camped locally, which was quite often, we walked there
pushing our trek-cart piled high with our gear. Our parents didn’t need to help us in these
adventures at all.
And everything else was quite reasonable as well. So no one worked too hard and yet all
people could obtain good simple practical jobs easily. All people had an adequate life-style in
terms of material goods. And, most important of all, all people could have a good social life
in terms of local groups like: church, scouts and many other active clubs and societies.
But, as we all know, this quite recent utopian world has now completely disappeared.
So, in this chapter, I want to deal with the fundamental reason why all such utopian worlds
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must always disappear. This is a subject I have become very passionate about. I hate to feel I
am leaving this world in a worse state than the world in which I was brought up.

8.1

We Always Accept the Easiest Path

I, like everyone else, always like to take the easiest path. This is usually the most sensible
thing to do. But, if we all always choose to take the easiest path, then there is a terrible
tendency for problems to very gradually build up. Let we give you are very simple example of
how this can happen.
Let us consider two people, who by chance I shall call Mr Germany and Mr Greece. Mr
Germany is naturally industrious and he enjoys making things. Many people are like this. Mr
Greece is not like this. He is a nice jovial fellow and he likes entertaining. Mr Greece is a
builder by trade and so he extends his house, which is close to the sea, so that this house can
become a holiday resort. He uses the items, which Mr Germany makes, to do this. He is
slightly in debt to Mr Germany to do this. Mr Germany is happy to lend this money for this
project because he can see that this is a sensible investment and he will be well repaid. Both
Mr Greece and Mt Germany are optimists. I think this is healthy positive attitude for all
people to take.
For several years everything goes very well. Mr Germany enjoys making things and
Mr Greece continues to extend his house and to accept paying guests. Of course he pays some
of his profits back to Mr Germany.
But, as the years progress, visitors don’t keep on increasing. They can’t – there is only
a limited number of people in the world. But Mr Germany is good at and he likes making
things and Mr Greece is very kind and he enjoys entertaining people. So they are both very
happy to continue on as they are. They, mutually and conveniently, don’t bother to notice that
the debt between them is gradually increasing.
But all good things must come to an end. Mr Germany and Mr Greece grow old and
their children want to take over the parent’s businesses. Then the children find out there is a
huge debt between their respective families. No one knows what to do because everyone was
expecting that their two different activities would continue to provide good employment to
both families. But these two families have now one almighty difficult problem to solve.
Now I know this is a terribly simplistic situation. So from our infancy, we have all learnt that
“we shall neither a borrower nor a lender shall be”. Everyone knows that debt is a terribly
destructive feature of life. So we sane people certainly wouldn’t do something like this. But
there are a lot more subtle ways in which these situations can occur. And this is what I will
discuss in the next section. The basic logic is horribly simple. And this logic is given in the
following 3 points:
1)
We all choose to take the easiest path.
2)
The easiest path is always to continue doing what we have successfully been doing in
the past. Thus when a person has been doing a task for a long time, then they get better at it.
And it is always pleasant to continue to do something that one is good at.
3)
It is always much easier to not think too carefully about the distant future. After all,
we might be dead before this distant future takes place.
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The example above demonstrates these points reasonably well. So Mr Germany and
Mr Greece sensibly continued to take the easiest path by doing the tasks they were good at.
And they both avoided thinking about their future. If they did, then they would have to
remember the mounting debt.
In the following two sections, then I wish to show how these three points will always
cause us problems in many different ways. And from all this, you will understand why good
utopian worlds always tend to disappear. And it is damn hard to stop this process from
happening.

8.2

Our Five Serious Current Problems

When I first started writing the next two sections, I started by giving the various processes,
which would lead to the following 5 problems. I thought this was the correct procedure - to
first show how that these processes would lead these problems. But after I had read these
processes, I quickly changed my mind. There are many such processes. And the degree to
which any process will be the cause of which problem, is always very much open to doubt.
Very few people will be prepared to read about these processes: which they most definitely do
not wish to hear about; and which are still open to doubt.
So my best options seemed to be to give these five major problems first. The
important feature about these problems is that they can all actually be accurately measured.
And then they can be compared precisely with the situation in previous decades. So people
can then see that these problems are serious and they are all getting progressively worse.
The way that these problems can be measured is quite complex. So I have written a
whole large appendix on the subject at the end of this book. And in this appendix, all the other
important measurements of national importance are given as well. Unfortunately these
various different measurements usually give rise to completely different estimates of the
success of a country. All the different measurements will support the very different viewpoints of individual people. So to say ‘what is a “good” society’ is an exceedingly difficult
issue.
The five major long-term problems, which I then wish to consider, are the following.
Growing Wealth Inequality
The problem of wealth inequalities in different countries has been studied many times.
The latest article I have read on this subject was in the New Scientist (issue 21/4/2012). The
accepted view is that strong wealth inequality results in: much higher levels of poverty; more
people who are unable to support themselves (and hence must rely on welfare at the states
expense); increased crime levels; dangerous social unrest; the mental health of both the rich
and the poor is strongly affected; the poor often attack the rich – so life is more dangerous.
One of the first people to point out all these problems was Thomas More in his “Utopia”
book.
If it is of any comfort to you, most previous ages have suffered from much more
wealth inequality than we do at the moment. Thus the wealth inequalities before the 19th
century were appalling. And all people suffered accordingly. Then equality conditions grew a
little better during the 19th century. (People then were probably remembering the French
Revolution. So people knew that bad wealth inequalities could lead to exceedingly bloody
1)
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revolutions - where the rich people got their heads chopped off). Equality conditions
improved a little more after the First World War. And then equality conditions improved
significantly further after the Second World War. So equality conditions were good - from
about 1950 to 1980. But, since then, equality conditions have gradually started to get worse
again. But our current equality conditions now are still a hell of a lot better than in any time
before the 20th century started. But our equality conditions will continue to deteriorate unless
we all take strong positive actions to reverse this process.
The extreme form of wealth inequality shows itself in mounting debt. And this is
happening all over the world. This occurs both for individuals and for nations. However
sometimes a nation manages to hide this growing debt by selling off a lot of its assets. So in
Australia we are selling off our infrastructure in terms of our energy system and Telstra. But
even worse than this we are selling off our land to overseas buyers. These actions will all lead
to terrible future problems.
Thus the continuous increase of wealth inequalities is a very serious problem indeed.
(My next section will explain why this is all happening.)
The Growing Inequality between the Young and the Old Generations
This problem is strongly related to the wealth problem given above. The rich people
always tend to be the older people because they have had more time to accumulate wealth. In
contrast, the young people usually start with nothing. So the older people should always have
more wealth than the young. And this is a good thing because the old people need to use this
accumulated wealth to look after the expenses of their retirement.
But this wealth inequality between the old and young must be kept in balance. When I
was young (and I only had an average income), I could buy an adequate home for my family
reasonably easily. But this situation is definitely not true now. Young people find it very hard
even to leave home – let alone to buy a house. The old people are now too rich and the young
people are now too poor. (This disparity is usually measured in terms of the ratio between the value of an average home, to the average income of a young person. This measurement is
discussed in more detail in my appendix on this subject.)
This situation means that our young people lose their independence. Thus young
people now often have to stay at home and accept any job whether they like it or not. And
these jobs might be those horrible jobs – which I have already listed on page 13 in this book.
And our children now have to delay their having children till much later in life. This is not a
healthy thing to do at all. This never happened when I was young.
2)

Less Spare-Time
When I was young we had ample spare-time. And yet this was a time when most
women weren’t working and we had to do all the building associated with the destruction
associated with the Second World War. We should have plenty of spare-time now. The
reasons for this situation are given in the next section. But the facts are quite clear – in general
most people are working harder and longer now than previously.
This is not a healthy situation. We don’t get outside and have enough exercise.
Children don’t have enough time to play by themselves. Our social life suffers. I can see this
situation occurring with my own eyes. All the clubs and societies I belong to are not getting
new members. And no new clubs are starting up as well. It is all very sad. (Again the reasons
this is occurring and how it can be measured are given later in this book.)
3)
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Our Degree of Global Dependence
The heading I would like to put here is “Our Degree of Self-Sufficiency”. This is a
subject I am very passionate about. My “Green Living” book is mostly about how this goal
can be achieved. But unfortunately self-sufficient is a complex subject and it applies at many
levels of society. So self-sufficiency is very hard to measure.
But it is possible to measure “Our Degree of Global Dependence”. So this is why this
is my heading is as it is. The simplest measure of this dependence is the amount of global
trade. And this quantity has certainly increased at an unprecedented rate over the past 50
years. But not all this trade equates to dependence. The global trade in luxury goods does not
matter at all. Historically there has always a significant trade in these items. Thus silk, gold
spices, perfumes and jewels are all well-known old luxury trade goods. But these items don’t
matter. If our rich people wish to flaunt these goods, let them – sensible people should have
better jobs to do.
But now we have a huge global trade in our basic essential food. This is a terribly
dangerous situation. So – what will happen if we have: a global recession, a bad epidemic or a
serious war. These events have always occurred in the past. So we must expect these events to
occur again in the future. And, if these events occur again in our current world, then many,
many people will simply starve.
There are many other essential goods, which we buy from overseas and we are
dependent on i.e. steel, cement, medicines, computers etc. But nothing else of course is as
important as our food. (We in Australia are fortunate because we certainly do have the
capacity to feed ourselves. But perhaps we always ought to remember that India and China
are physically situated quite close to us. And we now have no powerful allies of ours lying
between these nations and us. And these highly populated nations do not have enough land to
feed themselves. So, in times of mass starvation, these nations might take into theirs heads to
take some of our land. After all, we ourselves pinched this land from its indigenous people
only 200 years ago. We ought to remember these facts.)
4)

Pollution
Our various kinds of pollutions are all continuing to increase over the world. And
most of these pollutions can be accurately measured. Our emitted CO2 pollution, of course, is
our major problem. But also our over-fishing is destroying our fish populations in all our
oceans. Our excessive desire for coal, oil and gas is polluting the lands close to these areas.
Our over-use of fertilizers is polluting our rivers. And our worst pollution is caused by human
expansion into our remaining wild lands. Our world doesn’t seem to be capable of controlling
these various forms of pollution at all.
These various kinds of pollution can be measured in terms of an individuals or a
nation’s footprint. This measurement is again discussed in my appendix on the subject.
5)

So now I have described what I believe to be the 5 most serious growing problems in the
world. But, of course, there are also two very important measures, which we can all look at
with glowing pride. The first measure is Economic Growth, and we can be proud of how this
measure has continued to grow at a quite remarkable rate for the last half century. And this
growth is reflected both in our nation’s GDP and in the average income of each person. So
this is good.
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The other important measure is our total wealth. And again this measure applies to
both the world, our nation and to the people in our country. And this wealth in general has
increased over the past 50 years. So again we can be proud of this result. But the position has
started to change over the last 10 years. I will describe this problem further in my coming
appendix on measuring the various facets of success.
What we would all like to do, of course, is to use some of our unnecessary economic
growth and wealth to rectify the 5 bad measures I have just listed above. But this action is far
harder to do than you might realise. This reason will be described in the last section of this
chapter. I am afraid this whole chapter is about a very difficult problem indeed. This is why
this total problem is never discussed - and this is why our 5 individual problems have
continued to get worse.

8.3

How Our Problems Grow and Evolve

If you turn over now to the following page, you will see my diagram of the principle
processes which cause these five major problems to get worse. Even this diagram is quite
complicated. But this complexity is what you must expect. You cannot expect that the causes
of our current major woes will be simple. If it was easy, then we would have solved these
problems years ago.
In this diagram, the items not in bold are the processes, which I think are the main
causes that these five problems are getting worse. The five major problems are in bold.
However I have put “Economic Growth” in bold as well, because this process is so
fundamental to everything we currently do. Also this process is accurately measured.
However I have underlined this item to distinguish the item from my five problems.
I have also put “Land Ownership Inequality” in bold, because this is an important
problem, which can be measured as well. (I put this item in italic.) I do not try to consider this
problem carefully in this section - this problem is simply far too hard. But I do need to discuss
the problem a just little.
In the following pages of this section, I will discuss all these processes and how they react
with other processes and the problems. In this following text, I highlight the first time a
process is referred to by putting this item in bold. This means that you, my reader, can easily
go through the text and find out which process that you might be particularly interested in.
(This time I underline the measurable items.)
Everything I will be writing now is very much open to doubt. But you must remember that all
the items in bold are definite because than can be accurately measured. Therefore there must
be some reasons for these problems to occur. This text simply gives my personal
understanding of these reasons. If you have a better understanding of the situation, then you
should write down your understanding of your reasons as well. I, at least, will read your
reasons – and ponder over their veracity. We all need to start thinking more carefully about
these problems and their various causes.
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Both my processes of “We always Choose the Easiest Option” and “Forgetting the
Distant Future” have been discussed in section 1. So I will say no more about these
processes here. My items on the right hand side of the diagram are of a more individual
nature. It is better to deal with all these problems together, when I have talk about the horrible
subject of “control”. It is clearly best for us to leave this ghastly subject till as late as is
possible.
Thus the first process I wish to discuss is “Staying in the Same Job”. This process has also
been covered a little in section 1. Briefly then - when a person does a task for a long period of
time: they become very good at their job; they become proud of their ability; their job
becomes easier for them; they usually earn more money; and they usually have more job
security. So no wonder all people prefer to stay in the same job for as long as possible.
And then these people naturally want to protect their “Job Security”. So these people
form powerful: unions, guilds, teacher federations, institutions (lawyers and doctors) and
various employer federations. These associations will protect their members: jobs, incomes,
conditions and wealth (this wealth case of course mainly applies to the various owners of
industry). This is a sensible precaution for all such people to take.
This is fine for those people who do have secure jobs or are in charge. But this
situation is not so good for the people who don’t have a job. And this situation particularly
applies to the young people, when they start into the work force. Thus people, who have been
doing these jobs for years, have taken all good normal jobs. And their various associations
protect their jobs. Furthermore in times of recession, it is usually the new people in
employment who get the push. So, when times are bad, the people without employment (or
short employment) can have a very tough time indeed.
In my utopian time, no one had any real problem about getting a job. At that time,
many soldiers had just returned into the workforce after fighting in the war. All people
respected these people and they made sure these people could be fitted in the workforce. And
afterwards, I think us young people were included with them. So all people could get jobs and
people didn’t worry too much about getting a job. But this is definitely not the case now.
So I claim that giving older people job security supported by powerful wealthy
associations is bad for our young people. So this is the beginning of a series of measures all of
which result in “Inequality between the Young and Old”.
The above process results in some people finding it hard to get a job. And our governments
have sensibly reacted in two different ways to this problem. The first way is to encourage
“Economic Growth”.
This growth means that new jobs will be created all the time. Thus any unemployed
person can hopefully get one of these new jobs. On the whole this technique has been
reasonably successful in keeping most people in employment for the past 50 years.
The second way is to provide “More High Education” for the young people (or
retraining schemes for the older people). This further education is necessary because these
new created jobs are usually of a more sophisticated nature (e.g. IT jobs, advertising,
therapists (for people with various medical problems), etc). This process has also been
reasonably successful in getting some young people into employment.
These two different processes lead to two of the measurable problems I spoke of in the
last section. Thus economic growth leads directly to “Less Spare Time”. This result follows
by the very definition of spare-time - because spare-time does not contribute to economic
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growth. So, if people forego their spare time, then they will work instead - and their resulting
income will contribute to the GDP. Conversely, if people do less work (to give them more
spare-time), then a nation’s GDP will be diminished. This may seem a strange result. But we
humans have always had a love/hate relationship with both spare-time and work. When we
have spare-time, we feel we should be like everyone else and be working. And, when we are
working, we long to finish and go home and enjoy our leisure. This is what I am like. I think
it is always the very nature of life.
Both these processes (economic growth and more education) also strongly contribute
to the hardships of some our young people. Now I know some clever young people love this
further education and these more sophisticated jobs. But many young people can’t cope with
this further education and its related jobs. And I have a lot of sympathy with such people.
Now I have a PhD in mathematics and computing. But I simply hate having to work in these
fields too much. Often I just long to be able to work in a normal manual job as I did when I
was young. So no wonder many young people, who are not academically oriented, hate these
sophisticated jobs, which they can’t do. And then these people become unemployed, become
depressed and then indulge too much in caffeine and alcohol (or worse drugs). Other young
people accept these more sophisticated jobs – and then some these people indulge in selfinfliction to deal with the consequent stress. And it is well known that the suicide rate among
our young people is increasing at an alarming rate.
But in my day such people could get normal sensible manual jobs. We ought to be
able to give people the option of doing some of the practical jobs, which will just produce the
food and accommodation we all clearly need to live. This is mostly what people have done in
past ages. So why can’t we do this now.
This process contributes to the worsening situation between the old and young I spoke
of in problem 2. And of course economic growth is the main cause of our loss of spare time
(problem 3).
{I myself entered the work force in the 1960s. All people then could get jobs
reasonably easily - and no one worried about employment too much at all. However, in the
latter half of the 1970s this situation changed quite dramatically. I was lecturing at Macquarie
University at this time. When I arrived there the students were having a great time. So there
were student riots and student sit-ins in the administrative buildings. All good fun - and
academic success was a minor issue.
But then just a few years later – jobs became harder to get. Employers could then pick
and choose as to whom they would hire. The students then started to get serious about getting
good results to get a job. Their fun life was over. The pendulum swung to conservatism - and
the past fun times were forgotten. Unfortunately this seems to be the very nature of life in a
capitalist society.}
“Wealth Inequality” was the first of my measurable problems of the last section. The reason
I have left this problem till later is because the causes of this growth of this problem are a
little more complex than the others.
The basic reason is that capitalism suffers from a quite logical “Wealth Growth
Instability”. The truth of life is that all normal people need roughly the same amount of
money to support them selves. Let us suppose then that all people are equal to begin with and
all people live in a similar manner. But some people are lucky at one point to get a little more
money. And these lucky people use half this extra money to have a good time - but the other
half they sensibly invest in the various assets of the country. So these people now have an
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extra income. Then the following year these people do the same thing again: they retain their
investments and add to this - half their extra income derived from their investments (the other
half of their extra income is used to have better life.) So these become richer still. And these
lucky people continue this good cycle. But the other people must pay extra for these goods
and services, which the richer people now own, and they become poorer. And then this whole
cycle will continue on many times with the rich getting richer and the poor getting poorer.
This whole situation forms what a mathematician calls an unstable system. The
capitalistic system can be represented by a differential equation. A mathematician then can
apply a slight perturbation to the people variable and the mathematician investigates to see if
this slight perturbation grows in an exponential manner over time. And they will find this
differential equation is in fact unstable. But even most mathematicians would find this to be
an awkward problem. So you can forget this form of mathematical problem.
In more practical terms, this situation is like a ball sitting near the edge of a ravine. A
slight wind causes this ball to move slightly. The ball then moves over onto a very slight
slope. Very slowly the ball moves down the slight gradient at the top. Then the ball gets faster
and faster as it goes down the steeper slope. Then finally the ball crashes onto the rocks at the
bottom with an almighty bang. The fragments of the ball are scattered over the surrounding
area.
If you bother to study the long-term history of many countries and civilizations, then
you will see that this instability does happen very often. And the final consequences of this
sequence are equally disastrous.
But there is a simple solution to stop this growing inequality problem. A nation should simply
tax its rich people a lot more heavily. But this solution is much harder than you might think. I
will go over this whole problem again at the end of the chapter - when I have covered the
further reasons that effect this situation. But for the time being, I will just deal with the main
reason, which is associated with taxing the wealthy.
The rich are usually not stupid – so they invest some of their money in the various
mass media companies. And so the rich obtain a large amount of “Media Ownership”. And
through this ownership, the rich people can be assured that their own message is always be
heard many times and by different people. And their message will be – “if you tax the rich,
then the entrepreneurs will lose their incentive to create wealth - there will be no new jobs and
our country will go into recession.” And unfortunately there is a certain amount of truth in
this statement. As I have said before, I will deal with this problem later. But this is the main
reason that the rich, via the media, can persuade most voters to be very wary about taxing the
rich too much. So this is the reason why wealth inequality mostly increases (the measurable
problem 3 of the last section).

Finally we can no longer avoid dealing that most horrible of all subjects “The Difficulty of
Control”.
Now the easiest of all subjects to control should be “Our Own Personal Lives”.
After all, we know ourselves very well – and we ought to know what we want to do with
ourselves. But we know, from past bitter experience, that this personal control certainly isn’t
very easy.
In our early lives, our parents, if they were sensible, controlled our lives and made
sure we didn’t get involved in destructive practises. Then later on, our schools helped in this
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process. But at some point in our lives, we mostly became free of this restraining external
control. And so we could indulge to a much larger extent in “Food, Drink, TV, Shopping
and No Exercise”. But then we soon found out the consequences of such a life. We could
become weak, fat, slothful and of not much use in doing anything in life. (For me personally
my particularly “off” year occurred when I was of age 20.) So we soon realised that a
personal easy life goes nowhere. So we had to change our ways. (I personally found that I
needed to have fairly strict rules on the amount of food I ate (particularly chocolate).
Similarly I had to limit the amount of TV I watched. And finally I had to accept a daily
exercise regime. Controlling one’s own life is not real easy.)
Now the good thing about personal control is that the consequences of poor control
start to show up within about a year. So, with luck, we recognise our various problems, we do
change our ways and we recover and prosper for the rest of our lives. Our year of going off
the rails didn’t matter too much (at least that is what happened for me).
But there is another way of solving this problem. Many people are forced to accept
getting a job fairly early in life. And, having a job, largely keeps a person from going off-therails. A job forces people to getup at a sensible hour and their work fills in their day. There is
just less time to go-off-the-rails. So what a large number of people do is to keep working even there is no strict monetary reason why they should do so. This extra work also increases
a nation’s GDP – which is supposed to be a “good thing”. But this work (usually by an older
person) also means that younger people will find it harder to get a jobs. So this why in my
diagram there an important two-way-arrow between “Economic Growth” and “The Difficulty
of Control”.
So we have seen it is hard to control ourselves. But it is much, much harder to control a larger
human entity in a just and fair manner. (By a human entity I mean either: a club, society,
community, state, nation, company, firm etc.) This, of course, is a huge subject. But two
important reasons immediately spring to mind. As opposed to a single human, there will be
many different views as to what the entity should be trying to do. And choosing which view
to follow will be very difficult indeed. Also, as opposed to a human being, rarely will all the
people in charge know the true, relevant facts about what is going on in the entity. So proper
control of a large human entity must always be very difficult.
In a democratic society, both theses above effects are partially reflected in a term I call
the “Lack of Incentive to Vote Well”. (In the literature on this subject, this effect is
sometimes referred to as “Apathy Problem”.) This is a difficult problem and all people simply
hate to think about and recognise that this is a problem. But this effect is important and it
ought to be acknowledged.
The effect can be estimated in terms of:
The value (i.e. importance) of the decision to the voter
divided by
the number of people voting on the subject.
This little calculation gives an estimate of the value, which a voter will derive from
voting in the correct manner. And the import item to note is that, when the number of people
voting is large, then this value will be negligible. So then a voter will have no personal
financial incentive to vote well. So - why should people bother – particularly when it is hard
to understand all the basic facts about the decision.
I don’t wish to discuss this matter in too much detail here. I will talk about the subject
more in my appendix in the section on “Measures of Democracy”. But the total effect, which
this measure sums up, is unfortunately very important.
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The other control effect we must also bear in mind is that all people have a very huge
incentive to always “Agree with Their Boss”. (This action is often is called “Sucking up to
the Boss” or “Being a Yes Man”.) I think we all understand the situation – and at least
sometimes we are all forced to not disagree to what our boss wants to be done. This effect
means that, even when a problem is supposed to be studied in depths by a large number of
people, often it is just the wish of the person in charge, which will be taken. And this person
in charge may only thinking about their own personal interests. So decisions made in this
circumstance can be highly suspect.
Also this situation leads to people supporting the current boss staying in their position.
And there is an increased tendency for the current leaders to become entrenched in their
positions. So all these important effects add up to the situation that - the decisions made by
large institutions may not always be very good.
But there is even worse accumulative effect of this process which I call “Sucking up
to the System”. In practise most of us work in large hierarchical systems, which control what
we do at work. And, if a person wants to progress in work, then it is usually best for them to
always agree with the way their system works and support the people who run it. So the
people who work in a hospital support the way the hospital is run; the teachers who work in
the education system support their education system; and the people who work in a particular
company support the way their company is run. And the people, who suck up to the system,
are rewarded by the system and, in general, these people are regarded as being the successful
people of this world.
Then on the larger scale, all people support the system they live in. So people in
general who live in capitalistic systems support capitalism; and people who live in communist
state support communism. So all the different systems are self-supportive. And no one thinks
about way of organising ourselves in different ways – apart from stupid old me. So it is very
hard for political systems to develop and get better.
This “difficulty of control” (given above) tends to result in “The Formation of Power
Cliques”. This is a natural process and there are benefits in the formation of such groups. As
is well known, the two principle cliques will be – the wealthy people, together with their
media stations and political leaders, and – the worker unions, together with their associated
media people and political leaders. These cliques tend to only really support their own people
with their particular vested interests. And thus this situation is bad for all the other people
whose interests are not being represented (and these people are usually the young and
unemployed people). But, on the other hand, these two groups are very good at criticizing
each other via the various public media outlets. And then this competition, between these two
parties to gain votes for their own particular interests, can often give rise to a reasonable form
of government. So the total effect is usually not too bad.
The current situation is gradually getting worse as our wealthy people are slowly
buying up more and more of our country’s infrastructure. And so the power of the rich
becomes more universal. So this is not so good.
Rupert Murdock and his media empire illustrate the problems associated with this
changing situation. Now just at the moment we are all enjoying ourselves - gloating over
Murdock’s empire spectacular fall from grace. But as the facts come out, we are also learning
exactly how powerful Rupert Murdock really was - and how all the various politicians were
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so keen to court his favour. And this “sucking up to Rupert” wasn’t just done by the
Conservative Party – the Labour Party was doing the same thing as well. In many countries
now, both the major opposing parties policies are more right-wing than either of the parties
was twenty years ago. And I think this situation simply results from the fact that the wealthy
people now mostly own the media. In a democracy it is essential that electorate can learn the
basic facts about what is going on. And I am not sure that people are now being properly
informed. This is a dangerous situation for us to be in.
As we all know, our world is becoming a “Global Village”. And in general, this progress is
being hailed as “good thing”. And so it is in many ways. So via the Internet, people are
learning the wicked things dictators are doing in their various countries. And because of this,
there is a wonderful worldwide move to more democracy in many countries. This is terrific.
And in general this high degree of connectedness promotes and supports peace. So this is also
good.
This same movement also supports “World Trade”. This trade is often beneficial.
But it is also dangerous as I pointed out in my section on “Global Dependence”. This is not
so good. The other feature associated with this movement is the “Evolvement of Larger
Political Entities”. And this is what I want to discuss now.
It is the very nature of civilization to keep on making larger political entities. So we
must expect this - and many people consider this to be a wonderful thing. The people who
particularly enjoy this development are the rich because they can go on overseas holidays.
And on these exotic holidays, the rich will looked after by the poor people of the third world
nations very cheaply. Media people also like this global situation because they can report on
the more dramatic activities that often occur more in these poorer counties. And our political
leaders like this situation because then they can have dream up many more excuses to go
abroad. And besides this, all these groups of people might also be able to obtain more exalted
jobs in one of the larger new entities (i.e. the E.U. or the U.N.)
You might note these people are also the same people, who have a lot to gain, are the
same people who form the cliques, which effectively run our countries. So no wonder this
more global idea is well promoted.
But whether this “evolvement of larger political entities” is good for the rest of the
people of the nation is more open to doubt. I have already discussed the problem of global
dependence so I won’t say anything more on this matter now.
The next item to notice is that these larger entities are much harder to control in a just
and fair manner. I have covered this subject in the paragraph on “the difficulty of control” and
how this control becomes harder the large the entity becomes. And to illustrate this situation
we should just remember what is happening in E.U. now.
However there are three specific problems that this global growth tends to create.
The first is of course “Global Debt”. Debt in all its many forms is terribly destructive
practise. In the old days it resulted in people becoming slaves (and this still partially happens
in India). Fortunately no one is thinking of turning Greece into a “slave” state. I will talk
about this problem further in the following section - where I can give a solution to the
problem.
But we must remember that, by its very definition, “debt” must be balanced by
“credit”. And then usually the debtor pays interest to the creditor. But strangely, although the
media tell us a lot about the “debt”, the media never mentions where the corresponding
“credit” resides. And I assume the media supports their clique partners, and so they do not
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point the finger at the rich who own all this credit. So this clique cleverly works hand-inhand.
But besides this clique effect, there is a process, which I call - the “Hiding of
Wealth”. The Global nature of our banking system allows this to happen very easily. This
wealth can be held in accounts in dubious nations where it is hard to find. So then the
governments of our nations cannot gather the tax on the wealth of the nation as it ought
receive. And besides this, our governments wish to be able to find and confiscate any wealth,
which has been gained illegally. So the globalisation process allows these criminal activities
to occur more easily. This hiding of wealth by the rich is very bad for the normal people of
the world who are doing the work but yet are often falling into further debt.
The final global activity, I need to mention, is the use of “Foreign Workers”. This
activity is good for our rich because they can hire these workers at much lower rates (and also
give these workers much worse conditions). So the rich people can make a lot more money.
But it is not so good for us normal people of our country whose jobs these foreign workers are
taking.
So, for these various reasons, the creation of larger political entities is very much a
mixed blessing.
You might remember in chapter 1 (page 3) that I have written a handout called “The Four
Fundamental Problems – that Civilization Must Face”. Now these four problems are:
“Pollution”, “Wealth Accumulation”, “Autonomy and the Support Problem” and “Ownership
and Sovereignty of Land”.
Now these four problems have been written in the order of how hard I think these
problems are to solve. So I rated “pollution” as the easiest problem to solve. And we all know
how hard this problem is going to be to solve. The “Wealth Accumulation” problem is largely
involved with all the problems I have been discussing so far in this section here. And clearly
these problems aren’t easy to solve at all as well. So the final two problems must be even
harder to solve. And so they are. But, because these two problems are so hard, I cannot afford
to spend too much on their nature and their possible solution. (Besides, if you are interested I
can give you the handout – it is 9 pages long.)
On the bottom right-hand of my diagram page you will see the headings “Autonomy”
and “Control of Welfare, Drugs and Crime”. Now these two headings essentially refer to
the same third fundamental problem listed above. So its solution must be very hard indeed.
And it is – and even the explanation of its meaning is not easy. So I won’t try too hard. Also if
you are interested then you can read my appendix A (“A safe governmental element”), where
the problem, and its solution, is partially explained. But I will also say just a few words here.
“Autonomy” is basically concerned with those horrible decisions about which level of
government should be in charge of which of activities of life. For example – should the
National, State, municipal governments, or the woman herself decide whether a woman can
have an abortion or not. Now the general tendency (as I have just been explaining) is for
autonomy to move upwards to the higher levels of government. And sometimes this is the
correct thing to do. So for example the U.N. should be in charge of the worlds atmosphere
because this is definitely a global issue. But, as I explain in my other works, the control of
welfare, drugs and crime is best done at lower levels (because the people involved can then
see precisely what needs to be done and who should do it). So this subject is about how lower
communities can be empowered to control certain support activities, which they could do
better than the higher levels of government. But this is a complex subject.
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The problems of control, which I have just been discussing, are horrible. But at least these
problems are actually soluble. (For example I give solutions to these problems in the various
books I have written.) But now we should just glance some terribly problems, which in a way
are insoluble – at least within the context of our accepted civilised thought. This general
subject is “Population Growth”.
The sensible accepted solution to this problem is that all families should aim to have
approximately two children (or slightly more). And then this process should stabilise the
world population at its present level. If everyone did this and, if we stopped all forms of
human pollution (including any further human expansion into “wild life areas”), then our
future life on Earth should be quite reasonable.
But unfortunately, the evidence (at least as I see it) is that “Population Growth is
Unstable”. And furthermore this instability occurs in a very perverse manner. Thus the highly
educated wealthy people tend to have less than two children per family. But the uneducated
and poor people often have many more. This fact can be measured in the various nations. So
rich well-developed nations like Germany and Japan have unsustainably low birth rates.
Whereas poor nations like Afghanistan, Kenya and Ethiopia have insanely high birth rates.
And even within nations themselves, the same situation seems to apply to individuals. So the
highly educated people have low birth rates and the uneducated people have high birth rates.
The accepted solution to this problem is that we should educate all people much
better. Then we should be able reduce the world’s birth rate to an acceptable level. But
unfortunately some people in this world don’t want to be educated as we think they ought. So
we still have an insoluble problem. (I, myself, in my Green Living book give a different
solution to this problem. But no one will read anything I write.)
This perverse instability means that the “Inequality of Land Ownership” (which
already exists in our world) gets worse and worse. And likewise the “Foot-Print Inequality”
(which also exists between individual people) becomes worse and worse. This whole problem
seems to be insoluble. I just happen to be rereading the novel “Great Gatsby” for my bookclub at the moment. The following quote sums up the whole situation perfectly:
“One thing’s sure and nothing’s surer
The rich get richer and the poor get – children.”
All these different aspects of this problem add to the “Pollution” problem, which is what this
book is all about.
Before I leave this pollution problem, there is one item I haven’t mentioned. I have
told you that “economic growth” leads to “less spare time”. Now if we did have plenty of
spare time, then we could use this time to solve all our pollution problems. But now we don’t
have any spare time (as opposed to that time many years ago after the war when we did have
plenty of spare time). So this why there is a strong arrow in my diagram leading from “less
spare time” to “pollution”.

Finally the people, who will suffer most from all these various problems, are our young
people. So our pollution is gradually destroying their land. These young people will be
expected to pay off the “Global Debts”, which are proliferating the world over. Much of the
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work, which our young people should expect to do, is been given to “Foreign Workers” (who
will work for almost nothing). And our young people (as well as other people) are suffering
from the loss of control over their own welfare.
So “Our Young People will have a Much Tougher Future”. (But in fact I have
already covered this particular subject much more thoroughly in chapter 2.)
In this whole section I have tried to be as brief as possible. This section all sounds so negative
and insoluble. I want to get onto the next section where I can start to be positive again.
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8.4

Solving All These Problems - in Just One Go

You have just read the title of this section. But, unfortunately, most people are not really
interested in any of the problems I have mentioned in the past two sections. All these people
want to do is: “to continue increasing our economic growth” without “increasing our already
too high levels of debt”.
However I am a sane mathematician. The above desire is insoluble within the context
of what people are prepared to accept in our capitalist world. The Keynesian concept is
completely correct. A nation can promote economic growth by freeing up its debt limitations.
But it is not possible to continue doing this forever, because the amount of debt will simply
get too high. We now seem to have reached this debt limit. I believe we will have to broaden
our horizons if we are to find a solution. And this broader scope must include less-capitalistic
forms of government. But I will discuss and argue this pure capitalist concept further at the
end of this section.
Now most of us people on this Earth live in “capitalist” states. And we all sensibly
believe in capitalism. In general this system has been the most successful system the world
has known.
Some people live in “communist” states - and most of these people must believe in
“communism”. But never-the-less, many people from these communist countries still try to
leave these states to join our “capitalist” countries. So this preference should give a clear
indication that our “capitalist” system is better.
Many people used to believe in “socialism” decades ago (socialism being roughly a
mixture of capitalism and communism). But even this concept is now being forgotten.
In this discussion so far I have used the term “believe”. What we really ought to do is to
carefully study each of these different systems. And then we could understand the advantages
and disadvantages of the various different systems. Also we could compare the advantages of
these different systems in the current physical world. Then all people could understand which
system was best for their different circumstances.
But unfortunately this problem of comparison is much harder than you might think.
All human subgroups (councils, companies, firms, departments, sections, etc) must have
leaders (i.e. officials) at all the various levels. And other people must check how well these
leaders are doing their jobs. And this checking process is very hard. There are many different
ways by which this checking can be done. And the success or failure of the different types of
state must largely depend on how well this internal checking process is carried out. So very
likely, the success or failure of a nation will be due the details of its internal structure - rather
whether it is a capitalist, socialist or communist system.
However this study could still be carried out in a more limited manner. But all states
are in practise run by leadership cliques (as I talked about in the last section). And these
cliques do not wish to be told that their form of government is in any-sense unjust. So there
are no funds provided for this kind of work – and thus the work is never done. So you can go
to any library and you will never find a book, which tries to make a comprehensive
comparison of these different systems.

{But there is one small, insignificant person who has done this work – namely me. I actually
like doing this kind of task. My Dad told me the solution to “the division of the cake between
N people problem” when I was only 10 years old. I thought this relatively complex solution
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was terrific (and very illuminating). Later then I studied applied maths at Uni – and this is a
suitable qualification to work in this field. Then, after graduating with a PhD, I worked in
both government and private enterprises in various jobs. So I soon learnt about all the various
control flaws in the different systems. And the fact, that I would never be financial rewarded
for my efforts in this field, never worried me too much. I enjoy living a frugal life. Besides I
could always dream of becoming famous – but unfortunately, if this did happen, it would be
long after I was dead.
From 1981 to 1997 I worked fairly consistently on my biggest and hardest work. The
resulting large book is called a “Society of Choice”. In this work I take the capitalist system,
more-or-less as it is, - and I solve all its obvious flaws. So my resulting society is just and fair
to all people. But this task wasn’t so easy.
For example, when working on the industrial system, I came upon a problem, which I
call the “Continuity Problem”. This problem occurs within a state when the state needs to
rehire a large firm to run its public-transport system. If this task is done in correct capitalist
style, then the job should be put out to tender (the tender perhaps should last for five years).
But, if this tender is done in the normal way to different firms, then the disruption of the
transport service, during the change over period, would be simply too great. I call this the
“Continuity Problem”. This problem stopped me dead in my tracks for a three very worrisome
months (I imaged this whole effort of mine was going to be a complete failure). But I
eventually did solve the problem. I had simply assumed an over-simplistic structural form for
my firms. So, you can see that not all these problems are easy. And no one else in this whole
wide world has even yet thought about this “continuity problem”. (The problem is given and
solved in section 9.3 in my book. The book can be obtained from my website. The cover of
the book, with its short abstract, is given at the end of this book.)
But, alas, no one would even read my book – my book was simply too long and
complicated.
Then from 2003 to 2006 I wrote my next book called “Green Living” (its cover pages
and contents are given at the end of this book). To make this new book simpler and easier to
understand, I only considered much smaller communities and states. And to simplify the book
further I basically only considered a fairly simple communist form of government for the
state. Finally a few people have read this book. But of course my system must be
implemented in a practical manner before people will take it seriously. And clearly this
implementation process has not started yet. (I now have plenty of money to help this
implementation process. But so far I have had no takers to start the process.)
But the important item, to remember from this discussion, is that both “capitalist”
and “communist” forms of government can be made to work perfectly well. All we have
to do is to think very carefully about how the systems should be run - before we set them up.
But unfortunately, most people don’t want to think about such difficult matters.
(In this discussion, I have not mentioned a socialist type of state. You might imagine
my proposed systems would essentially be of a “socialist” nature. But this is not entirely true.
Most socialist thinkers tend to believe strongly in state-supported education and welfare
systems. But I think the degree of education or welfare a person wants should be left up to
each individual. Of course in my societies, I make sure that each person has the capability to
obtain as much education and welfare as they might want. But each person can choose their
own preferred levels for these facilities. All people should be given the greatest degree of
choice in everything.) }
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But fortunately, if people are not prepared to do this essential comparison work between the
different political systems, then we still have another option. We can simply study political
history. And we don’t have to far backwards in time to find a case that is very relevant to our
current situation. We can simply remember what happened during the Second World War
(and the short period of time afterwards).
Now in all full-on serious wars, a nation’s political system must, of necessity, turn to
socialism. A nation has no other option. In the time of war, all people must be full engaged in
helping with the war. And during this time, everyone must treated fairly equally and be given
the necessities of life. Also the government must clearly direct everything that goes on during
the war. If this situation isn’t pure socialism – then for heavens sake - please tell me what it
is? The amount of capitalism that went on during the war was negligible. And this situation
occurred in almost all the nations that were fully involved in the war.
And now, in spite of the reputation that socialism now has, during the war everything
was reasonably well run. Many people suffered during this time. But this suffering was
caused by the war – not by the socialism.
Now the socialism that was imposed during that war was very similar to the
circumstances I am suggesting during my “Special Period”. So history tells us that we can all
endure socialism for a short period of time and, during this period, no one need come to any
harm at all. And during this “special period” we can deal with all the endemic pollution
problems, which our capitalist system has allowed to fester.
But this war period tells us at lot more than this. Immediately after the war, something quite
remarkable happened. I personally only know what happened in the UK. So this is what I will
now relate.
In 1946, by a huge majority, a strong Labour government was elected to office. And
this government introduced a series of taxes – and these taxes transferred a huge amount of
wealth from the very wealthy people to the public purse. And then this money was used for
the public good. The taxes then were simply enormous. As I remember the situation, the
surtax on the highest earning level took away 87% of this level of income. Thus a person
payed 17/6p in tax - for every 2/6p they received. And the death duties were similarly huge.
And of course rents and rates were kept at constant low levels. I think this period only lasted 6
years. But this period was long enough to create a much more egalitarian nation. And after
this period, this country enjoyed the utopian phase, which I have described at the beginning of
this chapter.
So during this period, an incredibly successful revolution occurred. And this
revolution was entirely peaceful. I was there at the time and there were almost complaints at
all. I suppose that the suffering caused by that war must have been so awful – that paying a bit
more tax by the rich seemed like just a triviality. (This is certainly what I would have felt, if I
had lived through the bombing myself.)
So if this egalitarian revolution has happened before, it can happen once again. Now
the “Special Period”, which I am proposing, does not envisage any such taxes, which would
lead to such a change. This is not the purpose of my “Special Period”. But this does not mean
that a similar revolution might not occur immediately after the period is over. Let us now
consider the situation of everyone - when this “Special Period” comes to an end.
During my “Special Period”, most people would have changed their jobs to deal with
all our pollution problems. But when this period was over, these people will need to gain jobs
again. And this job seeking will not be easy. There would a huge glut of people on the market.
So the thinking of all these people will be – “We are not immediately going to throw
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ourselves over and put ourselves at the mercy of the capitalist system. We don’t know what
the rich people, who all own all our companies, will do with us. We will keep our current
socialist system until we are sure we all can get reasonable jobs. We are safe and happy just
as we are. We will elect a socialist government now, which will protect our interests. ” And in
doing this these people would be following the example of what the people did in the UK
after the war - and for the very same reason.
And then these people, while they are waiting to get a job, will have time to think
some more. And their thinking will be – “Why don’t tax we the rich right now – we have
nothing loose and we have a hell of a lot to gain. We remember all those capitalist banks,
which were so cunning at swindling us out of our money. This is the perfect time for all of us
to take some of this money back. And then we can use this money to buy back our
infrastructure and land again. And then these items would be owned by all of us for our
common good once more. When we have done all this and we have got sensible jobs, then,
and only then, will we return to capitalism. Also then we will only work sensible hours. And
if there are any nut cases who want to work too hard and earn too much money, we will touch
them with a good solid surtax. So we will try to maintain a government which acts for our
common good.”
I image this was the thinking of the soldiers in the UK after their war. And this same
thinking could occur to all people after my “Special Period” was over. So then our nation
would have a similar quiet revolution.
So during this quiet revolution, all the other problems I have listed in my previous sections
could be solved in one go. This is what happened 60 years ago. And there is no reason that
this shouldn’t happen ounce again. And then, at least for a few decades, all people would live
in a utopian egalitarian once more. (But of course everyone would still complain against their
situation as normal. Just like my friends at school complained about our healthy school
lunches.)
But please remember all these facts - and think over the possible ideas quietly for a
long time. This is a way that all our problems could be solved. It worked 60 years ago in the
UK. This could be done by all nations who are prepared to make the step.
{This general idea is not a new. The biblical book of Leviticus (chapter 25) suggests a similar
idea. The book puts foreword the case that, every 50 years, there should be a “Jubilee” year.
And during this year all the lands, which have been bought up by the rich, should be
redistributed back to their traditional owners. This is a similar idea.
So in my terms then, every 50 years there would be a “Jubilee” year. And during this
year, everyone would relax and all people would be treated equally. All people would share
the work of doing all the essential tasks of the nation for the year. This year would be like a
holiday for everyone with everyone doing a different job. At the end of the year, the people of
the nation, would appreciate that it is possible to live in a state of equality and safety. Then
from this new position of safety, all people could vote about possible new tax laws. And then
these new kinds of tax laws could bring about a much more egalitarian nation once again.}
I don’t think people at the moment are capable of proposing a “Special Period” with the idea
of introducing “a heavy tax period” afterwards. But a “Special Period” could be brought in
just to deal this Climate Change. But at the end of this period, people would naturally think in
terms of the ways I have suggested above. So it would be very natural to introduce tax levels
that would solve our bad inequality problems. (And most important of all, a just media system
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could introduced. And then all people could understand know the full picture of the changes
that are happening gradually in the nation - e.g. all the measures that I give in my following
appendix.)
We all need to keep thinking about this possibility.

Finally I need to discuss in more detail why, in our capitalist system, it is not always possible
to continue to have “Economic Growth” and, at the same time, keep all our various levels of
debt in check.
First let us remember the basic difference between the communist and the capitalist
systems. In a communist system, the central government runs everything. But in a capitalist
system, private companies run most of the activities in the country. The advantage of the
capitalist system is then that there is competition between the various private companies. So,
if a company is badly run, then it will fail and its activities will be taken over by different or
new emerging companies. But, in a communist system, there is very little competition and so
there is a greater tendency for the various activities to become inefficiently run. So this is the
reason that capitalism can be a better system than a communist system.
But the problem with capitalism then is that the government is no longer in charge of
hiring most of people in the country. So, if the companies don’t feel like hiring any more
people, there is very little that the government can do about the problem. As a temporary
measure, the loosening of credit usually does encourage more employment. But then the
resultant debt starts to mount up - as we see at the moment.
The correct solution for governmental debt is for the country to immediately raise
taxes and pay this debt off. But in the current world, it seems that the majority of voters have
no longer got the courage to make hard decisions like this. For the past 30 years we have
believed in capitalism and we have failed to accept its short-comings. Also, if we raise taxes,
then there might be less work because people then will have less money to spend. Then the
government should raise taxes further to pay for either welfare payments (or for offering to
give employment to the unemployed people itself). And then there could be downward spiral
as the companies offer still less work themselves. (In a similar manner to the way I described
in my own “no hardship” system on page 50.)
The fundamental truth of life is that: if a nation wants to be in control of its own
destiny, then the nation needs to think very carefully about its own control processes (and
how all its people can be assured of getting work in a just manner). If we refuse to take this
subject seriously, then all nations can get into an awful mess. Thus the huge depression of
1930’s could occur again. And we could well be approaching this situation right now. We
must remember that neither “economic growth” nor “global debt” can continue on, in the way
they have for the past 30 years. Sometime - something must give. Our current manner of life
is simply not sustainable.
We really ought to think about the future life of our nation occasionally. We can’t
forever continue to bury our heads in the sand.
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9.

SUMMARY

In a book as complex as this, it is terribly easy to forget the ideas that have already been
covered in the early chapters. So this final chapter is mostly just a reminder of what I have
covered in the previous eight chapters.
In the first chapter then, I related my own personal experiences while performing in Ashfield
mall. There I was also trying to persuade the passers-by to wear a badge to stop Climate
Change. This experience told me that all people were all acting in their own personal selfinterest (as people have been doing since the beginning of time). And the majority people
summed up the climate situation correctly – and this was that it was not in their own bestinterests to try to stop climate change now. But, of course, it also wasn’t in their best interests
to advertise this fact to widely to the rest of the world (future generations then might be
highly critical of this attitude). So these people didn’t say much. On the whole these people
mostly ignored the evidence that we were causing this coming climate change. So my
summing up of the situation was that the majority of people were not prepared to act on
climate change. And this seems to the general attitude the world over. So a terrible climate
disaster will be hitting the world over the coming century. And now most people have grown
quite cynical about trying change this world-wide attitude.
Then in chapter 2, I described my 3-pronged attack to try and solve this seemingly impossible
task.
The first prong of this attack of mine was to define a “special period” of time. And
during this special specific period of time, the focus of our nation would be on building all the
essential facilities, which would produce all our future energy in a green, non-polluting
manner. During this period, five specific social actions and limitations would be put in place,
and these would ensure that no person would undergo any hardship at all. And so the effect of
this “special period” would be to make sure that no one had a reasonable good excuse to
avoid stopping “climate change” – because no one could actually claim that they would suffer
hardship in any definable manner.
The second prong of this attack was to recruit the young people of this world to
support this cause strongly. So first of all, the children would need to learn what a very raw
deal they are receiving in this current age. These facts are given in my chapter 2. And then
our children would understand that there is a tremendous incentive for them to act right now.
And with their children bugging them, their parents might think about their own lack of action
more carefully. If we do not act now, then the children would realise that they would face a
terrible future. And if we do act now, the children’s working life would actually be a lot
better. So all young people should join the “Stop the Climate Change” cause with great
fervour.
The final prong of my attack is to allow all people to fill in a “Public Declaration
Form” - in which they specify what they are prepared to do to stop climate change. The
people who feel strongly about stopping climate change would be happy to fill in this form.
So these people would set an example to the rest of the world. But the majority of people,
who are not prepared to stop climate change, would naturally avoid filling in the form. But
this is where the children come in. They would bug their parents and ask them, through the
questionnaire, why they are not prepared to do anything. And the parents would have no
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reasonable reply to the children’s questions – bearing in mind the parents would suffer no
hardship because of the provisions of the “special period”.
So finally there should be a majority of people who, very grudgingly, would be
prepared to vote in favour of stopping climate change. But their children would not let them
back-track on their decision.
My third chapter on the evidence about climate change is quite long. The reason for this is
that I do not think that the evidence about climate change has, as yet, been presented anything
like well as it should be. If we are going to have any chance of stopping climate change, then
our first job has to be present this evidence in the best possible manner. So this is what I try to
do in this chapter.
Before we try to take on any task, we should always first estimate how hard this task is to do
(and how long it should take). So this is what I try to do in my next chapter. In simple
monetary terms, I estimate the total cost of doing the job will be between $20,000 and
$50,000 per person. (This is about a man-year’s work per person.) But clearly you, my reader,
should study this chapter carefully before you accept this estimate
The fifth chapter is very important. Here I compare the various methods by which this whole
huge enterprise could be paid for. Then from this comparison I come to the conclusion that
the best choice is to choose a method that will involve the least amount of hardship to all
people. This method then specifies that, in my “Special Period”, the following five conditions
shall apply:
1)
All people would receive the Necessities of Life,
2)
All people would receive Employment,
3)
All Costs would be payed by Taxes on all Luxuries,
4)
The Rich would be prevented from getting Richer,
5)
The Poor would be protected from getting Poorer.
So no person should suffer any real hardship during this “special period” of time.
My sixth chapter then specifies the form of my all-important “Public Declaration Form”. This
declaration must in itself contain much of what I have written about in the previous chapters.
So it is not possible to make a summary of this chapter. If you have forgotten what this
“Public Declaration” contains, then you must simply read the chapter once again.
The seventh chapter is less important. This chapter introduces the idea that this whole task
could be best carried out locally in village-like communities. My appendix A then gives the
complete details about how this village community idea could work.
Finally my last substantial chapter shows how we could use this period so solve all our other
problems at the same time. This must be a very complex chapter because even detailing all
our problems is a difficult task. I image most people would refuse to read this chapter. This
chapter is really only to be read for people, like myself, who believe that there ought to be a
certain amount of social justice in this world.
I believe that, if the contents of this book could be effectively circulated around the world,
then there is a very good chance that people really would act. And so our world would be
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saved from climate change. I am putting this book on my website where all people can download the book. (I am happy to give a hard copy of the book to anyone I actually meet.) But
unfortunately, very people will read anything I write. So there is problem. If you do read the
book and think it is worth reading, then please tell all your friends. The book must be
circulated if it is to be of any use at all.
We all certainly can save the world from climate change. But this does not mean that we will.
However all people, who are prepared to take the problem seriously, certainly can do
something now to make sure that they and their children survive this coming disaster.
In my “Green Living” book I describe how we can form self-sufficient communities
that use only one tenth of the worlds resources that we use at the moment. This means that
each person could live and feed themselves completely using about 0.2 of a hectare. If we are
prepared to live in this compact form, then we could all move and buy new land. And we
would naturally choose land, where the effects of climate change would not be too bad (i.e.
further from the equator or at a higher altitude). So this community would have no difficulty
surviving the coming disaster. But we ought to act on this matter fairly soon - otherwise other
people will get the same idea and buy this land first.
The cost of doing this is that you must read this “Green Living” book carefully (and
then find some like people to join you in this community). My “Green Living” book, of
course, can be obtained from my website as well. If you contact me soon, then I can even help
you with money. (But you must have read my book and know all the essential details of the
system before I will give you money. I am not actually rich – I just have an excess of money
because I am happy to live in a simple, green, frugal manner. This what we all should be
doing now to a milder extent.)
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APPENDIX A

A SAFE VILLAGE GOVERNMENTAL ELEMENT
- SHOULD DISASTER STRIKE

The last 60 years have been very good for us in the western world. So we all have enjoyed
increasing economic growth and wealth. But this good situation may not last much longer. In
this tract then I first outline the possible disasters we could have to face quite soon. Then I
outline the accepted nature of life during an emergency period after such a disaster. And also
how the various levels of government will deal with the usual problems during this time.
Then in the following four sections I introduce some new ideas. I show how the
municipal areas can be divided into small village-sized units and how these village units will
easily be able to deal with the causes of almost all possible disasters. And furthermore I can
show how all people can then check that all the supervising people are acting in an honest and
just manner to all people. So it will be an extremely fair system.
Of course an emergency period cannot last too long. So finally I must show how a
nation can then return back to normal life. But I hope, when you have read this whole tract,
you might realise that a possible disaster could be a blessing in disguise - and afterwards we
could return to normal life in a healthier and saner frame of mind. For example people might
no longer believe that economic growth and globalism is the wonder it is all cracked up to be.
(This appendix was written in 2010 before the rest of the book was started. So this is
an independent item and there is a slight amount of duplication with the rest of the book.)
1.

Possible Disasters

Over the last 60 years there have been no world disasters. But just previous to this we
had - World War I, the Great Depression and then World War II, all in fairly quick
succession. And these events were very significant world disasters. If you look back over
history, you will find most nations suffer a couple of very significant disasters every century –
mostly in terms of wars or disease epidemics. There is no reason for us to expect this situation
not to continue.
In terms of the world’s immediate future, the sort of disasters, we can imagine, are the
following.
1)
On the international level, world debt has been increasing to dangerous levels. For
example, the U.S., in spite of all its natural wealth, is heavily in debt to China. And so far no
nation has found a way to reduce this debt. And, if nations start to default on their debts, then
this situation could lead to the collapse of world trade. This would be a world disaster because
all nations are now so dependent on world trade for their livelihoods.
2)
World recessions can still occur. And, if unemployment levels rise in nations above
20%, then such a situation should best be regarded as a national disaster.
3)
Our world CO2 pollution is causing climate change. If this situation continues, then
this circumstance will lead to the world’s worst disaster for many millennia. The trouble is
that this whole process is very slow and this means that all people can avoid doing anything
about it in the immediate future. Nevertheless this situation will eventually lead to a terrible
world disaster.
I have described these circumstances independently. But very likely these three
disasters would be connected. Thus a debt crisis would lead to a collapse of world trade. And
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this collapse in world trade would lead to high unemployment in many nations. But then the
nations might come to their senses and use all these unemployed people to do all the work
that is necessary to create non-polluting renewable energy sources (e.g. Wind Farms, and PV
and hot-water panels). So the disaster might turn out to be a blessing.
There are many other types of disaster that could happen – floods, hurricanes,
earthquakes, volcanoes, epidemics etc. And this work could apply to all of these disasters. But
in writing this tract, I am principally thinking about the combined disaster, which I have
described above.
The other feature that we must bear in mind is that our globalist tendencies over the
past century have made the world safety situation much worse. Thus our dependence on other
countries for our manufacture means that, if international trade should fail, then our world
industrial system would collapse. Also, with everyone travelling everywhere, a disease
epidemic could spread around the world in days. So our world may not have time to develop
suitable resistance measures. This would also cause a world catastrophe.
I don’t want to be a scaremonger – but we ought to bear these simple facts in mind.
2.

The Nature of Life during an Emergency Period

During a temporary emergency the accepted practice is that:
• All people are treated equally, and
• All resources are used for the common good.
I, and most people, completely support this accepted practice.
This means that the wealthy people no longer have all the advantages that they
normally have. So
• The wealthy will have to accept the same treatment and facilities as everyone else,
• The assets of the wealthy may be used for the common good. So, some well-off
people might have to accept some people, in need, to be billeted with them.
We all accept that this must happen. But the emergency period should not be extended any
longer than is necessary. But this is not always possible. For example, in Britain during World
War II the emergency period lasted for about seven years. This situation was unavoidable.
So during an emergency period, the wealthy will be slightly disadvantaged. But we
don’t need to feel too sorry for these wealthy people. They will receive their assets back in
full as soon as the emergency period is over. Also the wealthy own our media. So you can be
sure the wealthy people’s case would be well aired on the media before the emergency period
was called. So an emergency would not have been called unless it was really necessary. Also
the wealthy have always been very good at looking after their own particular interests. So I
think the wealthy will be able to manage. It might even be a good new experience for them.
Now let us remind ourselves in general terms what a government has to do during a time of
emergency. The four principal activities are:
1)
Make sure that all the essential services continue to run as normal. This includes
agriculture, energy, water, communications and medical and educational facilities.
2)
Making sure that all these essential facilities are distributed fairly to all the population.
So no one should need to suffer.
3)
If there is an emergency there must be some work to be done to fix the problem. The
government must organise what is to be done about the country’s problems.
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4)
Probably less then half the population are employed in the essential services of the
country. Thus the government must re-employ all these people in a manner that is beneficial
to the country as a whole.
I hope, if you think about these four tasks carefully, you will realise that the
emergency government won’t have an easy time. So the purpose of this tract is to demonstrate
in a reasonable amount of detail how all this work can be done. Furthermore I hope to show
that all this work can be done in a manner that is clearly very fair to all people.
3.

The Functions of the Normal Levels of Government

Our country is normally run by
• Our national government,
• Our state governments and
• Our municipal governments.
Naturally I want, as much as is possible, for these governments to remain to be in charge for
what they have normally been responsible for. So clearly our national government will
continue to be in charge of defence and our state governments will continue to be in charge of
their medical and educational facilities.
But, of course, most activities are not directly run by government but by private
enterprise. And certainly, during an emergency, we all would like the same people to continue
to run the same essential services. But, during an emergency period, these individual people
in charge must take direct orders from the appropriate levels of government to make sure that
their activities are now strictly directed towards the common good of the country. But,
fortunately, we do know that this is all possible because it has all been successfully done in
our previous world wars. So we do know what to do. During these wars the appropriate levels
of government did take charge of what they ought to be in charge of. So I won’t try to go into
details on this matter.
But less than half of our country’s population is engaged in essential services. If we go
on our war-time experience then the activities, which are regarded to be non-essential, are the
following:
1)
New construction – thus we certainly don’t want any more luxury large new homes.
2)
Manufacture of luxury and non-essential items.
3)
Insurance – because the government will take care of any disasters.
4)
Investment banking – because the government will decide what needs to be invested
in the country.
5)
Tertiary education – because, as a temporary measure, it is best if young people learn
about their new activities at work.
6)
Advertising – the only people who think that the country needs the advertising
industry are the people employed in the industry.
7)
Gambling - and clearly there must also be strong limitations on the usage of alcohol
and drugs.
8)
There must be limits on the usage of private cars.
9)
Finally there must be limits on some amusement activities.
So, if people are temporarily no longer engaged in these activities, probably a little
more than half our country’s population will be free to work on the essential problems facing
our country. In times of war these people either went to fight the war or helped with the war
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effort at home. And, as this was a national concern, this was organised by the national
government.
But in our case I am assuming we aren’t fighting a war - but rather we will be dealing
with our own internal problems. And over the next four sections I want to put a strong case
that this work should be done in local village-like communities. This is because everyone can
then clearly see everything that goes on and so everyone can be assured that everything is
done in a fair and just manner. But it will take me a few pages to adequately put my case.
4.

The Physical Form of our Suburban Village Communities

Our national government rules over 20 million people; our state governments usually rule
over more than a million people; and out municipal governments usually rule over about
40,000 people. These political elements are far too large for most people to be aware of what
precisely is going on. So it is very hard to tell how well they are being run.
The village communities, I am proposing, will have between 1,000 and 2,000 people. I
choose this size because this means our community villages will have about 20 children per
year. And this means our villages can run their own small infant schools. I think it is most
important that young children can walk to school easily within their own local community.
These suburban villages will still be a little too large for everyone to know everyone
else. But they are sufficiently small for all people to get to know all the important people very
well. So everyone can see what is going on and how well everything is working. Most
importantly everyone will know who is doing a good job among their various leaders.
In standard suburbia, a square area about 500 meters wide will contain this number of people.
So physically these villages will not be large. There will be between 20 and 30 villages per
municipal council.
The essential item that a village must have is a village centre. Everyone in the village
would go to this village centre at least once a day. So the village bus would go from the
centre, on a very frequent basis, and then take the village people to the local council
municipal amenities (and from here there would be extensive public transport to the major
city facilities). The village shop would be located at the centre and people would obtain their
daily provisions from this shop. Also all the many officers, which I shall detail in the
following section, will have their offices here and the village people would consult them at
these offices. The village infant-school should also be close to this centre.
And, as the village is only 500 m wide, everyone should live less than 300 meters
from this centre. So all people should able to walk to this centre in less than 10 minutes.
But unfortunately, as I am certain you are fully aware, such convenient village centres
rarely exist in normal suburbia. But we can simply make the centres by requisitioning some
large houses and buildings close to the centre of a village area. And these various buildings
can be adjusted to suit our requirements. These adjustments can be done fairly quickly.
During an emergency period all people must get used to doing something that is a bit makeshift.
I know there will be a tendency for the people, who run these village centre facilities,
to claim they need better accommodation. And these people then will want their facilities
moved to better accommodation - but which does not lie near the centre. However such
people must be ignored. It is far better for everyone to be able to get to these facilities easily than the people who run the facilities have precisely the accommodation they want.
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A normal genuine village should lie in the country and be surrounded by agricultural lands,
which its people cultivate. We naturally can’t have this situation in our suburban villages. But
we can associate some particular agricultural land with each suburban village. And this
situation has some important advantages:
1)
If there are problems about food supply, then each village could partially support its
own people with food by using their own labour on their associated land. This is a very
healthy thing for city people to do.
2)
The village can cause less pollution by using some of its excreta to fertilise their
agricultural land. And then their agricultural land would need less fertiliser from other
sources.
3)
But, most important of all, this agricultural land could absorb any of the suburban
village’s spare labour. We, in Australia, have been terrible about looking after our land. We
spend far too much of our labour on building big houses and driving everywhere in cars. We
neglect our land. This emergency period can give us an opportunity to redress this problem.
So we can remove some of our CO2 pollution out of the atmosphere by growing trees (and
making sure these trees don’t burn down). Similarly we can grow extra vegetation and plough
it into the land and improve the quality of the land. This will all help to redress our poor
practices over the last few decades.
Using normal Australian agricultural practices, one person usually needs about one
hectare of Australian land to support themselves (provided that the rainfall is more than 600
mm). This means that each village needs a square stretch of agricultural land about 4 km wide
(1,600 ha). But unfortunately this land cannot be too close because the whole of Sydney, with
a population of 4 million, would need a square stretch of land 200 km wide.
This amount of land can be found in the land stretching - south to include all the
southern-highlands, then west to include Young, Cowra and Orange and then north to include
the whole of Hunter valley lands. Each village then could have reasonable agricultural land
within 200 km of the suburban village. So this can be done.
Thus each of these suburban villages can have the option of engaging in as much
agricultural activity as its people like to do. The only restriction would be that the village
members working there would have to stay for 3 or 4 days to justify their travelling expenses.
{In NSW there would still be land further away without any suburban village to look
after it and improve it. But these more distant regions could be looked after by the various
municipal councils. These councils would have to use more distant travel arrangements. So
people might need to stay there for a fortnight to justify the longer travelling expenses.}
I think our villages should, as much as possible, be in control of the activities on their own
land. There has been a tendency for control of all activities to be moved up to the higher
echelons of government. But, if each village has a good well-elected government, then this
government should be able to do a better job of running the activities that just concern its own
people on their own land (rather than the remote higher echelons of government).
This situation applies to the roads in the village. Ideally a village area would only
contain local roads, which are just used by its local members. And then the village
government should control and maintain these local roads. And the speed limit on these local
roads would be very low indeed, because vehicles would only be travelling a couple of
hundred meters before they moved out onto the major municipal or state roads. And, for these
roads, the safety of the local children is then more important than speed. And then ideally
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each village would have the municipal or state roads on its boundaries where much higher
speeds would be allowed.
But unfortunately sometimes municipal and state roads must often cross our village
lands. But, when the village areas are being set up, this situation should be minimized as
much as possible.
Ideally also all people should live in suburban villages. And then our municipal areas would
be reserved for municipal activities and our state areas would be reserved for state activities.
But unfortunately some people do live in what are naturally municipal areas and some people
do live in what are naturally state areas (i.e. city centres). Clearly such people would mostly
continue to live where they are. But all such people should have a suburban village to which
they will be attached. This situation will become extremely important when we have to
consider how law and order can be maintained in all our various communities. And, if these
people break the community rules, then they may have to move into the proper community
area where their activities can be observed more easily (as is described in the following
sections).
5.

Village – Activities, Officers and Representatives

This section is basically about how our villages shall be governed. But, before doing this, it is
best if we are clear in our minds about the work that will need to be carried out in our village
areas. So here I first list these principal activities.
1)
The village’s farm-land will need to be managed. The normal farmers will continue to
run the land – but sometimes with the help of the city village people. But the village people
should tell these farmers what they want them to produce.
2)
The food, which the village needs, will have to be acquired and fairly distributed
among the village population. This is best done at a village shop.
3)
The village’s various buildings and roads will need to be maintained.
4)
The village will need to run a frequent bus service from its village centre to the
municipal centre, so that its people can use the municipal transport, schools and other
commercial facilities outside the village area.
5)
The village will need its own simple medical facilities.
6)
The village will have its own small infants’ school to run.
7)
Currently our large state or national corporations run our essential services in terms of
electricity, water, sewerage and communications. But it would be better if some of the
maintenance work for the facilities, which lie on the village lands, was actually done by the
village people themselves.
8)
Each village will need its own simple post-office and banking system.
9)
Each village should provide and maintain some social and sporting facilities. So a
village would need its own café.
If the purpose of the emergency period is also to deal with climate change, then the
village people would also need to be engaged in a)
Insulating its various buildings so that these buildings would use less energy when the
weather was either too hot or too cold,
b)
Installing hot-water panels on some of their buildings (they would also have to do the
associated plumbing work),
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c)
Installing PV panels on some of their buildings (and similarly they would have to do
the associated electrical work),
d)
Installing continuous electrical meter recorders. When energy supply is partly
dependent on weather conditions then it becomes essential that people pay higher or lower
energy rates depending on whether the current energy is either in high or low demand.
Besides these practical tasks, there will need to be people in the village who are in charge of:
1)
Organising the employment of all the village people for all these above tasks,
2)
Organising the accommodation for all the people who are in need,
3)
Keeping control of the finances of the community,
4)
Representing the community when necessary i.e. at the municipal council meetings,
5)
Chairing and running village community meetings (i.e. chairperson and secretary).
Fairly clearly most of these activities should have a person in charge - and these people in
charge must have had considerable previous experience in their field. I call these people in
charge – the “officers”. And clearly the crucial task for the village community is how to
choose all these various officers. And the success or failure of each village community will
very much depend on how well these various officers are chosen. Beneath these officers there
would also normally be supervisors who would direct the work in more detail.
I will first outline two simplistic ways of doing this operation. And then I will give
what I think is probably the best solution. Choosing a community’s leaders always has been,
and always will be, a terribly difficult problem.
A)
This first method could be regarded to be the democratic ideal. Here all the village
people would gather together once a week and, at these meetings by gradual degrees over
many weeks, they would elect all the necessary officers.
The trouble with this method is that there would be more than a thousand people at
these meetings. And, with everyone voting, this number is too unwieldy. And so many people
would soon stop coming to this big meeting. Also most voters wouldn’t have studied the
relevant details covering the various candidates’ qualifications and experience to vote
competently. So the voting process could result in poor officers being chosen.
B)
This second method is more analogous to the way our present governing system runs.
Here the community would just gather for one large meeting per year. And, at this big
meeting, the people would elect a leader (or a party if they prefer). And this leader, or party,
would choose all the officers for the following year.
Physically this is a more practical method. The weakness of the method is that now all
the details, about how and why the various officers were chosen, are usually concealed from
the common people. So the common people would cease to know what is going on. The
common people would just have to have faith in their new leader – and often that faith could
be misplaced. This method tends to elect a leader who is a good public speaker. But this
doesn’t mean that the leader will be unbiased in how the various officers are chosen.
Normally leaders just tend to choose their mates and supporters for the best and most
important offices.
The method then I wish to recommend is really a combination of these two methods. The
principle feature of this method is that every person in the village will choose a representative
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to represent them. And all these representatives will meet at least weekly for the all-important
weekly meetings and here the representatives will choose all the various officers.
If each such representative person represents between 30 and 40 people then there
would need to be about 40 representatives per village. And 40 representatives is a sensible
number of people to attend all the village weekly meetings.
The first firm point I will make is that these representatives cannot be amateurs. These
positions must be paid full-time jobs. If this is the case, then we can insist that each
representative must attend all village meetings (just very occasionally they could nominate a
substitute). We can then also expect that each representative will have sufficient time to study
the qualifications and experience of all applicants for the various offices. So these
representatives should be capable of judging fairly - and so the best applicants should be
chosen. And finally how each representative voted can be recorded for every decision. So all
the village people can later check which representative voted for which officer. {I would hope
in fact that all village people could still attend the weekly meeting in the background. But
naturally here these people couldn’t speak or vote - unless requested.} Clearly a
representative cannot be an officer because there would be a clash of interest. So a
representative must resign before they can stand for the position of an officer themselves.
These rules should help eliminate the most common causes of corruption (or collusion) we
see in the current world.
The village people should choose a person to represent them whom they personally
know and trust. But of course there must be at least 30 other people who also want to have
this representative. So this situation must pose a limitation on people’s choice. Also a person
can’t choose a representative who already has 40 people to represent. But this should not be a
problem because this representative is bound to know other representatives who feel the same
way as they do. So this representative will be able to tell any people without a representative
what to do. {Normally a person would first go to the closest representative first – and there
should usually be at least one representative in every street.} In general this system still gives
people far more choice, as to who shall represent them, than our current political system does.
A further duty of the various representatives would be to inform the people, whom
they represent, what is going on – and to answer any questions they have. But people can’t
demand too much time of their representative - otherwise their representative might tell them
to go and find a new representative. Over time, I think this total system should mean that most
people would be represented by personal friends, whom they really knew and trusted. And
this situation would give all the villagers a lot of confidence that the best officers were being
chosen.
Clearly there must be an officer that keeps a file of all the representatives in the
village and all the people they represent. I call this officer the membership officer. And this
file must be open to everyone in the village to inspect. This would be a very open system.
If you now look back to all the problems I said were associated with methods A and
B, you will find that this method has none of these problems. So this method is fairly sound.
The cost of this method is that the community village must support the 40 representatives who
do all this officer-selection work. But this is not a high cost – thus these representatives would
number less than 5% of the total work-force. I think it is essential that any community spends
a sensible amount of time and effort in making sure that its community chooses the best
officers.
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In the system I have so far outlined, each village community is doing all this officer selection
work itself. And this is the best thing to do. But there should be people in the upper echelons
of government who should be watching how all these villages are governing themselves.
I think the higher governments should provide at least one special officer to each
village. And this “supernal officer” would be present at all the village meetings. And this
officer would speak out, if the officer thought that the villagers were doing something wrong.
Also this officer could provide information so that their village could compare themselves
with the way other villages are performing. So this supernal officer would also help to make
sure that the village was well governed.
6.

Visibility, Recognition and Remuneration

During a war period, all active people normally wear a uniform. And this situation is
extremely useful because observers can see - who is involved, what their task is and how
important they are. I think this general idea could be beneficially applied to an emergency
period as well.
Now in an emergency period everyone will be involved in this very new situation.
And, like war, it will be very useful to know precisely what everyone does. But it would be
too expensive to give everyone several sets of uniforms. However we can get the same effect
by simply giving everyone a good identification card, which must be worn whenever the
person is in a public area. This card should contain the following essential information.
1)
The person’s name,
2)
The person’s address – an important item is also the village name,
3)
The person’s employment details – in particular if they are an officer or a
representative,
4)
The person’s qualifications and abilities,
5)
The person’s membership level – I will talk about this topic later.
Wearing these cards will mean that everyone will know precisely who everyone else is
and also their position in the village community. This information will make life much easier.
So, for example, when a person goes into the village shop then the shop-keeper will quickly
know who the purchaser is. So they will be able to enter their purchases under their correct
account immediately.
People don’t like wearing identification cards because it is not so easy to cheat. But
then, during a period of emergency, it becomes very important that people cannot cheat. And
cards will help to stop a lot of cheating. So these cards must be worn. The cards should be
largish and be worn in a prominent position so that all the details can be read easily.
These cards will show whether a person is an officer or a representative. But because
it is so important for people to be able to recognise these leaders perhaps such people need to
be issued with badges as well. The membership officer is the natural officer to be in charge of
these matters. I will show later that this membership officer will be one of the most important
officers in the village.
In the current world, the size of a person’s income is exceedingly important. And people’s
incomes vary enormously. But the simple fact of life is that mostly the real needs of all people
are roughly the same. Thus, during an emergency period, we want people’s incomes to be
much more equal because we only want a person’s income to be just sufficient to cover what
they really need. So people’s incomes must be much more equal. Also we specifically want
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the leaders of our community to set a good example to the rest of the people. Thus our
officers, representatives and supervisors must receive the same income as all other normal
people – so this means no one should expect too much. So this is my major task in this section
– to set out such a practical, egalitarian, but just, remuneration system.
But, I know what you are thinking – if everyone receives the same income then there
will be no incentive for people to work hard. But this is not really true. The majority of people
work, or help people, simply for the recognition that the work they are doing is helping their
community and their friends. And, if people receive this recognition and are given an
adequate income, then they will mostly do a reasonable job. In this proposed system people
will most definitely receive their just recognition because everyone will be able to see
precisely what is going on - who the leaders are and who is doing the work. And this will all
be written down for public inspection. So in this system people will tend to receive just
recognition as their incentive to do a good job - rather than simply money. So the system
should work on this basis.
During this emergency period, people will not need a great deal of remuneration because a lot
of items will be provided free. Thus accommodation, medical facilities, education and public
transport to work will all be provided free. And there will be no taxation. Also the essential
food and other items that people need to live on will be provided reasonably cheaply at the
village shop. My suggestion is therefore the following - all normal adult healthy people will
be paid at a rate of $10 per hour. And this rate applies to all officers, representatives and
supervisors as well.
In the current world a lot of people are working harder and longer than is necessary – often to
buy goods that they don’t really need. I want to avoid this situation. Also I think it is much
better for a community if the total work-load is equally divided between everyone. So I will
put limits on the amount of work people can do. My proposal is that - all people must only
average 30 hours per week over the full year. So a normal healthy person could have an
approximate income of $300 per week.
We must also follow normal practise and everyone fill in a weekly time-sheet
specifying the precise hours they worked that week. And, as normal, the person’s supervisor
must check and sign this sheet. These sheets will naturally form the basis for everyone’s
weekly pay (in fact they could simply be taken to the bank). And all officers, representatives
and supervisors would have to fill in their time-sheets as well. All supervisors would naturally
be checked by the officer of their department. As regards representatives then the village
representative could act as their supervisor to check their time sheets. And the “supernal
officer” can act as supervisor in checking the village officers themselves. Also all these sheets
must be kept for public inspection so that all people can check that absolutely no one is
cheating on the times they claim. My knowledge of life is that supervisors try to cheat - just as
much as everyone else tries to cheat.
But, to make sure people aren’t also blatantly slacking, when they are supposed to be
working, I want to add two more conditions. These are:
1)
People must work with the expectation that the public can see what they are doing. I
know sometimes people will work in private homes. But, if this is the case, people can simply
leave the door open to allow other people to come in.
2)
While working, people must wear an easily seen symbol to show they are supposed to
be working. For example this symbol might be a small red head-band.
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People then could only fill in their time-sheets for the time when these two conditions
apply. So everyone can see what people are doing when they are supposed to be working. I
think this situation would be sufficient to make sure most people were working when they
were supposed to be working.
In the current world, there is a huge gulf between those people who are employed and those
people who are not employed. Now in my system I have tried to make sure that most people
do some work. However there will still be many people who are not capable of working in the
usual manner - e.g. they might be too young, too old, invalids or busy looking after their own
young children. But even here I think it is still best if these people still regard themselves to
be working - in any slight manner that is beneficial to the community.
So children at school can regard themselves to be working – because in one sense they
certainly are. And mothers who are looking after their young children are also certainly
working in another manner. Also old people or invalids can sit outside some of the day and
check that everyone else is doing the right thing. Thus they can check that drivers are being
careful about young children. Or children are not pinching other people’s flowers or fruit.
And also they can check that people are working when they are supposed to be working. This
activity is still useful to the community.
And then these people can fill out a time sheet in the same way that a normal working
person does. And similarly these people must have supervisors who check their time-sheets.
But these people’s rates of pay should probably be less - e.g. perhaps $7.50 an hour for a
maximum of 20 hours a week. So these people would then only have an income of $150 per
week. But I think it is far better for the health of the community that welfare be paid for these
beneficial actions rather than simply via pensions or child endowment payments. It is good
for everyone to feel that they are helping the community in some manner, in return for the
financial support they receive.
Then the big question is of course will this remuneration system work and will everyone be
able to buy the things they need to live? As regards essentials it certainly should work
because Australia has everything it needs to support itself and everyone would have enough
money to buy these essentials. But as regards the non-essentials the situation should be a little
uncertain. People will still be able to use private cars, buy fancy clothes and alcoholic
beverages. But because these items are non-essential they should bear a high special tax. So
they will be expensive and most people would not be able to use or buy these items as much
as they do now. People shouldn’t be simply able to have everything they want. It is not good
for them. But in this system most people should still be able to afford to have a small amount
of luxury. And finally this special tax can be adjusted suitably to limit the demand. So, by
adjusting either the rates of pay or the special tax, the system can be adjusted to make it work.
(The special tax could be at two levels – a low rate for non-essential items, and a much higher
rate for real luxury items.) There should be no problem.
7.

The Law and Problem People

In the current world, the police centres tend to be situated in the municipal areas and the law
courts tend to be situated in the various regional centres. So these functions can be left exactly
as they are.
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But now the major employers of all people will be the various village communities
themselves. Now in the capitalist system, when an employee does something wrong, then the
employee is usually given the sack. This is their punishment. But if the employer is the
village community itself then it will not be so easy to give a person the sack - because then
there may not be anywhere else where this person can go to get further employment. So this is
the problem that this section is all about.
But surprisingly, each village centre has the capacity to solve this punishment problem in a
far better way than any of our current capitalist methods can – i.e. the sack, a fine or
imprisonment.
In case you haven’t noticed the fact – our village communities will be rather boring in
a way. Our communities allow their people to live a healthy lifestyle with adequate food,
accommodation and a sensible amount of employment. But this lifestyle will not be wildly
exciting. All the exciting features of life will lie outside the village areas – i.e. the beaches,
the surf, the national parks, the cinemas, entertainment centres and all the big shops. So, if
you live in a village, the village can punish a person for a while by simply rescinding a
person’s right to leave their village. And this is easy to do because all people, outside their
homes, must wear an identification card. So all the village needs to do is to change this card
to indicate this person no longer has the right to leave the village. And then the person must
stay in the village for the given penalty time. And just in the village they can live and work as
normal. But their options for exciting amusements will be heavily limited.
However such a system could be giving too much power to the village community. In
Australia all people have the right to seek employment where they like. And this situation
should continue. So if a village wishes to punish a person by rescinding their external
citizenship for a while, then the person should first have the right to go and live elsewhere. So
we must accept this right. But if the person can’t move elsewhere because no other village
will accept them (or the person doesn’t wish to move), then the rescinding of external
citizenship will be a remarkably easy and effective form of punishment. And the punishment
need not be extreme – thus the limitation might only apply for a few weeks.
So now we come to the question of how such a system can be implemented. And we want our
method to be clearly fair and just and our method to be seen and understood by everyone in
the village.
The first question should naturally be – who should be in charge of the operation? And
the answer to this question is clearly – the membership officer. This is because all possible
penalties are associated with a change or a limitation of citizenship rights.
I think the general procedure then should be the following. If any person has a
complaint (or they suspect wrong-doing by a village person), then they write the details down
and give this document to the membership officer. The membership officer files this
document both under the accused and the accuser’s names. To these same files, all
supervisors will add their regular assessments of the person’s work contribution. Then, if the
membership officer feels that an offence needs investigating, the officer will take the whole
matter to the weekly representatives meeting. And at this meeting, all the associated people
must also be present. Here, having heard the full case, the representatives can make their
decision.
If such a system is to work then, not only must the wrong doer be punished in some
manner, but, the people who gave the initial evidence and brought the case to the meeting,
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must be applauded and given their just recognition for their good work. It is essential that a
villages justice system should work and the good people, who help the system work, must be
recognised for the work they have done. So perhaps an old person, who has been watching
what goes on in his street, might feel they have earned their income in some slight manner.
This village system of justice is a system that relies on the community people to do all
the work rather than a special police force. To help in this process, all the citizens of the
village can also be provided with whistles. And then, when anyone blows a whistle, this
would be a call to everyone around to join together and apprehend any person that was doing
something wrong. So the village itself would really look after its own law enforcement. And
everyone in this village could see with their own eyes whether justice was being done..
So now we have a good open system and this system will effectively curb the bad activities of
the problem people in the village. But unfortunately this system doesn’t stop problem people
from other villages entering this village and causing problems. And as you know in Australia,
as in most nations, everyone is allowed to go wherever they like.
If we want to ensure all villages are genuinely safe, then we must rescind this right. I
think the way we currently allow gangs of wild-looking bikies to descend on small villages,
as they like, is a stupid right. And it is now very easy to stop this practise because the village
areas are clear and if people don’t have the village membership, then they can’t automatically
go there.
But of course we still wish to allow people’s friends and relations to visit them in the
villages. This activity can be organised very easily. Thus suppose a person has a friend who
wants to visit them. Then the person would first meet the visitor when they get off the bus at
the village centre. Then they would both go to the membership office and a duplicate copy of
the village person’s identity card would be attached to their visitor’s identity card. Then these
two cards would tell the village people that the honesty of the visitor is guaranteed by their
friend. And then the visitor could wander around the village just as they like.
This system means that there would now be very little opportunity for crime. And with this
system it would be very easy to control the supply of drugs because anyone, who was found
to be connected with such activities, would quickly have their travelling rights rescinded. And
also any addicts would be confined to the village and there they would have no access to
drugs at all. So our villages would be very safe healthy areas – and this is found to be true of
all real villages the world over. But such villages might not be very exciting.
8.

Returning Back to Normal Life

I said at the beginning of this tract that, at the end of the emergency period, all assets would
be returned completely to their previous owners. But this does not mean that those assets will
now have the same financial value. This would be impossible because circumstances may
have changed. Thus the value of people’s cars might have dropped because, with a good
public transport system, people might need fewer cars. And so the price would drop. So
people would receive their old assets – but their value might not be the same.
But in the case of houses with mortgages there is a calculation problem. The owners
can only receive the proportion of the house they owned when the period started. And the rest
must belong to the various banks and their investors. And these proportions must be worked
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out in detail. And with large industrial concerns there is even more calculation that must be
done.
And finally we cannot allow any person to be in debt. It is not legal for anyone to own
part of another person. So anyone, who holds money that implies another person is in debt,
must say farewell to that money.
During this emergency period, most people would have changed their job. But some people in
the essential services might still be holding the same job. And these people would now have
an advantage over the other people who had to change their job. This is because it is always
easier to continue doing the same job and also a person remaining in the same job
accumulates more seniority and superannuation. I believe that it would be healthier and just if
everyone had to change their jobs during the emergency period. So everyone should be forced
to change their job in some way. A change of jobs is good for all of us. And this makes the
new situation just for everyone.
If you think about these two problems carefully then you should realise that the emergency
period should probably last for at least two years. This is because it will take people this
amount of time to adjust to the new situation and to prepare to return to life as normal. And if
the purpose is also to adjust to climate change as well then the period might be three or four
years.
In the case of climate change adjustment there is also a further calculation that must be
made. During the emergency period, most houses would have had the four features mentioned
in section 5 added to them so that they can easily cope by just using solar energy. But these
new features initially must belong to the people who did the work - rather than the owners of
the houses. And a similar situation applies to the land improvement done on the associated
agricultural land. Also, at the end of the emergency period, some people might have a
significant bank balance accumulated during the emergency period. So the correct thing to do
is to say that all these new assets belong to the people of the village in proportion to the size
of their final village bank balance. Of course this situation will quickly be transferred into a
new financial position and so the house-owners will soon buy their new additions from the
village people who now own them. But nevertheless this process will require some very
careful calculation.
Before we return to the old capitalistic system, we should also check that everyone can cope
with the return - and in particular that everyone can get another job. This won’t be easy - as
was found at the end of the Second World War. What happened then was that the rich were
taxed much more highly both in terms of income tax and death duties. And these taxes meant
that the poorer people, returning from war, could cope and eventually find a job. But it took
time. Adjusting to a new system is never very easy.
I think we should consider having to do a similar thing. Over the past few decades the
position of young people wishing to buy a house and start a family has become steadily
worse. This is because a many older people have become much richer and they have bought
up all the convenient land and houses in our cities. So young people can no longer afford
accommodation in the city. But this situation would be rapidly rectified if all people had to
pay tax on all assets that are more than the average person holds. If people had to pay a tax of
2% per year on all assets above the average, then people could still earn an income on their
extra assets– but nothing like as much. So many of the rich would be forced to sell their large
houses, and then the price of houses would drop. Then the young poorer people could once
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again afford to buy more dense accommodation in the cities (e.g. the terrace houses or the
flats that always abound in the older cities).
This is a very complex question and I don’t wish to argue about the situation too
closely. All I wish to say here is that, before we return to the old capitalistic system, the new
situation must be thoroughly and hotly debated by everyone. This is an enormously important
question. And we also have to bear in mind that, when we return to the capitalist system, most
of the media will again be owned and controlled by the rich. And hence the argument will be
heavily biased in favour of the rich. So we must settle this difficult question while the rich
still don’t have their customary power.
9.

Conclusion – a very different type of alternative

These days no one lives in old-fashioned villages like I am suggesting in these pages as a
temporary measure. The world has moved on from such things. Instead we now all live in one
huge global village where:
• We can contact anyone we like in a few seconds using our mobile phones,
• We can go on yearly holidays to international resorts in the most exciting of places,
• We can buy wonderful foods and goods at our local mall imported from all over the
world,
• We can find any fact we want about anywhere in a couple of minutes on the Internet.
But one of the nasty aspects of this global village of ours, and one which we always try to
avoid thinking about, is this – is it safe? And, in one sense, it certainly isn’t. This is because,
if we are now dependent on the rest of the world for our food, goods and employment, then, if
the global system breaks down, then the whole world will go down the gurgler in one fell
swoop. And, in the first section of this work, I described how our global system could easily
fail.
Now, if the global system should fail, then the sensible thing to do, as a temporary
measure, is to choose a different system that puts safety as its number one priority. And
simple old me believes that the safest system is a system where we can see and understand
everything that goes on. And in small villages everyone can see and understand everything
that does go on. And furthermore in my villages:
• Every suburban village is allotted their own agricultural land in the country. So the
village itself assures its own people of their own food supply.
• The suburban village itself gives employment to everyone in its village area.
• The suburban village runs itself and chooses all its own officials.
So each village has the complete capacity to be completely safe.
But I don’t want to hide from the disadvantages of this community village-based
system. Thus:
• Most people in the village will have to walk to the village centre (about 300 meters) at
least once a day.
• A lot of people, who are not used to it, might have to do some physical work. And this
work might be away in the village’s agricultural land.
• Everyone would tend to know what everyone else was doing. So we have to say
farewell to some of our privacy.
• If we indulge in some minor misdemeanours, we might be punished by having to stay
at home in our boring old village for a week or so.
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And the most important final point is that the village might not run itself very well.
And even worse still, because every choice and decision that people make is recorded,
then the precise reason why the community was being badly run can be found out.
Thus, suppose a corrupt official caused the problem. Then the representatives who
voted for this official will be known and the people who chose these representatives
themselves will also be known. So we might find out it was we ourselves who caused
the problem. This would be most embarrassing. We don’t want these sorts of facts to
get out. So everyone might have to be more careful about who they choose to
represent them and how they vote.

So there will be advantages and disadvantages in this temporary community system I am
proposing. But the point I wish to make now is that this temporary system will be very
different from the global capitalist system we are living in at the moment. Thus our current
system is built on the concepts of – economic growth, consumerism, globalism, capitalism
and the individual search for wealth. But this temporary system is based on the concepts of –
equality, safety, health, local-community and a relaxed manner of living. So this temporary
system will be very different from the current way we live.
Now I am not saying which is the best system. {I have devoted my life to thinking
about how we should live. So I have written two very complex books about how we ought to
live. But no one will read these books. I don’t think that either our capitalist system or this
temporary system is an adequate way of living. But people are too busy generating economic
growth at the moment to have any time left to think about sensible ways of living.}
However, during this temporary emergency period, people will have plenty of time to
think about how they ought to live. And they will have two very different ways of living to
choose from i.e. the capitalist system or this temporary system. So, with a bit of luck, at the
end of the emergency period people might choose a new political system and this new system
might have the best features of both these systems.
But choosing a better political system is a very hard problem indeed – I have worked
out new systems - so I know. The easiest thing to do would be for everyone to simply revert
to the old capitalistic system once more. But at least then everyone will know that, if ever the
capitalistic system got too bad, then they can revert to this simple temporary community
system once again. And from this position people can repeat the cycle. A system that swaps
between capitalism and community-based democratic communism could be a surprisingly
good system.
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APPENDIX B

MEASURES of a “GOOD SOCIETY”

It is terribly hard to define what is a good society. We are all very certain that we could
recognise what is good society and what is a bad society. But to actually define what is a good
society is a different matter altogether.
However most of us would agree that “equality”, “freedom”, “democracy” and
“variety” are the qualities, which a society should support. So, if we can measure these
qualities, then this will help us in our search for what could be regarded as a good society. So
this is the main purpose of this appendix.
But before doing this, we should first remember the 3 main criteria that we currently
use to estimate how good a society is. (By a “society” I mean – either: a community, a
municipality, a state or a nation.)
Before we start, you my reader are probably thinking – “why should we bother to consider
these various measures of a good society, when we are in doubt about their relative
importance?” This is an important question.
As I discussed carefully in chapter 8, we all have a tendency to only think about our
current problems and then to forget about our distant future problems. And, because of this,
our future situation can gradually get worse (as described in chapter 8). But some of these
measures are very good indicators of how gradually our future is getting worse. So this is why
it is so import to keep measuring them. Thus “equality”, “freedom”, “democracy” and
“variety” are terribly important qualities of for human life. These measures will quietly
remind us, if these features are getting worse.
The measures I give here do not always measure some of the most important features of life.
Thus I believe the quality of life, which we enjoy in Australia, is largely due to the culture we
have inherited. Thus in our culture we respect: “honestly”, “doing a good job”, “equality” and
“giving people a fair go”. We do not automatically respect: either “wealth” or “the current
people in power”. This culture of ours is terribly important in maintaining a good society.
Other societies do not have this same culture and they suffer from the consequences. But
culture cannot be measured in any sensible form. So this is why “culture” is not discussed
here. “Happiness” is also feature, which we all want. But again this is a quality that is hard to
measure.
Also I do not mention “life expectancy” as one of my measures of a society (although
it is an important measure). In the measures I have included here, I am thinking more about
the political form of a society. So the measures given here are those that can all be directly
changed by introducing new laws to the society (particularly with respect to the tax laws).
And “life expectancy” cannot be easily changed in this manner (this measure is closely allied
to “culture”). So I do not include the measure. For a similar reason, I do not include “sporting
achievements” as one of my measures.
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1)

Current Measures

I think there are three measures by which we currently judge whether a society is good or bad.
They are:
1)
Economic Growth
Economic growth, of course, is the main criteria people use to consider if a society doing well
or not. And if a nation is enjoying “economic growth”, then we can clearly visualise that this
nation will be a vibrant place to live in - with plenty of opportunities for people to gain
employment. So economic growth is definitely a good thing. (Economic growth can be
effectively measured in terms of a nation’s GDP.)
The major reason for economic growth is that it gives employment to most people (as
I discussed in chapter 8). Whether this employment is useful to the nation or not is a question
that is not asked. Often this employment is not. In our capitalist society, free-enterprise
companies provide the employment, which gives us economic growth. And the rich people of
the world mostly own these companies. So these rich people will largely decide what this
economic growth is used for. So often this economic growth is just used to allow the rich
people to become richer. Thus often this economic growth may not be used for the common
good.
Thus at the moment our nation needs people to build the infrastructure, which will
give us a sustainable, green energy future. But at the moment there are no people available to
do this work. The rich people of our nation are directing these people to do what they want
them to do. So economic growth is not being used for what it ought to be used. So we all need
to think more careful about capitalism and how we can use our economic growth.
Another important feature about our current economic growth is that it is not actually
sustainable. As time progresses, the world will run short of the resources which our current
economic growth uses. And our people don’t actually need many of the items our economic
growth produces. So sometime, we will all have answer the question - what should we really
be doing with all this wonderful economic growth we have.
So whether economic growth is good or bad really just depends on what it is used for.
2)
Wealth
Wealth is a feature we tend to associate with individuals rather than with nations. And with
individuals, wealth is often used as the most important measure of a person’s success. But the
total wealth of a nation is similarly very important and it can be measured.
The current success our country is enjoying is not due to the hard work we
Australian’s are engaged in - but rather to the natural mineral wealth our country enjoys. So
we are exporting this natural wealth at a great speed. And this activity is giving us both
employment and a good income. And we have always had a large amount of land, which we
have used to produce and export agricultural goods. And historically this has given us a good
income. So this wealth of resources has been very useful to us. Other nations clearly envy this
wealth of resources we posses. So wealth is terribly important measure.
The wealth of a nation in terms of its infrastructure is also important. A nation cannot
operate effectively without good systems for: transportation, energy, water, defence,
education, medical and governmental facilities. So the wealth of a nation’s infrastructure is
also an important measure. The wealth of these governmental facilities can be and ought to be
measured. And then the value of these facilities can be compared over time. But usually this
process is not carried out because then the government can be sell of these facilities without
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the electorate noticing too much. I will discuss this problem later in my section in equality
measures.
Thus the total wealth of a nation is a relatively simple important measure.
3)
Foot-Prints
A footprint is an important measure, which the world is now beginning to recognise. This
criteria measures the amount of land we need in hectares to support an individual’s lifestyle.
The world average footprint is 2.3 ha and the Australian average footprint is about 10 ha.
Australia competes with the U.S. to have the worst footprints in the world. In my “Green
Living” book, the people’s footprint of my community is only 0.2 ha. With a low footprint,
people use less of our world’s resources. So wildlife can then flourish in the rest of the world,
which humans are not using. So this criteria is a measure how “green” a person is.
It is unfortunately very hard to measure an individual person’s footprint, because
people use so many different products. And we are not currently informed about how much of
the world’s resources are used in the manufacture of these products. Eventually these facts
must be given to the general public and then we could work out our individual footprints. But
at present these crucial facts are ignored. However sometime the world must take these
matters a lot more seriously.
If humans are ever to go out into space, then we must learn how to live with a much
smaller footprint. After all, there aren’t too many resources out in space. Developing smaller
footprints is essential for the future life of all mankind.
So a person’s footprint is a very important measure to bear in mind.
If you study these measures carefully, then you will realise that these three measures are very
limited.
Thus whether economic growth is good or bad depends on what this economic growth
is used for. In a capitalistic world, economic growth is used to provide employment to all
people. But in a more socialist world, all the work that needs to be done could be fairly
divided between all the people who need the work. So such a society would not always have
to strive to get economic growth. So economic growth would no longer need to be an
essential feature of life. So then economic growth would not be used as a measure of this
society’s success. So in the long term, economic growth is a dubious measure.
Unfortunately the “ high wealth” measure and the “low footprint” measure are quite
opposed to each other. Thus wealthy nations have large footprints. And similarly within
nations, wealthy people also tend to have large footprints. So the two measures contradict
each other. I could explain why this must be the case. But such an explanation would involve
considering the logic and the meaning of the ownership of land and its resources. And this is a
subject that cannot be discussed. So I won’t try. But these two measures are in opposition.
So hopefully you my reader can now see we do need to consider other measurers to guide us
in judging what should be regarded as a good or bad society. This is what I will be doing in
the following sections.
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2)

Equality Measures

As opposed to the three previous measures, a reasonable degree of equality between all
people benefits a nation enormously. This benefit has been explained in chapter 8 in detail
(page 78). The purpose of this section is rather to examine the means by which this equality
can be measured.
I will deal with this subject in terms of the following four headings.
a)

Equality of Opportunity

We, in Australia, image we are reasonably good in giving all our citizens equal opportunities
to progress. And so we are in comparison to many other countries. But this is not the case in
my simple measurable terms.
The fact of life is that people with secure employment have a huge advantage over
those people who do not have such employment. I have already outlined this problem in my
section on “Staying in the Same Job” (page 83). So I will say no more on this subject here.
My solution to this huge fundamental problem is that all people should be forced to
change their jobs completely every five years. Then all people would be in the same position
to compete occasionally to get a new job. And so everyone would be treated equally. This
situation should not apply to small businesses because such activities are always subject to
high competition in any case. But this limitation should apply to all other jobs. This is the
simplest way to give all people a reasonably equal opportunity to progress in this world. (And
this rule basically applies in all the forms of society, which I have designed.) And I think this
rule would be healthy for every one. We all need a break to think about different problems
every five years and see how other people live. And this is what I have done myself – but I
can’t actually say that these changes always occurred of my own volition. But these changes
have always been good for me. And I think this change would be good for everyone. But I
can’t see this idea being accepted in the current world.
But in the present world, “Equality of Opportunity” is almost impossible to measure.
So I will say no more on the subject.
b)

“Income Equality”

This measure is usually regarded as the most important measure of equality. But there are
problems about how the various incomes should be measured.
The easiest way of measuring the incomes of people is to use their yearly tax returns.
But the incomes, we really want to know about, are the incomes, which people can use to
support their standard of living. So then this comparison would be a comparison of the
effective income of different people. And this is the comparison most people want to know
about. (Though I admit this comparison would be meaningless for me. Thus I consider that I
have a perfectly high standard of living, and I obtain this standard of living on a remarkably
low income. But then I am a climber – and all climbers are a bit weird about how they are
prepared to live.) I will call this form of income the “Effective Income”.
To obtain the “effective income” from the “taxable income” the following adjustments
need to be considered: the number of people the income must support, the various taxes on
this income, whether the recipients of the income must rent their home, and the possible
pensions this income must pay for (or are being received). So the calculation of this relevant
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income is difficult and hence the measure is always open to doubt. Probably both forms of
incomes need to be compared.
A realistic comparison graph of the “effective incomes” is now shown below.

This graph starts with the lowest incomes and then moves along, in percentage points,
up to the highest incomes. Of course I don’t know what these “effective incomes” are. This
graph is just my best guess of what currently happens in Australia.
The first part of this graph is flat. This is because the lowest-income people are all
receiving the various government pensions (age, disability, unemployment etc). And these
pensions all roughly have the same value (i.e. the minimum safety net). Then the graph
gradually increases corresponding to the higher incomes. Finally some incomes become so
large that I have had to use a different scale to fit the incomes on the graph.
This graph as a whole shows the general picture and it can be compared with different
time-periods to see how the situation is gradually changing. However we would also like to
have just one figure, which summarises the general nature as to how equal (or unequal) these
incomes are.
A simple method is to note the value at the middle of the graph, which I will call a
“normal income”. On this graph this about $30,000. Then we can work out a “pro-rata
income” which is “total amount of income received in the nation” divided by “total number of
people in the nation”. On this graph, this is about $50,000. Then a comparison of these two
figures tells us how much more money a normal person would receive, if the total income of
the country was shared equally between the population. So this is a simple measure of the
disparity.
A better method is to divide the total income in half between the rich and the poor
people. Then the percentage of rich people, who receive half the total income, is good general
measure of the income disparity. This percentage is found by finding a “dividing line” which
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equalises the income areas on either side of the line. (Except that the income in the rescaled
area must be readjusted to its correct value). So this figure summarises the equality situation. I
call this figure the “% rich have half-total-income”. On this graph this figure is about 18%.
And so the figure can be compared with other time periods easily. (This “half-” term is
analogous to the “half-life” term used in exponential decay. However this analogy would
have looked better, if my graph had started with the rich incomes first.)
So this is a good measure of the income disparity.
3)

Wealth Equality

In chapter 8, I explained in detail how there is a huge tendency for the wealth of a nation to
gradually accumulate into the hands of a very wealthy minority. So a figure (or a graph),
which demonstrates clearly how this wealth is distributed between the people of the nation, is
enormously important. There are also three important reasons to prefer this wealth measure as
the primary measure of equality, in preference to the income measure (although both are
important). These reasons are:
a)
The wealth of all people can be defined quite accurately. I described how this can be
done easily in my section on “The Rich will be prevented from getting Richer” on page 46
and 47. And all people can actually see all this significant wealth in terms of the land,
buildings, vehicles and implements we see all around us. And we can check the ownership of
these assets in the public records (which I also talked about on page 46). And we can all make
a quick estimate on its value. So it should be quite hard then to cheat on how much of our
assets our wealthy people actually own.
b)
Wealth is a more stable measure than income. Thus it usually takes a long time to
accumulate or to lose wealth i.e. many years. But a person’s income can easily change over a
week. So any measurement of this various ownership will remain relevant for a longer period
of time
c)
Wealth also equates with ownership and control. Thus the wealthy people of our
nation tend to own and run the big companies and firms, which give employment to those of
us who are not so wealthy. So we, the not-so-wealthy people, tend to be dependent on the
wealthy people for our incomes. So the wealthy people are the people in control. And if
several of these wealthy people act together and form a clique, then we the poorer people are
at their mercy. So it is definitely better for the safety of our incomes that the wealth of our
nation should be reasonably evenly divided between all people. So it is essential that a nation
should keep a close eye on how this wealth is divided.
On the following page then there is a graph of how I imagine the wealth of Australia is
divided between all her people.
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This graph has the same form as my “effective income” graph. And so the “normal wealth”,
the “pro-rata wealth” and the “% rich have half-total-wealth” have the same meanings as in
the previous graph. On this graph, the “normal wealth” is about $70,000; the “pro-rata
wealth” is about $400,000; and the “% rich have half-total-wealth” is about 8%.
You will see that this graph is now a lot more extreme than “expected income” graph.
So now there is a large section of our population who have very few assets in comparison to
the “pro-rata wealth” figure. A “ normal person” now is only just starting to gain assets. But
this is true to life. Many people do not own their homes and all such people will have assets
whose value will be small in comparison to the value of a home. This graph must reflect this
situation. And this situation is getting worse. And the “% rich have half-total wealth” is very
small percentage. I do not know the correct figures of course. But we all ought to be able to
see this graph.
Below this graph I include the “pro-rata value of national assets” per person. A significant
amount of the wealth of a nation is in terms of the government infrastructure i.e. the total
value of our roads, train system, communications, health facilities, educational facilities,
governmental buildings, defence facilities, etc. So it is convenient to express this wealth per
person below, so that it can be compared with the individual wealth above. In this graph I put
this at value $100,000 per person.
And finally all people should be able to see the value of our country that is owned by
overseas interests on the same pro-rata basis. In this graph I put this value at $50,000 per
person.
It is enormously important to know how we have been increasing or decreasing the
value of either our government infrastructure or the overseas ownership in Australia.
In a democracy it is essential that all people have a clear understanding of what is happening
in general terms to wealth and ownership of our nation’s assets. And at present this basic
information is not readily available in a simple understandable form. Also often these total
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figures are given in terms of billion or trillions of dollars. But no normal person can
understand the significance of such figures. Such figures need to be brought down to an
individual pro-rata value before the figures can be understood.
But, because this graph is so important, the rich clique, who tends to run our country,
avoid this essential information coming to light.
4)

The Inequality between the Young and Old

This is an important inequality that is getting worse. But unfortunately the situation is so
complex that it is very hard to give a general measure. I have spent quite a long time thinking
about the problem. But there are too many different effects that alter the situation, and it is too
hard to avoid these effects changing the meaning of the measure. So I have had to give up –
the situation is simply too complex.
In both my “Society of Choice” and my “Green Living” books I recognised this
problem and I have given two different solutions. You can read my solutions I give there. It is
not very hard to work out a just solution. But to give a comprehensive measure of the current
situation is simply too difficult.
But there are two important measures that I have already mentioned. One is the length
of time it takes a normal young person to buy a normal home. This is quite good. I have
discussed this measure in my section on “Inequality between the Young and the Old” on page
73. And the other important item, which also needs to be measured, is the average debt a
young person needs to pay for their education. This subject was covered in my section on
“The Poor will be protected from getting Poorer” on page 47.
Both these measures seem to be getting worse.
All these four measures need to be born in mind. But by far the most definite and important of
these measures is the “Wealth Equality” measure.
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3)

Freedom Measures

“Freedom” is a wonderful subject we all like to dream about – but in practise freedom can be
very dangerous. Thus – should all people have the freedom to take drugs as they like? So
freedom is a difficult subject. Certainly there must be rules, which limit our freedom in what
we can do with other people. We accept the sensible rules that we can’t murder, rape or
interfere with other people without their consent. But, in previous ages, many civilisations
have accepted that people should be free to make slaves of their captives and their children.
We don’t accept this freedom now. But there is not much difference between a slave, and a
servant who is completely dependant on one employer for their employment. There is only a
very fine line between these two different conditions.
The freedom that particularly worries me is that rich people are free to buy up other
people’s land. And when this happens, the people whose land has been bought become
completely dependant on the new rich owners for their livelihoods. This is the fundamental
problem, which our capitalistic system refuses to acknowledge. But, unfortunately, the
ownership and sovereignty of land is always a terribly difficult problem under any political
system.
So how to limit the freedom of rich people, who gain dominance over other people, is
a horribly hard subject.
But there is one form of freedom, which no one should complain about. This is for all people
to have plenty of free spare time to do what they like with.
If we look at the animal kingdom, we see that usually the animals of the world have
plenty of spare time to do what they like. Thus birds of the air sing away to their hearts
content, while our land animals play, snooze or watch the world go by for a large part of the
day. And primitive societies usually also have plenty of spare free time as well. But our
current civilised societies often don’t have much spare free time at all.
But this lack of free time most certainly does not need to occur. Over the past century
our evolving science and technology has introduced many incredibly good new materials,
devices and efficient machines to the world. If we used all these new facilities sensibly, then
we could at least halve the amount of work we need to do, and so double our amount of spare
free time. But this not the way our capitalist economy works. We “believe” in economic
growth and this implies that our “ free spare time” must diminish (for the various reasons I
gave in chapter 8). And this loss of spare time is certainly what has happened through out the
world.
But, if a society bothers to study this matter carefully, then this lack of free spare time
need not occur at all. And then such a society can go forth and boast to the world as to how
much spare free time it gives all its citizens. And this is what I want the various societies I
have designed to be able to do. So naturally I want this free time to be measured and then
proclaimed to the world. And then perhaps the rest of the world could sit up and take notice.
(In my communities I make sure that the young people, who need to get work, can get this
work. So I institute a rule that says that, when an older person has all the assets they need to
look after their retirement, then this person can do no more work for money. Later, when this
old person’s expenses have reduced their assets sufficiently, then this person can start
working for money again. This simple rule means that young people without assets will
always be able to obtain work.)
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However, I have to admit, there is no point in proclaiming to the world as to how much free
time you have - if you happen to be starving at the same time. So let us first consider facilities
that all the citizens of this society should have before, before such a society proclaims how
much free spare time they have.
I think a society first needs to give all its citizens completely adequate: - food, water,
accommodation, energy, education, medical facilities, welfare, communications, transport,
standard manufactured goods, defence, law and good government. I think this is all a person
needs. And then the rest of a person’s time can be considered to be free. In my societies, all
these facilities can be given to its people, if all people work between 10 and 20 hour’s per
week (and these figure include travel time). So this would give all the citizens of such a
society a huge amount of spare time.
Now I know most people don’t want to sit down and twiddle their thumbs for the rest of the
week. But all people can sensibly use this spare time in the ways we normally do. These are:
a)
Resting, reading, walking, thinking, dreaming, watching the world go by. (My
dreaming is working out what I might like to do in the future.)
b)
Socialising in all its many ways;
c)
Promoting good health through exercise and sport (or helping others with sport);
d)
Following a person’s own particular interests e.g. performing, dancing, writing,
painting, collecting etc;
e)
Travel in all its many forms,
f)
Helping with the various emergency facilities of the society e.g. fire-fighting, beach
life-saving, first-aid corps, rescue services, etc.
g)
Helping with the defence of the society. Defence is similar to emergency. Thus no one
knows when these capabilities will need to be needed. And the people involved need similar
general physical abilities. For the safety of a society, it is best if as many people as possible
are associated with these activities. And being involved in these activities is healthy for
everyone as well.
h)
Helping with the society’s research. This is what I would really have liked to do
myself in my ample spare time. On several occasions, I have been hired to help with research.
Now I, like many people, enjoy doing research. But I would far rather have done research in
subjects I was really interested without being paid - than being paid to do work I wasn’t
interested in. And if a society encourages all people to use their spare time doing research,
then the people can choose to work on the subjects they are interested with the people they
like. This research is also likely to be associated with how the society might be able to cope
and expand in the future.
d)
Helping with any of the essential society activities I listed on the previous page. I
know this help can’t occur in the current world. But this help certainly could occur if the
government encourages such participation by people who do have the spare time.
So there many useful and enjoyable ways that all people can spend their ample free
time. I think this superb choice, which free spare time gives to all people, is what real
freedom should be all about.
People would do all these activities because they enjoy doing these jobs and they have the
spare time to do them. People wouldn’t be paid to do these jobs but they certainly should
receive recognition for the work they do. Thus the hours, which people would spend helping
with these jobs, should be recorded. And, when a particular job is successful, then the people
who also helped can be honoured in some manner. So recognition rather than money would
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now be the incentive to help with these jobs. And for most people recognition is very
important. A society, like I am suggesting, must take this subject of recognition very seriously
indeed because it is by this recognition that people will help in the jobs where they are most
needed.
This appendix is supposed to be about measuring these various attributes. So we now come to
the question of how we can measure all this wonderful, free, spare time, which we should
have.
Now there are 168 hours in a week. But we certainly cannot say that, after doing our
work hours, then the rest of the week is free. We all need to eat, sleep, rest and help with
family matters in the usual ways. I think the best thing to do is to say a normal person should
have about 40 hours during which they can work. This is slightly more than normal - but I
will I will partially include the normal travel time within these 40 hours.
So, if I say a person can normally work 40 hours per week, then, if I person only needs
to work 20 h/w, then this means each person has half their working week completely free to
other things. And, if I say a person only needs to work 10 h/w, then this means that ! of their
working week is completely free.
In my societies, on average I think a person only needs to work for 1/3 of a week. So
this means that a person has 2/3 of the working time completely free. So this is rather good.
Of course I am also a fanatically “green” person. So this means that I, myself, want to live
with the smallest possible comfortable “footprint”. And by my calculations this is 0.2 of a
hectare. (The world average is 2.3 hectares.) And of course the societies, which I design, will
have this same very low footprint. Now, if I combine this low footprint with my figure of 2/3
of working time completely free, then each hectare of my society’s land should be able to
support
5 x 2/3 free people to do any work per hectare
i.e.
between 3 and 4 free people per hectare.
So, if this huge amount of spare free time is spent improving any land the society
acquires, then this society can keep on expanding. To begin with, this society would just buy
more land. But such expansion would soon become limited. But then further expansion could
occur on desert wastelands close the oceans - because this society could afford to use PV
panels to create fresh water from salt water. Then later the society could farm the deep-sea
oceans, which at present don’t support almost any life at all. And then finally this society
could expand out into space. These possibilities are all described in my Green Living book.
So this society of mine would be capable of doing marvellous things with all its ample
free time.

126

4)

Democracy Measures

Democracy is enormously important. This is the means by which the people of a nation can
exert their control over how their country is run. And, if this system starts to fail, then a
country must eventually face a terrible future under the whims of a dictator. Also the control
of a country often falls into the hands of a wealthy elite together with their supporters.
Democracy enshrines the concept of equality and so, through appropriate taxes, it is still
possible to get rid of this wealthy elite. So it is very important that a country is still run
democratically and that we have some measures of how good this democracy is.
Now at the moment, most people think that either a country is either democratically
run - or it is not. So there cannot be a degree of democracy. And this idea is partially true. But
the idea is certainly not the full truth. So the situation is complex. Thus I think my discussion
on measuring a democracy is best left to the end of the section. Instead I will start the section
by talking about the important subject of democratic failure.
At the moment in the world, democracy on the whole is flourishing. Thus more and more
countries are now being run by democratic systems. So this is good. But, if we look back in
history, we can also see many very spectacular democratic failures.
The Greek states introduced the world to the very concept of democracy. But their
democracies all eventually failed. So these systems never lasted. And then Rome itself started
out as a democracy. But their system is also failed. The most spectacular and destructive
democracy failure in recent times occurred in Germany in the 1930’s. And this failure led to
the death of 60 million people over the world. So this failure was rather bad. And there have
been many other very destructive democracy failures in recent years. The democracy failure
that is worrying us most at the moment is that of Syria.
So I thought I should start this section with three specific reasons why democratic
system are likely to fail. And these three reasons can mostly be measured in some manner.
Then finally I will discuss the more difficult subject of measuring democratic control
and how this better democratic control can benefit the safety of a country in several ways.
The three common reasons for democratic failure are the following:
1)

Limited Franchise
The number of people, who are allowed to vote, often limits the effectiveness of a
democratic system. Thus in the past, the voters were often limited to just the landowners.
Another the limitation was that only males were allowed to vote. If such limitations exist then
the excluded class of people will be dissatisfied with the resulting government. And this
dissatisfaction will weaken the country.
In recent times, most of these franchise limitations have been eliminated. This is good.
At present, this problem mostly occurs when foreign workers enter a country. Such people
move into the country, settle down and then have children. But these people are not
recognised by the government, so they can’t vote and they don’t have citizenship rights. If
this practise is allowed to continue for too long, then it becomes a real problem. The US and
the EU countries are suffering from this problem badly at the moment.
I think the solution is obvious. I believe a country must know precisely who all its
citizens are - and this information must be readily available to all its citizens. And also all
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citizens should be able to obtain a full citizenship card easily. And then only genuine citizens
should be allowed to work and live in the country. So people could only obtain work and rent
accommodation when they show their citizenship card. But for some reason, some people
have a hatred of citizenship cards. And people like myself, who want a citizenship card,
simply cannot get one. I think the situation is ludicrous. A good citizenship card (with a
corresponding detailed file record controlled by a government agency) would make so many
tasks so much easier to deal with.
In general, the whole world is terribly careless about who should be a citizen of a
country and how this fact can be easily recognised by all the country’s people. And this
carelessness can be the cause of democratic breakdown (e.g. Fiji).
Finally it should be very easy to calculate the proportion of people who do have
citizenship and hence have voting rights. So this problem should be easily measured.
2)

The Power of the Media
For a democracy to work it is essential that its voters have a reasonable knowledge of
the state of the nation. But most people get their information by the media. And it is terribly
hard to say, if the media is giving a balanced picture of what is going on in a nation. The
media of a country can exert a large amount of power. And there is even a tendency for
politicians to cow down to the media.
I have spent a large amount of time on this media problem. In my Society of Choice
book, my chapter on the information system was possibly the hardest chapter in that book. It
is always very, very hard to decide whether any fact is true or not – let alone the facts
associated with political decisions.
In my Green Living book, I took a different approach. Here I just assumed that there
was no media at all. And then I simply forced all citizens to attend local meetings where they
would learn all the relevant facts. Then a system of representatives would convey all the
essential information between the levels of government and the voting population. So the
voting and information system could occur largely independent of any biased media. To a
capitalist person, such a system probably sounds highly dubious. But if you just read the
book, then you would find that the system is fairly reasonable. And this system is much easier
to understand than the information system of my larger work. But this is still a difficult
subject.
In the current world, all good democracies at least allow all people to say what they
like and when they like. And then a good democracy tries to make sure that there are a large
number of media outlets, and then all these outlets can support the different views of the
population.
So one measure of “a good media system” is - the number media outlets that people
can use to obtain their necessary political information. And fortunately the Internet now can
add to this number. I think that, unless a population are prepared to take this subject seriously
and so study this problem more carefully, then this is the best measure we can use.
We must always remember that, if too much of the media falls into the hands of a
group of rich and powerful people, then a democracy could fall. So an unchecked media
system can be a definite threat to the democratic process.
3)
The Power of the Armed Forces
A country’s armed forces hold all the effective weapons of the country. So if this whole army
decides it will run the country by itself, then there is very little that the rest of the populace
can do about the situation. And then democratic rule must come to an end. The fact is that the
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army has all the physical power. In practise, this is the most common method by which
democratic rules come to an end. So if a population wants its democratic rule to continue,
then its people should always bear this terrible possibility in mind.
The simplest and best solution is that all the citizens of the country should be
associated with the armed forces in some way. Then the whole population of the country
knows where all the weapons of the country are and how these weapons can be used. So, in
these circumstances, the army cannot operate as a separate entity and act against the wishes of
the population – because everyone is part of the army. This is why, in my section on
“freedom”, I suggested that all people should spent some of their spare free time joining in
some of the activities of their armed forces.
But currently nations certainly don’t bother to do this. And in the good established
democracies where I have lived (Australia and the UK), this is reasonable because there is no
possibility of such a take-over. Our culture forbids such a possibility. But, when new
democracies are being set up, then an army take-over is always a very strong possibility (e.g.
many African countries). So as many people as possible should then be involved with the
armed forces. On the other hand, the most dangerous kind of army is one, which is elitist,
small, highly paid, and it includes foreign permanent mercenaries. So this form must be
avoided at all costs.
In general the highest ratio of: “the number of people associated with the armed
forces” to “the countries population”, gives the best measure of the continued civilian rule in
a country.
So finally we come to the problem of how we can simply measure, in some definite way,
whether or not a country is being run in a good democratic manner. But before doing this, let
us remind ourselves about the two main problems associated with all democratic elections.
These are:
1)
If people wish to elect a new leader for their country, then there is huge amount of
information all these voters need to know. Things like: the track records of the various
candidates and their honesty; the practicality of their various proposals and their costs; which
people will be advantaged and which people will be disadvantages by the proposals; etc. It is
quite hard for people to get this information and, if they do get the information, then it is hard
to evaluate it all. And all the various media outlets give biased versions of this information in
their different ways.
2)
There is almost no personal incentive for a person to try to vote well. I covered this
subject carefully on page 86. So, why should a person try to vote well, when it is so damned
difficult to do so?
Now I, of course, have been aware of these problems almost since childhood. So when
I design a political system, my prime aim is to try to overcome these two problems as best I
can. But unfortunately, a political system must be quite complex. My simplest political
system is the one I use in my Green Living book - and this takes about 10 pages to describe.
The system I develop in my Society of Choice takes about 100 pages to describe. And the
political system we use in Australia would probably take many books to describe. And
practically no one will read any of these books. So it is very hard to say whether any of these
political systems are any good or not. But I must try to do something.
But this comparison here is just about democracy – so I will limit to the facts to those
that concern democracy. So this makes the problem easier.
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In any society there must be a large number of leaders who are in charge of all the aspects of
what is going on. Normally these people are in charge of other people – i.e. managers,
supervisors, bosses etc. I will call these people “officers”. But some other people must be
included in this officer class because these people are essential to the way a country works
(and at times they are in charge of what goes on). So this group must include people like: the
elected representatives of communities, judges, senior police officers, etc. So now I can
measure something definite. I can ask - how many of these officers are publicly
democratically elected - and how many of these people are chosen in some other way (usually
by the officer senior to them in the hierarchy).
It is usually hard to know these figures. But I do know the figures precisely for the green,
independent, town-state in my Green Living book. This state has a population of 40,000
people, and here there are 4,390 publicly elected officers and 60 other officers. (The 4,360
figure comes from the expression 15x((16+1)x25+1). If you glance at my book, then you
should be able to recognise where this figures come from. The 60 other officers occur because
I allow the 15 town elected officers to have 4 sub-officers beneath each of them. All the 4,390
associated elections are completely independent of each other and they occur on different
days and at different venues. These elections are repeated yearly. Usually all the voters
(between 16 and 100) must be present for an election meeting lasting about an hour. These
meetings give all their voters the chance to check that all the other voters have done their
homework.)
In Australia I estimate that there are several thousand elected officers who in some
manner run our country. Also I estimate there would be more than a million other officers
who also run our country (out of at least ten million workers).
So in my society - there would be roughly 100 elected officers to 1 unelected officer.
Where as in Australia - there would be roughly 1 elected officer to 100 unelected officers.
So on this basis, one can show in a quite precise manner how much more democratic
some societies can be in comparison to other societies.
But I don’t wish to over emphasis the importance of this measure. I constructed my society in
this highly democratic manner for two reasons:
1)
To overcome the problems associated with information overload and lack of incentive
I spoke of on the previous page.
2)
In a large political entity (e.g. a state, a community, a firm or a company), it is always
hard for voters at the bottom of the entity to recognise, who was responsible the success (or
failure) of the entity. So - was this success due to the top official or a lower official?. We all
know the situation – the top official always takes credit for the successes of a venture, but
then they blame the failures on their sub-officials. My much more democratic system largely
overcomes this problem because there are so few sub-officers. So in my system, all the people
who are affected by the venture will know the specific official, who is responsible for a
particular success or failure.
But it is hard to measure how well I overcome these two problems. To check this
matter, you would have to read the 10 pages from my Green Living book, where I describe
my system – and all people refuse to do this. But you can remember the estimate of the ratio
of elected officers to unelected officers as a measure of a democracy. And a much higher
degree of democracy, when it is applied in a sensible fashion, does give a country a better
form of government.
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In Australia (and in most developed countries), it would be very difficult to move to the more
democratic system, which I am proposing. In most counties now, we all enjoy a huge amount
choice. Thus: we can purchase goods from all over the world; we have the choice of accepting
jobs anywhere in Australia; and we can live anywhere in Australia. In my democratic
societies all people have a reasonable of choice – but not as much as most people enjoy at the
moment in our global economy.
My societies cannot give this amount of choice because I want them to be as selfsufficient as possible. And this means I make it slightly more difficult for my citizens to
obtain goods, which need to be imported. There are advantages and disadvantages in
everything we do. My very democratic political system is suitable for my highly selfsufficient communities. But my system would be less suitable for people who want to always
enjoy a huge amount of choice. It is probably better, if such countries retain their current
political systems.
If you have studied what have written previously in this book, you will realise that
there are just a few simple rules, which will overcome all the major problems that our modern
counties are suffering at the moment. We don’t need to drastically overhaul our basic political
structure to solve these problems. (If people do wish to move slightly towards this more direct
form of democracy, then this can be done using the village structure I describe in my
Appendix A.)
But, when a new democracy is being set up, my more highly democratic form would
be more suitable. My system is based on and supports small local groups, and it allows these
groups to run themselves partially independently. And in these local groups, people simply go
to meetings where all people talk and vote in a normal manner. There are no great huge
national elections requiring a large amount of organisation. So everyone knows what is going
on. And different tribal groups can continue to mostly control their own affairs. So for
circumstances like these, my more democratic form is more suitable. But my system does not
support the global market as well, and people at the moment think the global market is
wonderful.
So it is possible to have very different forms of democracy. And these different forms of
democracy can be measured as to how democratic they are.

5)

Variety

In general, more and more people are gradually receiving greater equality and freedom
throughout the world. So this is good. A few of our old established nations are getting worse –
but on the other hand a lot of newer nations are getting a lot better e.g. in South America. So
things are OK in this regard. And, as I mentioned before, democracy is doing very well all
over the world. So this is very good.
But unfortunately as regards “variety”, our track record over the past century is
appalling. We humans are using all the world’s lands for our own purposes. And we just
propagate a few selected agricultural species, which we use for our own purposes. So we are
destroying the world’s huge variety of species of flora and fauna. This destruction of species
is well recorded in all the world’s various scientific journals.
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And we are doing the same with the world’s variety of very different cultures. A
century ago the world had many thousands of cultures, all with different languages, houses,
clothing, implements and belief systems. This variety is all disappearing at a remarkable rate.
This variety is usually measured in terms of different languages. And this number is
decreasing at an alarming speed.
So – why is this happening? The answer is easy. We all love: our global media, our overseas
trips and holidays, and our huge choice of foreign made products. In simple terms, we have
created a “global village” for our own convenience. And naturally a “global village” will tend
to support only one culture. And this is what we see. Thus all cities of the world look
remarkably similar with the same houses, cars and buildings. And most people wear the same
form of clothing everywhere.
But I am a positive sort of person. I don’t want to dwell too much on this rapidly
declining variety, which is occurring throughout the world. I want to tell you about what we
can do to stop it. This is going to be horribly hard - but we can’t continue to do what we have
been doing for the last century. This is what has caused all this huge loss of variety already.
We have to do something different. And doing anything different is always going to be hard.
And ultimately what I want to propose something that will be far harder to do than even
stopping “climate change”. But we can at least make a start from small easy beginnings.
If we are to give enough land to our wildlife to support its current variety, then the
fundamental fact that all people must know is – “how much land does each person really need
to support a sensible modern life-style”. In technical terms this means – “what is a minimum
sensible footprint per person?” This is an important fact that the current world avoids
knowing. (If people did know this fact, there might be implied suggestion that people should
change their ways to achieve this value.) So, in my Green Living book, I work out this figure
myself. Of course this involved a huge amount of work. And the figure I came up with was
0.2 ha per person. The world average footprint is 2.3 ha (when I last read the value). So this
means that, if everyone took on my sensible minimalist lifestyle, then our wildlife would be
blest with 90% of the world’s land to use and propagate their variety. (And my figure assumes
no pollution at all - so we would also overcome climate change at the same time.) Well I am
sure you will be pleased to hear that this is not what I shall be suggesting.
My ultimate proposal is that half the world’s land should be left for our wildlife. And
this means that people’s footprints should not exceed 1.0 ha. This goal is not so hard to
achieve. At present, many people in the world do live with footprints less than 0.2 ha. But
these people are poor, and modern people would not regard their lifestyles to be inadequate.
The lifestyle I develop of 0.2 ha would be adequate, because I use modern techniques - but
people would need still need to change their ways in a significant manner to achieve this
value. But to achieve a footprint of less than 1.0 ha is relatively easy. The majority of people
in the world already have footprints less than 1.0 ha. Thus all the normal people who live in
Europe, China and the Indian sub-continent have footprints less than 1.0 ha. It is just the rich
people of our world, (and the people of the less developed world, who haven’t learnt our
modern techniques), who are causing the world’s problems. So, if we can just teach the
minority of people how to change their ways, then our problem could be solved.
To persuade people to change their ways will be difficult. But this task can be done, if we
simply implement these changes by slow degrees. Four possible steps are:
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1)
I have worked out sensible lifestyle that will give people a footprint of 0.2 ha. So the
first step is to show that this result can be obtained in a physical experiment involving 100
people. (This number of people is necessary because the experiment must include so many
activities e.g. agriculture, water, energy, transport, building etc.) The full design details for
this prototype community are naturally given in my Green Living book.
2)
The next step is to repeat this practical case in all the different terrains that exist in our
world. And then all people in the world could come and see these prototypes. And so they
would learn how little land we really do need to use, if we act in a sensible fashion. And all
people, whose footprints are too large, must be forced to see these examples and study them
carefully.
3)
Then people should accept that, if they have five times as much land as they really
need, then this amount of land should be enough for them. And besides, this is what the
majority of people in the world only have at the moment.
4)
So obeying this rule would mean that any land, which people might hold above 1.0 ha,
would be taken away from them. This taken land would be used to form a “world wildlife
park”. And this would be half the world’s land. And so the rich variety of our world’s
wildlife can be preserved.
This is a simple idea. Some day I will write more extensively on this subject. Then I
will give a lot more details about how all people can be made to accept this change. Also I
can give details about how all people could use this huge wildlife park without disturbing the
animals at all. As a climber I have spent a large amount time in national parks. So I am very
well aware of the problems that occur in large national parks and how they can be overcome.
These world parks would primarily be for our wildlife – but all people should be able to walk
through this land them and enjoy the park without interfering with the wildlife at all.
So now I have shown how we can maintain our current wildlife variety. My next problem is
to show how we can regain some of all the cultural diversity the world had in previous
centuries.
The communities I develop in my “Green Living” book can again demonstrate how
this problem be solved. If we join 16 of my small 100-person communities in a special way,
then we can obtain a compact village community of 1600 people. This larger community can
then give its people a much fuller social life and it would be capable of tackling many more
jobs. So the community would be big enough to run its own small infant’s school.
Finally then 62 of these village communities could combine together and they can
form their own town centre. Then this community will have a total population of 100,000
people and this is big enough to form an independent town-state. (In my Green Living book I
chose 25 villages to form a town-state of 40,000. There I chose the smallest number so that
the task would be easier. But 100,000 people is a better sized community and it is an easier
number to work with.) In my book I demonstrate how this town-state can be more selfsufficient than most nations are at the moment. Of course these states must engage in trade to
obtain some basic materials (e.g. steel and concrete) and other sophisticated items (e.g.
cameras and computers). Nevertheless this town-state would be very self-sufficient.
This town-state would be now big enough to support its own culture. So this state can
have: its own language, its own media system, clothing styles and even their own sports. So
with independence, this state can develop its own culture, and thus the number of independent
cultures in the world can start to expand again.
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In fact, if all the people in the world did this, then the world could support 70,000
completely different cultures. I am not suggesting this. But this self-sufficient system could
certainly encourage the increase of cultures the world over again. And I don’t think it is
possible for people to do any better than this for creating cultural diversity.
(A common language would still be necessary for trade negotiations etc. Now I have
also invented a very easy, simple language. This whole language could easily be learnt
completely within a month. And this language is not associated with any current language and
it does not even use their symbols (apart from the standard numeric symbols). So this
language has no bias towards any particular culture. So this language could be used for
international interactions. Currently English or Mandarin are being used for this purpose and
these languages are long complex and they take years to learn. So these languages are terrible
to use for this purpose. A short description of this language is given at the end of this book.)
This huge variety of states and nations is very important for another reason. Nearly all people
refuse to consider other different political forms. And capitalism currently dominates the
scene and, unless its limitations are clearly recognised, over time this system leads to huge
problems (as I show in chapter 8). With greater variety, people might start to realise that there
are other ways of running a country. And so our political forms might start to improve again.
Both the French and the Russian revolutions failed over time. But just their temporary
existence forced other countries to improve their ways. The Chinese communism might
eventually have a similar effect on our capitalist governments. But the world really needs to
see a few small good democratic communist states in action - and these forms would allow
people to get a different perspective. This is what the communism in my Green Living book
can do. The system I use in my Society of Choice book can do the same for capitalism. But
this system is a lot more complex. Both these systems can work. But to make them work,
people must first be able to recognise all their current weaknesses.

6)

A Summary of these Various Measures

In this appendix, I have described many different measures of the various aspects of societies.
In fact there may have been so many that you have forgotten some of them. In this section I
will briefly remind you what these measures were.
In the first section I told you about the three current measures. They are: Economic Growth,
Wealth and lifestyle Footprint. The trouble with these measures is that they tend to be
mutually contradictory.
Economic growth is the major measure we consider most. Economic growth is good
because it tends to give a country full employment. But this benefit is limited because this
economic growth doesn’t last. There is a logic as to why this must happen - and all history
confirms that this is indeed the case. In the long term, whether this economic growth is good
or bad, depends on what this growth has been used for. People in capitalism states avoid
thinking about this question.
The trouble with the wealth and the footprint measures is that they mutually oppose
each other. And most people want both aspects of life. So the opposing nature of these
measures worries us.
134

Fortunately my main four measures of - Equality, Freedom, Democracy and Variety,
are mutually supportive. So we can all strive for these goals without us having to worry too
much about any mutual conflict.
In my section on equality, I considered four different aspects of equality. But only one of
these measures could be defined in a clear-cut definite manner. This measure was the equality
of wealth i.e. how equally are the assets of a nation owned by the people of the nation.
Fortunately this measure tends to incorporate the other three aspects of equality. So this was
the main measure I considered.
The full nature of an equality situation needs to be described in a graph (which I gave
for both Income and Wealth). But these graphs can be summarised in two possible different
ways in terms of just one number. These numbers were explained in reference to these
diagrams.
So it is possible to summarise the nature of equality (or inequality) in a nation in very
simple ways. And this result is very important.
Freedom is a much more difficult subject. There are some forms of freedom, which some
people believe they have the right to have, but which involve the loss of freedom for other
people. I certainly do not allow such freedoms.
The freedom, which I do give all people, is the joy of having a fully adequate lifestyle,
but, at the same time, these people will have plenty of “free time”. And all this “free time”
can then be measured in a precise manner.
This measure is in a way related to the “economic growth” measure. But this measure
is not subject to boom or recession periods. And this concept gives all people greater freedom
to do what they like to do in their ample spare time. But, when it is necessary, this spare time
can be used to produce economic growth.
Most people believe that a country is either run democratically or not. This statement is
partially true because it does make a huge difference if the leader of a country is elected in a
democratic manner. Because of its importance, I spend then some time on the subject of how
safe a democracy is (and how this can be measured).
But countries can be run much more democratically than others. All countries must
have many sub-leaders or officials of many different kinds (supervisors, managers, judges,
etc). So my measure of democracy is - the proportion of officials who are publically
democratically elected - to all other officials (who are mostly appointed by the official above
them).
Unfortunately to understand whether this extra level of democracy benefits a country
or not is an easy question. And most people refuse to consider this matter. In this section I try
to give a few reasons why this extra democracy will be very beneficial in the running of a
country.
So there is a measurable degree on “how democratically a country is being run”.
In the current world, on the whole, equality, freedom and democracy are progressing well.
But our love of globalism is destroying our world’s cultural variety. This can be measured in
terms of the decrease of the number of languages that are being used. And our economic
growth is destroying the world’s wildlife variety. So our world’s variety is being destroyed.
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In this section I spend my time explaining how the communities in my Green Living
book can revive this variety, which we are currently destroying. This is the hardest problem of
all.
So there many different ways of measuring how well a country is doing. But, if you consider
all these different measures, then you should gain a good picture of how well a country is
progressing.
Ultimately, whether a person judges a country to be doing well or not, must depend on
what this person imagines to be “the purpose of life”. I give my own personal answer to this
question in the following appendix. But before reading this appendix, you might try to guess
the measures I would choose to support this particular “purpose of mine”.
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APPENDIX C
THE FAR DISTANT FUTURE and NEGATAVISM
In my abundant idle time, I often like to dream about the nature of our world’s life in the
future. And in this thinking, I like to work out all the wonderful things we could create and do
in the future. But a lot of other people also think about the future - and all these people see is
the many coming disasters, which humanity must face. So this is what this little appendix is
going to be all about.
1)

Some Far Distant Facts

As regards the future, we must first accept the various fundamental facts that science has told
us all about. The most relevant facts can be summed up in terms of the following six points.
1)
Climate Change
As we know, we humans are changing our planet’s climate in a way that will be very bad for
most future life on Earth. And the current evidence is that we humans are incapable of
stopping our stupid practices, which are causing this problem. So, if we are incapable of
dealing with this problem, which is entirely within our control to stop, what chance is there of
us stopping the following really hard five problems (which I am just about to discuss)? So, on
this basis, our future looks rather grim.
2)
Nuclear Disasters etc
We humans have become too clever for our own good. Thus our wonderfully fast
transportation systems, which we love to use so much, mean that bugs can develop and be
spread around the world very quickly indeed. So we would have no time to prepare against
such an infection. Thus all humanity could fall to a super bug. Our whole globalisation
concept is dangerous because it means we are putting all our eggs in one basket. Our past life
with more separate communities provided us all with a much safer environment.
But the most dangerous items we have produced are our nuclear weapons and nuclear
power stations. These facilities are terribly dangerous. Over all ages, nations have eventually
always used their most effective weapons. We must expect that this practice will continue to
happen in the future. So sometime we must expect a full-on global nuclear war between two
big power groups, both of which would have huge nuclear arsenals. The resulting destruction
of such a war will be incredible.
3)
Big Natural Disasters
Large asteroids and comets occasionally hit our world. Also occasionally super large
volcanoes go off. In the past, these disasters have caused up to about 99% of our species to
disappear from the face of the Earth. And afterwards our world’s climate has been affected
for centuries. So all humankind could be wiped out in one of these disasters as well.
4)
All Species must eventually Die
Human kind is an animal species just like all the other animals of this world. And the
evidence is that all animal species eventually die. So our human species must also eventually
die as well.
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5)
Our Sun must eventually go Bang
Our Sun is a star - like all the other stars. And all stars have a well-defined life cycle. So in
about 4 billion years, our sun will first run out of fuel; then it will collapse; and then finally it
will explode as a supernova. Any life in our solar system at that time must then come to a
sudden end.
6)
Our Universe’s End
Our Universe started with a big bang 13.7 billion years ago. It is tempting to think that
anything that has had a finite beginning must also come to a similar finite end. So our
universe could also end with a bang. Otherwise our universe will just keep on expanding and
so our universe must gradually become colder and emptier as time passes by. And such an
end seems just as bad as a big bang. However, either way our universe must come to a
horrible end.
Many people, I think, survey all these facts and they become a little bit negative. Their
thinking is that – we must all eventually die. So why should we worry too much about our
future. We think - que sera, sera – whatever will be, will be. We will be happy to live on
while we can – but we must just accept our eventual fate. We won’t worry too much about
this fearsome future
I think this general attitude is very common. But I believe that this type of thinking is
utterly and completely false. But it will take me just a little while to present my case. I will do
this over the following two sections.

2)

Step-by-Step into the Future (and the past six points reviewed again)

There are basically two fundament reasons why the reasoning of my previous section was
false. These are:
1)
The time periods involved were so huge that most people would have difficulty
comprehending their significance.
2)
The reasoning of the last section took no account of the actions we could take to avoid
these disasters happening.
But before studying at these problems more carefully, let us first look at the nature of
large numbers.
Now at one time or another, most of us have probably terrified ourselves silly about the nature
of infinity or eternity. So we have thought about distances and time periods, which are so
large that they are beyond comprehension. Mathematicians in particular enjoy doing this sort
of thing. So, by using just standard mathematical notation, we can write down a number,
which has more digits than will fit in our universe. And I am told that one mathematician has
actually defined one specific number, which is considerably larger than this. Now these
numbers may be impressive. But these numbers have no significance. This is just a game we
like to play.
The actual definition of infinity is very simple indeed. Thus the set of positive integers
is infinite because, if you consider any positive integer called K, then K+1 is also a positive
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integer. So the number of positive integers cannot be finite because there are always more
numbers that can be added to the set.
In fact it would be far better for us to never think about either infinity or eternity. All
we should do is to say that - certain sets of things are either “finite” or “not finite”. So we
should never worry about infinity, eternity or large numbers because these numbers really
have no meaning to us.
So let us now follow this good example and look at our future life in a similar, simple
manner. Thus we could step forward into the future in terms of intervals, which we actually
understand. (In the same way as in the set of integers, we stepped forwards in terms of the
number “1” (with which we are very familiar).)
Now I claim we should study our future by stepping forward into the future in terms of
“centuries”. I choose this period because this is the largest time period, with which we are
fully familiar. After all, this time period is just a little longer than an ordinary person’s
lifespan. And we have personally talked with our grandparents about their past, so we know
how different life was then to how it is now. So we know clearly how life has changed over
the past 100 years. So we can also envisage clearly how we can change our lives over the next
100 years (if we want to).
Thus we know people’s lifestyle can change completely over 100 years. We know that
we can develop and build: new houses, towns, cities, ocean-liners, aeroplanes and even go to
the moon, in 100 years. We also know that we can do a terrible job of destroying nature and
humanity as well in this period. So we know we can do a hell of a lot in 100 years. So we can
now consider stepping forwards into the future in terms 100 of years. And during each
hundred years we can work out how, in each century, we can change our ways and build a
better future. Thus we could overcome the various disasters that we must face in the future.
But of course our adjusting for the future will not be as easy as these optimistic
calculations might imply.
The vast majority of people rarely think about the future at all. In general most people just
follow what everyone else is doing. Then, if everyone else is - building bigger house, buying
larger cars and going on overseas trips, then most people try to follow their example. Besides
– this constant growth idea gives everyone something to do. The majority of people like to
think that these activities will create a “new, better world”. These people avoid noticing that
these bigger facilities isolate them from their fellow men - or that these activities destroy our
wildlife as well. In fact these same people often then like to take holidays on ocean liners
simply because this more dense form of living brings them back in contact with people again.
The very densest form of living occurs in submarines. And strangely people mostly enjoy this
experience.
The main aim in life of most people is to just to gain status through their work.
Whether this work produces a better world rarely enters these people’s heads. But if the world
should finally think that our current activities really are bad, then these people might change
their ways. (Particularly if these activities are highly taxed and are not given any status.) But
the point is that the vast majority of people will not do much to create a safer better future.
But the point I want to make now is that this indifference doesn’t matter at all. The
current population of the world is 7 billion. So, if only one thousandth of all people act to
create a better safer new world, then this still gives us several million people to create a new
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world. This is enough. The majority of people may or may not follow a minority. But a
million people is quite enough to survive a disaster and then to repopulate the world.
So we don’t need to worry about what the majority of people want. These people
might change their ways when everyone else does.
The procedure for escaping from most world-threatening disasters is usually the same – in
particular the first three disasters of the last section. When a disaster strikes then the very
worst place to be in is a city. This is because the people in a city need most of the city’s
infrastructure to be working to keep them alive. And in a disaster these facilities certainly
won’t be working. Also in nuclear wars, the cities would be the actual targets of nuclear
rockets.
So people need to buy safe agricultural land in the country and move there. And there
these people need to be come self-sufficient in food, water and energy. But it is very hard to
do this alone (or in just a family). This activity must be done in conjunction with friends and
local people. My Green Living book gives the full details of how this self-sufficient work can
be done. Clearly changing one’s lifestyle like this will require a large amount of work. But
survival is also enormously important to many people (I hope that this includes you my
reader). There are also many other advantages in living this way, which I detail in my book.
Some very bad disasters result in bad pollution of the atmosphere for significant
periods of time e.g. nuclear wars or large asteroid strikes. To overcome this problem people
need to build underground shelters, with air-filters and food and water supplies to last for
several years. It might take 10 years to build these facilities. But some people, I hope, will
think this precaution is worthwhile. Also usually there will be some indications that such a
disaster might happen. Thus asteroid collisions can be foreseen for some time beforehand.
And there will normally be indications when a bad nuclear war is imminent.
So there should be a reasonably good chance that humanity can survive the first three
types of disaster I mentioned in the last section. And these problems don’t require us to step
forward into the future in terms of 100 year periods to see if we can overcome the problem.
Humanity should be able to survive such disasters, if a few of us prepare for it beforehand.
Then over the following centuries these people can rebuild our population and civilisation.
In point 4 of the last section, I suggested that “all species must eventually die”. But this was
an over simplification of the situation. In fact this point is not relevant.
What normally happens is that, over time, several sub-species often break away from a
main species. Then later, some of these species may die off. Thus the Homo species appeared
about 6 million years ago. Then both the Neanderthal and Homo Sapiens species broke away
from the Homo species. And now only our Homo Sapiens species has survived. So our Homo
species died - but in a way this species has survived in the form of a different sub-species
Homo Sapiens. This is a good healthy progression and this might happen again.
Thus some day we might go out and live in space. And then, in adapting to life in
space, several new species might form from us. And then, some time further in the future,
some of these species might die. So our Homo Sapiens line might still continue on in the form
of a different sub-species.
So our Homo Sapiens species might be replaced by some of its future variants. But
this is OK. So we don’t need to worry about “our species dying off” as a natural sequence of
life.
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So our really big disaster will occur in 4 billion years time, when our Sun will explode
destroying all life in the solar system. But 4 billion years is a long, long time.
To investigate this problem properly, we should step forward in terms of centuries and
then make realistic assumptions about the work we might be able to do to overcome this
problem for each century. But this would involve an enormous work. After all, there are 40
million centuries to investigate before we could come to any conclusion. No one is going to
do this amount of work – not even me.
But we can understand that there must be two stages in overcoming this problem. First
we must build up a huge number of independent space colonies in our solar system. And then
we must slowly send one of these colonies over to a new star. And both these processes are
possible, if we just think in terms of millions and millions of years for each job.
Now, within the last century, we have just started the process of entering into space.
All we need to do is to continue doing this. So, we will just very slowly try to create space
colonies for millions of centuries. Eventually there will be millions of space colonies in our
solar system. It is quite easy to do the sums, which will show there are quite enough materials
on the various moons of planets and asteroids of our solar system to support many millions of
such huge colonies.
Travelling to a new star is also just a question of taking time. Now realistically it will
take probably more than a thousand years for a special small space colony/nuclear-rocket to
reach a new star. But energy can be beamed to such a colony/rocket as it progresses through
the dark area between solar systems. And we must remember that communication is relatively
easy in space. So such a travelling colony needn’t feel too isolated when in deep space.
So we can leave our current solar system and start new life again in a neighbouring
solar system - if we just take our time.
The last point of my previous section was about our Universe’s end. And neither of the two
possible ends I gave there sounded too good. But we must remember that no possible end can
sound too good. For example – do we really want to spend billions and billions of years
vegetating on this little Earth of ours? It is not wise for anyone to look into the future for a
period of time, which is beyond their comprehension.
But, as I understand the astronomical facts, there is no evidence that says that our
Universe will have a finite end - in the way that it had a finite beginning. And for me this is
the perfect situation. So this means we don’t know what the future has in store for us - and
this is good. Our job on Earth is to look after our future as best we can. And the evidence is
that we can continue to do this for as long as we like. Also we don’t even know that our
Universe will become cold and empty. Gravity has always been the force that has brought the
Universe all together into distinct physical entities (i.e. galaxies, stars, planets etc). And this
force will continue to act on the Universe in ways we don’t know. This force might even
supply the Universe with further energy when we need it in the future. We just don’t know.
So we don’t know what the Universe holds for us in the distant future. And this is
precisely what ought to happen in a perfect Universe.
However it is time we returned back to the present and we thought about how this
distant future should affect us now.
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3)

Our Future ought to be – “Our Purpose In Life”

In our present life we ought to have a huge amount of spare time. After all science and
technology has made magnificent strides to make life easier for us over the past century. Also
previous generations have had plenty of spare time. So – what has happened to all this spare
time we ought to have? And the answer to this question is simple. We believe in “economic
growth” and economic growth is very good at consuming all our spare time.
But economic growth cannot continue forever because economic growth uses up the
world’s resources. And our Earth has only a finite amount of resources - and these are starting
to run out. So this means that we shall be forced to recycle our resources more. This should be
good for the world because it should give us more spare time. Thus, for example as regards
our housing, it is always easier to fix old houses - rather than pulling old houses down and
building them up again using the old materials. This is what we have always done in the past.
So recycling should finally give us more spare time again.
But I have bad news for you – it won’t. If our world is devoted to economic growth,
then the world will always manage to destroy any spare time. The situation is accurately
predicted by Parkinson’s Law - “Work will always expand to fill the time available”. And all
history shows us that this law in general is true. So there will always be a problem about us
having spare time.
So why should I be so worried about our lack of spare time? The reason is simple – if we
don’t have any spare time, then we won’t have time to think and plan for a possible better
future. And this is what this appendix is all about. I, who do have plenty of spare time, think
about our future a lot. But the rest of the people of the world, who don’t have any spare time,
haven’t time to think about the future. So no one will read anything I write. And similarly any
plans for our distant future are usually forgotten everywhere.
But fortunately we don’t need to worry too much about this problem. In time the very nature
of life will solve the problem for us. Our kind, wonderful, all-bounteous nature will tend a
few disasters to our world – and these disasters will bring us back to our senses once again.
We will then be forced to think about our future a little more.
So I regard all the disasters I listed in the first section to be a great blessing. Thus the
Second World War was an appalling disaster. But it brought people back to their senses for
the next few decades (when I was brought up). Our coming climate change disaster will be a
far worse disaster than the Second World War was. But when this disaster finally comes, it
should bring people back to our senses once again. So we might even think about introducing
a sane law that says no nation is allowed to pollute or destroy our atmosphere or our oceans.
And the same situation will apply to all the other disasters I have listed.
But as I described in my second section, all the people who think about these future
problems coming can prepare for them very well. And so these sane people can survive these
disasters and rebuild the world afterwards. This is the way the world has always worked in the
past. So it should continue on into the future.
Of course the really big disaster, which will happen in 4 billion years time, is something
rather special. As far as we know, no life form has ever survived a disaster like this before.
But we have many millions of years to prepare for this disaster. But it is good for us on Earth
to know that this disaster must come about. Our life on Earth, with all our scientific advances,
has become too easy for us. We waste our time on trying to create economic growth, which
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has no meaning or purpose. Going out into space will be really hard and difficult. But it is
also a magnificent challenge for us to accept. This task will give us all a clear purpose in life
once again.
So I believe that we all live in the best Universe, which it is possible for us to image. Thus we
all live on a beautiful, wonderful planet with a huge variety of life. We humans at the moment
are destroying this variety. But nature has a few tricks up her sleeve that will teach us that we
have to behave a little bit better. Thus nature will give us a disaster to cope with. Those
people, who do think about the future, will have the ability to survive the disaster. The people,
who refuse to think about the future, are likely to perish. This is what should happen.
We have a fine challenge ahead of us as to how to we can live in space. But we have
plenty of time to solve this problem. Also our future life is “not finite”. And this is good,
because our survival is not limited in any way. So we should all be jolly thankful we have
such a wonderful Universe to live in and enjoy.
If only we think a little about our future, then our Universe can provide us with a wonderful
existence. If we don’t think about our future, then we will eventually perish. This is the nature
of life. And this is good.
So – our “purpose in life” ought to be to create a safe good future life
for all our offspring, as best we can.
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On the following pages are the cover pages of my other relevant work.
Page 146 – my “Society of Choice”
Page 147 – my “New Simple International Language”
Page 148 – The contents page of my “Green Living” book
Inside back cover - the cover of my “Green Living” book
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This is the cover page of my major work – ‘Society of Choice’. This work is 362 pages long
(217,000 words with 30 pages of diagrams) and you can have a copy for its cost price of $30.
However I can’t really recommend that you read it – it is simply too hard.
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------SOCIETY OF CHOICE

This is my attempt to form a set of logical and consistent laws which will give rise to just
governments and hence allow all people to enjoy the highest degree of freedom and equality.
In doing this I have also put a strong emphasis on the fact that the system must work and that
it can be implemented in a practical gradual manner. {This is important as clearly current
national establishments will avoid new laws that will threaten their own power base.} I think I
have been reasonably successful in achieving these goals. However, the down side of my
system is that it does not support the current status quo of nations and, worse still, it does not
support all of the expectations of our western civilized world. Many of the people who have
read this work have not liked it at all.
The main feature of the system is expressed in its title - ‘Society of Choice’. Thus the system
includes a mechanism that allows all people to move so that they can live under ‘the
government of their choice’. This means that the world would evolve and change via peoples’
choice rather than by peoples’ voting (voting is weak in the sense that it tends to support
short-term ‘populist’ solutions). Thus this system is radically different from the current world.
This work has taken me 15 years to work out as one needs to create a detailed system to
demonstrate that it will all work and can be implemented. Thus my system is defined at the
local (parish/village), municipal (town/shire), city/state, nation and world levels and at each
level all the essential functions are defined (i.e. citizenship, education, welfare, information,
judicial, industrial form, distribution, voting, land transfer and governmental form). Thus you
won’t necessarily find it terribly easy to comprehend.
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This is the work I did to try to keep my feet on the ground during the period after finishing
my ‘Society of Choice’ and starting on “Green Living”. The booklet is 74 pages long and you
can have it at its cost price of $10. It contains a basic vocabulary of 1600 words and a good
example – so I go a reasonable distance.
------------------------------------------------------------A NEW SIMPLE INTERNATIONAL LANGUAGE
The accepted view now is that a language, besides being a means of communication, is also a form of
cultural identity. As such it should be left to develop naturally (by the people that use it). I naturally
support this view. However there is a slight problem – English is becoming the ‘Lingua Franca’ of the
world and, because English is such a huge and inconsistent language, other languages are being
forgotten (because simply people haven’t room in their brains to hold English and their mother tongue
as well). Thus the world’s cultural variety is being destroyed. So this is what this little project is all
about – to create a very simple consistent language to be used only when international dialogue is
required.
Of course this has been done before e.g. by Esperanto and also by many other ‘artificial languages’.
However circumstances have changed since these languages were written. Nearly all writing is now
done via a computer. Also computers are now so small that all essential communication on holidays
could be made via a computer. Now one of the little wonders of a computer is that input does not need
to be made in terms of the key-board symbols (i.e. the standard alphabet). The keys can represent any
symbol you like. The trouble with all ‘artificial languages’ till now is that they have used standard
symbols (often associated with standard sounds) and this means that these languages are associated
with one group of languages or another (e.g. Esperanto is associated with Latin based languages). If
one foregoes this restriction one can create a new language that is fully independent of any language
and then the resulting language can be fully logical and hence very simple to learn indeed.
Now I expect you think at this stage that this task is going to be far too hard. It might seem that way but it is not really true. Compared with constructing a logical and consistent political system, creating
a logical and consistent language is really a piece of cake. The awkward task is to choose what your
fundamental symbols should be. Firstly as regards the number – clearly the symbols must fit on a keyboard so this makes the number about 70. But then there aren’t so many fundamental items – thus
things like ‘light’, ‘sound’, ‘gas’, ‘liquid’, ‘solid’, ‘human’, ‘animal’ and ‘plant’ are bound to require
their own symbols. And then the fundamental prepositions – ‘in’, ‘with’, ‘at’, ‘as’, ‘to’, ‘from’ and
‘of’ are clearly good candidates for their own symbols. Also things like ‘high’, ‘low’,
‘higher/increasing’, ‘lower/decreasing’, ‘highest’ and ‘lowest’ are likely to be the fundamental
qualifier symbols. Surprisingly the grammar symbols are quite tricky (and rather worrying because all
hell will be let loose if you get them wrong). Spoken languages tend to incorporate grammar in the
words (as endings etc) but a logical written language will tend to be like mathematics and hence
express the grammar independently (as the structure of the writing). But even this problem is not all
that bad.
So in the following pages I show my language. I develop this language in a logical way in terms of the
principles I use in the construction of the words and the nature of the grammar. But it is probably
easier for you to simply glance at my symbols on pages 9 and 10, and then look at some of the words.
Finally you can check that, even with a limited number of words, this language can give a reasonable
translation of the 23 third Psalm. And, if someone was to also define some sounds for the language’s
symbols, then this language could be spoken quite easily.
So please have a look at this little language of mine.
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