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.
Bryden Allen - 1/11/2004
7/5 Knox St, Ashfield, 2131. Tel (02)9797-7249
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PREFACE - Me and this Project
Over the past few days I have been trying to write an article entitled “THE LAWS OF
‘PROJECTS’” for my climbing club’s magazine. Unfortunately the article has just failed the
‘Monday morning read again’ test. {When I am actually writing I tend to believe everything I write
is OK. However, when I read an article again on Monday morning (after a weekend of reading
articles by people who can actually write) I am sadly forced to see the light.} This is rather a pity in
this case because there is much in this article of relevance to me and the nature of this whole project
here.
This article firstly started with that supreme truth that “I am a project man”. Thus over my life, a
large proportion of my energies has always been absorbed with ‘projects’ (which are of an esoteric
nature, are of no monetary gain and which the rest of the world usually thinks of as a complete
waste of time). This then is my fundamental nature (worse still, I am actually proud of this nature).
Furthermore, of these many projects, this is the ultimate one. {According to the laws specifically
set down in this article, this is my ‘first order project’ - and as such it must involve at least 10 years
work, must take at least 20 years to complete and deal with a global concern. The article of course
mostly dealt with ‘climbing projects’ - these are mere-smear third order projects - at least two orders
of magnitude smaller than this.} Thus you must understand that of the many diverse activities of my
life, this is the big one. So when my time comes for me to present my case on the awesome day, I
am expecting that this project to be my principal support.
The next thing you need to understand is that I am no way a political animal. Thus I have never
belonged to a political party and have never subscribed to any particular political ideology.
Moreover I rarely read or listen to political dialogue and so I am one of those people that would
normally be referred to as the ‘politically uninformed’. {However I do like history - but in this
case I think one has a much better chance of seeing everything in perspective}. Never-the-less,
at a certain point in my life, almost by chance, I happened recognize that there exists a specific
abstract problem (you might say even a mathematical problem) concerning how the world ought
be politically structured. {I hope you all recognize that the current world structure is clearly
inadequate.} When a person such as myself (i.e. a project man) has clearly seen a problem then they
have no alternative but to try and solve it ( i.e. “because it is there”). And so that is why you see me
tackling a problem that you probably feel at this stage is well outside my field of competence.
In fact I think it is essential that this problem must be tackled by a non-political person. A person
involved in the political world picks up too many axes to grind - i.e. that we must have better
education, that the capitalists have too much power, that people must have more freedom etc. A
person like myself has a better chance of coming to the problem with an open mind - thus the main
emphasis can be placed on developing a system that will work in a logical and coherent manner and
which will be fully consistent between all its elements. Hopefully then there will be less chance of
bias and there will be a better chance of ‘seeing the big picture’. {Besides this, can you imagine that
any political person would ever be prepared to devote 10 years solid work to a project that would
result in no gain to themselves individually whatever (at least in the usual worldly sense of gain).}
Having said this, I must now deny that I have too much altruistic motivation. I enjoy trying to
work out new systems and so most of the ‘working out’ part of his project was great fun. {And the
supposed advantages of monetary gain have always left me cold - however I wouldn’t mind a bit of
‘fame and glory’.} I find the writing up a real trial but I accept it (with great reluctance) as one of
those things that must be done (and, as I am rather conceited about some of my solutions, I want to
show them off to the world). If I was really altruistic then I would do what all the great achievers
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of this world do i.e. work hard, attend boring political meetings, write thousands of supporting
pamphlets and take risks with my own personal health or safety. I never have, nor have any
intention of ever, doing any of these things. I do my duty and I spread my work around as best I can
but I don’t take the problems of the world on my shoulders. I am an egalitarian - we can all share
the “b-----” load.
If I have suffered at all as regards this work, it is not because of the work that I have done but
because of the work that I have not been able to do. I am not by nature a theorist. When I do
a computer job I like to (1) work out the system, (2) do the programming, (3) carry out the
implementation in all its practical details. To just work out the system would leave me completely
unsatisfied (and I never have - I have always done the lot). But this is what I have had to do with
all this work. I would love to have taken part in a small parish/village experiment or be involved in
setting up a co-operative. Even to have helped with biospheres experiments in California or with
the space program would have been wonderful. However I never have been able to do anything at a
practical implementation level at all. This is my grief.
This little blurb then may have given you some slight idea why I should have been prepared to put
so much time and effort into such an unrewarding activity. However at this stage I am sure you are
much more interested in the question of why you should invest any time and effort in reading the
thing. Unfortunately this is a terribly difficult question to answer at this early stage (but it will be
progressively answered as we proceed). At this stage I can only say that this sort of problem clearly
needs to be thought about and quote that advice of T.S. Eliot:
“I say: take no thought of the harvest,
But only of the proper sowing.”
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1/7/1997

PREFACE - This Current Version
Eight years have now passed since all this stuff was written up and I fear that this - my great work
has made no impact on this big wide world at all. I made 10 copies of my original version and
circulated them amongst all my friends. Most were quite willing to have a look at it – but, when
they saw how radically different from the current world and how complex it was, they rapidly gave
up. The few that persevered usually got quite upset when they eventually found it did not always
support the current expectations of our civilized world (our current civilized world has expectations
that other ages and societies didn’t have). Looking back at it now I can see that this was to be
expected – this work is simply too difficult – why should anyone spend a significant amount of their
precious time trying to understand a radically different political system written by a nobody. And
unfortunately the same situation will apply to this version.
However I haven’t given up yet. The original plan of writing some fun stories to introduce some of
the concepts in a very mild manner still goes ahead. The only problem is that the number of stories
keeps growing – thus there are five now. Besides all this I have now no other choice – I bust me
back in a minor climbing accident - so the only thing I can do now is write. So if you get cheesed
off with this (which any sane person will) just wait for me stories – they will be great fun. Finally,
if all else fails, I’ll leave a copy of this work with all my progeny and tell them to keep it around for
a hundred or so years. Then I can at least die happily with the knowledge that some future people
might know that I didn’t subscribe to the many stupidities of this current age.
The vast majority of this work remains as it was when written in 1996 and hence most anecdotal
references apply to this date. The only significant change is chapter 4 (which was an aside chapter
in any case). I am in general very happy with all the fundamental content.
Bryden Allen 1/11/2004
7/5 Knox St, Ashfield, Sydney.
Tel. (02) 9797-7249
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AN OVER-VIEW
Suppose that at some time in the future, we do actually make contact with some other life form (i.e.
society) in the universe. Then suppose further we have already:-1.
done the hard task - i.e. learnt how to communicate with this society,
-2.
enjoyed the fun task - i.e. learnt what the creatures of this society look like and have found
out about their sexual practices,
-3.
carried out the serious task - i.e. learnt how technically advanced this society is (and hence
we have determined whether this society might have the capacity to come and beat us up).
Then, as the essential tasks have been carried out, we might consider inquiring about how this
extra-terrestrial society was organised (assuming of course that this life form had a similar structure
to ourselves i.e. there are some intelligent animals that are linked together to form a society by a
series of rules and customs). Then I suspect the dialogue inquiring about this matter, might take the
following form:We: “Is your’s a democratic society ?”
They: “Sort of.”
We: “Is your’s a hierarchical society ?”
They: “In a way.”
We: “Is everyone equal in your society ?”
They: “Mostly.”
We: “Is everyone free in your society ?”
They: “More-or-less.”
We: “Is everyone happy in your society ?”
They: “In our society happiness is regarded purely as an individual concern and so we would not
invade people’s privacy to inquire about their happiness.”
So, somewhat exasperated, we decide to terminate this dialogue for the time-being and instead
simply ask these extra-terrestrials how their society works in terms of the rules and customs that
govern their society. They then duly send this information to us - however of course it is terribly
voluminous. Never-the-less we laboriously start to work through it. However we find that they refer
to concepts that we cannot make head nor tail of - things like - “consistency of autonomy between
levels of government”, “federal independence” and “association value” (obviously rubbish). We
have to think of something else to do.
Our next ploy is a little more subtle. We send to the extra-terrestrials all the information that tells
them how our society works (this is OK because naturally we do not have any incomprehensible
concepts). We then ask them how their society differs from our own (we are rather pleased with
ourselves over this little move).
Their reply is the following:“It is very hard to compare two political systems that our so radically different. However we will try
to give a brief indication.
The primary difference is that our system is much more dynamic than yours. Thus for
example in your system you envisage that the boundaries of nations, states, shires etc should always
remain the same. Similarly you imagine that individuals should remain in the same employment. In
our society we have no such expectation and as a result boundaries and employment change much
more frequently.
As regards democracy you could regard our society as less democratic than your own
because there is less individual participation in the governmental process. However the voting
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system itself is much more carefully thought out.
At first appearances it might appear that our society is more hierarchical than yours.
However our hierarchical form impinges much less on a people’s individual life. We certainly do
not have a hierarchical command form involving bosses and supervisors in the way you do.
It would appear that our system would give considerably more individual (and sub-society)
‘equality’ and ‘freedom’ than your system does. However we note that in your world, all your
differing political systems claim to give ‘equality’ and ‘freedom’. We expect that you are very
cynical about such claims. We also note that many of your governments claim to be very ‘caring’. It
would appear that you have not realised that the precise implementation of ‘equality’ and ‘freedom’
excludes a society from being very ‘caring’.”
Our reply is:
“That is all very well but does your system work better than ours and are your people happy. In our
world we could never function efficiently without bosses and supervisors and our people would not
be very happy if things kept changing all the time.”
Their reply is:
“We consider that in the world of political systems, there exist three simplistic concepts. These are
(in order of simplicity):-1.
a society can be ruled by one person (i.e. an autocracy),
-2.
that the boundaries of the various societies shall not change (i.e. the status quo of land),
-3.
that an activity can be adequately supervised by a hierarchical command form (i.e. bosses
and supervisors).
The cost of overcoming each of these three problems is a considerable increase in complexity. You
are aware of that increase in complexity in the step you have already carried out in going from a
autocracy to a democracy. We have also overcome the problems associated with 2 and 3 but the
result is a further considerable increase in complexity. Thus our systems are more complex than
yours - but they do work.
We find that there tends to be a conflict between the ‘search for happiness’ and the on going
evolvement of life (implied in your ‘survival of the fittest’ concept). We are not sure that your
society is sufficiently mature to recognise these problems. Thus the idea that a society is better
because its individuals claim that they are ‘happier’, needs to be treated with extreme caution.”
So we give up - clearly these extra-terrestrials are a bunch of wankers.
...
When I showed this work to my brother, his comment was:“No one can possibly read all that stuff. You need to think up some pithy little remark that will
encapsulate the fundamental truth of all the work that all people can recognise and accept. Then
they might feel inspired to read further.”
The purpose of this lead-in is to try an indicate that choosing a “pithy little remark” is not all that
easy. Thus even this over-view is fairly substantial. However when I made a T-shirt to advertise this
project, I did need to write something short that would fit on the back. My best effort (for what it is
worth) was the following:“Our current static concepts of land ownership and sovereignty are inadequate and must be replaced
by something more adjustable and equitable. We know that “equality” and “freedom” are the correct
principles but a moments thought will indicate that these principles are in direct conflict with our
idea of fixed nations. If we do not support our principles we will be damned. Correct sovereignty
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laws will give all people the option of moving to their
‘Society of Choice’.”
Most people said they did not understand this blurb. However this does not mean very much
because I have yet to meet anyone that admits to understanding anything in this project. Thus for
the time being, your only option is to read on:“With the voices singing in your ears, saying
				
That this is all folly.”

i)

How Hard is this Task ?

Whenever I am thinking of trying to do something, the first thing I want to know is how hard is the
task likely to be (and hence how long it will take). I thought the same might apply to you. Now I,
having done this task, know fairly exactly how hard it is. However you can never trust me. Thus
for example climbers are always trying to sand-bag new climbers into re-doing their first ascents by
describing how easy they are (to the great entertainment of all the many on-lookers). Thus I thought
we should start together by considering how hard the problem of “trying to find a ‘better’ political
system” (or better still the ‘best’ political system) is likely to be without any reference to what I
have actually done (well almost).
Now I am sure your first reaction to such a suggestion is to feel that the problem is probably
insoluble. This is a very reasonable reaction - your logic would be that - if the problem was soluble
then it would have been solved long ago (because so many people and societies would have already
tried to solve it) - and of course many problems are in fact insoluble. I just need to make three
points in regard to this:-1.
Everyone always thinks a problem is insoluble until it is actually solved.
-2.
There is a tendency for all us humans to share the same common blind spots (i.e. “we are all
like sheep”).
-3.
I shall show in the next section that no one has as yet ever tried to solve the essential
‘core’ problem. You cannot hope to solve a problem until you seriously get down to tackling the
fundamentals.
So please bear with me for a little while and assume for the moment that the problem is in
fact soluble.
If we want to say how hard something is we need to have a scale of comparative difficulty. I think
the following scale is reasonably convenient:1)
easy
		
- Kepler’s laws
2)
moderately hard
- Newtonian mechanics
3)
hard
		
- Maxwell’s equations
4)
very hard
		
- General Relativity (or Quantum Mechanics)
Of course how hard a problem is depends very much on the tools available for its solution. In
this comparison then I will assume that we have available our current tools of scientific method
and mathematical analysis. Thus only the details of the correct solution are unknown to us. Thus
I term Newtonian mechanics as only moderately hard because we do not need to invent calculus
for its solution (unlike Newton). So our problem is to try to envisage if the problem of ‘finding a
better political system’, is likely to be either ‘easy’ (like Kepler’s laws) or ‘very hard’ (like General
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Relativity) or somewhere in between.
Clearly the ‘search for a better political system’ is, by its very nature, a very general and global type
of problem. As such the problem would appear to be much more like Newtonian mechanics rather
than Kepler’s laws (which only concern the movements of the planets). Moreover the problems of
human organisation (i.e. politics) and physics would appear to be of a similar magnitude. Thus the
problem of laying down the foundations of either discipline could be envisaged to be of a similar
magnitude.
Now Maxwells equations and general relativity also of course lay down the foundations of
physics. However these systems were evolved at a much later date than Newtonian mechanics and
are of much more sophisticated nature. I think most people would agree that political theory is still
very much at the early stage (i.e. a consistent over-all set of political laws has yet to be defined).
Thus the laws of Newtonian mechanics are still a good enough approximation to the ordinary
common person like you or me as to how the world runs.
Thus, a priori, I think we should feel that the problem of ‘finding a better (or the best)
political system’ will probably be of the same order of magnitude as developing ‘Newtonian
mechanics’. Thus, given our current expertise in scientific method and mathematical techniques, it
may be ‘moderately hard’.
So this then leads us to the big question. Given
-1.
that this is an enormously important and significant problem and
-2.
this problem is probably only moderately hard to solve,
why has the problem not been solved already. There are two very fundamental reasons why this
should be so (and I am sure, at least at a subconscious level, you already know these reasons). These
are:1)
For most scientific areas, a test can be arranged to see if a new theory is right or wrong.
Normally this test will take the form of a prediction and then, if the prediction proves to be correct,
everyone believes the new theory. Thus Einstein predicted the bending of light close to the sun and,
when this proved to be true, everyone believed the theory of General Relativity (though almost
no-one at that stage could understood the theory). {This is how we envisage that the system should
work. However in practise it is often not as simple as this - I think this in fact was true in this
particular case.}
Now in a similar way you could test a new political system. In this case the test would
clearly simply consist of implementing the new system and seeing if it actually works in practise
(i.e. better than our current systems). However political tests are enormously difficult to carry
out. A political test must involve a full community (probably at least a 1,000 people) and last an
appreciable amount of time (i.e. perhaps 20 years). It would be terribly difficult to organise such an
experiment bearing in mind that most people have no desire for experimentation (they always feel
more comfortable with what they already know). This is even more true when we consider point 2.
In fact a certain amount of theoretical testing is also possible (i.e. testing how consistent
the various parts of the system are in their usage of the agreed principles). However the normal
common person would have difficulty recognising the validity of such a test. Thus theoretical tests
must be of limited value.
So our first fundamental reason is that, because the ‘testing process’ is so difficult, it will be
very hard to recognise when we have found a ‘correct solution’.
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2)
The rulers and the establishment (associated with a given political system) will never have
any desire to introduce a new, ‘better’ political systems because, in so doing, their own power
base would be reduced. This applies even to new ideas as well because new ideas can possibly
change into new systems. This situation probably explains why there are so few professional people
working on theoretical problems at the moment.
There are in fact at least 20,000 trained political scientists working full time in the world
at the moment. You would imagine then that some of these would be working on finding ‘a better
political system’. Alas this most definitely not the case. The vast majority of the professionals in
this field, only study and analyse our current systems. They never consider that their brief should
be extended to think of something new. Of those that do work in theoretical fields almost all work
in minor sub-fields. Thus the area of ‘theory of choice’ (voting and related topics) receives a lot of
attention (but even here the significant result was still obtained by a mathematician). No political
scientist professional works on the fundamental area of considering any other possible forms of
political structure.
Clearly then no professional person works on this problem because a professional person
must be funded by the establishment. They know that the establishment will be very wary of
funding a body that might possibly tell them that our present systems are inadequate.
These two reasons (that explain why people do not work on ‘finding better political systems’) are
possibly a little depressing. However we must take the rough with the smooth. If these two reasons
had not existed then clearly this whole problem would have been solved several hundreds of years
ago. The problem would not have been easy - thus a person trying to solve this problem, would
probably need to be well versed in the appropriate mathematical techniques (and scientific method)
and be prepared to spend at least a few years full-time on the subject. However there would have
been several thousands of people (possibly millions) that could have done this (and so solved the
problem). But then we (of the current age) would not have been left with a really good fun problem
to solve. Thus we should rejoice that these two reasons do exist and so a really significant and only
‘moderately hard’ problem has been left for us to try to tackle (I don’t think that I at least have the
brain power to solve a ‘hard’ or ‘very hard’ problem). The cost of the problem being left to us, is
that we can expect very little recognition when we actually solve it. And so alas, we must take the
rough with the smooth.
Summing up then - I believe that we can expect that the solving of this problem will be just
‘moderately hard’ (and of course you can expect that this thesis will substantiate this claim). The
real problem concerns getting this solution ‘accepted’ and then ‘tested’. Naturally as we proceed
through this work, this problem will continually be of utmost concern to us. Thus I will be trying
to show that, although the ‘acceptance’ problem is daunting, there are strategies by which it may be
overcome. Never-the-less, for the reader coming to this work, the qualities of ‘courage’ and ‘faith’
may be more important to them (in believing the results can be implemented) rather than just the
simple ‘intelligence’ to understand the solution (however remember that most people find it is not a
trivial task to understand ‘Newtonian mechanics’).
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ii)

The ‘Core’ Problem

I consider that the ‘core’ political problem is to define the basic form of political structure. {By
structure I mean how the various elements are formed from their sub-elements and how these
elements might change over time.} In the current world there tends to be an implied taboo on this
subject. Thus we tend to conceive the idea of our current land structure as almost ‘holy’ - ‘God
given’. I think we are going to need to take the blinkers off our eyes.
In the current world, our political structure is basically assumed to simply consist of ‘nations’.
These ‘nations’ are assumed to have complete internal autonomy and they are assumed to be static
as regards their physical land realisation. As a first approximation, the other levels of government
(i.e. world, state, shire and local) are ignored. {The same basic concept applies to the ancients as
well but now the ‘nation’ must be interpreted as the ‘state’.} All political philosophies support this
basic concept (i.e. both socialist and capitalist).
This accepted concept then suffers from the following fundamental flaws:1)
The concept removes any possibility of giving (in a logically consistent manner), autonomy
and powers to the other levels of government (i.e. world, state, shire and local).
2)
This concept allows the ruling elements of ‘nations’ to eliminate (or remove) the minority
peoples on their lands. We feel this to be wrong but the basic structure physically allows this to
happen.
3)
The idea that nations must always remain fixed in their land ownership is obviously
simplistic (to the point of stupidity). Land ownership has always changed over time (principally via
war). If we wish to eliminate war (which is very sensible) then we most propose some other method
of land readjustment. To ignore the problem simply means that the problem will get progressively
worse (which is what is happening in the present world).
4)
We all accept the ideal of ‘individual choice’. However the most fundamental form of
‘choice’ is surely that individuals should be able to go and live in the type of society that they wish.
Our current concept does not recognise any such right of choice (and in general our present system
makes this choice difficult to happen - see chapter 3 for details).
These then are the fundamental problems to which we all turn a blind eye. My claim then is that,
before doing anything else, we must try to choose a political structure which takes account of these
problems. On the evidence that I have seen, no one has tried to do this at all. Naturally if we try
to do this then others sorts of problem will tend to arise instead. There are two particular forms of
problem of this type that we should probably be aware of. These are:1)
There is a natural tendency for power to accumulate into the hands of the largest structural
element. Thus in the present world, the major power has indeed accumulated into the hands of the
national governments (which are our largest political entities). If we create a more general form,
we must be absolutely sure that this process of power accumulation will not continue in the same
manner. In particular we would be very worried about the whole of political power becoming
eventually enshrined in the hands of the world government.
2)

If we forego our concept of static nations and we allow individuals to move more freely
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to different communities then these two points tend to imply that some ‘land transfer’ must occur
between the associated elements. ‘Land transfer’ between political entities will clearly give rise to
some significant problems.
Finally there is a problem which I am sure does not worry you but which will be of great
importance to me. With millions of political elements (in the form of nations, states, municipalities
etc) existing in the world today, we may be swamped by the shear volume of detail needed to
define how everything can work. We should be hoping that the form of our political structure will
somehow limit this volume to something that can be comprehended and managed by one person.
However in general we should expect that the best mathematical solution of a problem, will also be
the neatest and most concise. I had confidence that the same thing would apply in this case as well.
Political structure is of over-whelming importance (in comparison to any other political feature)
because it will define the means by which political units may change in the future. Thus the political
structure that I shall produce, will allow the ‘good’ units (i.e. the popular chosen units) to grow
and the ‘bad’ (i.e. unpopular units) to decline. So our political structure determines to what degree
political units can evolve. In contrast all the other detailed political systems just deal with the
internal workings of individual political units. Thus our other systems do not define an evolvement
system. It is my belief the natural perversity and indolence of man is such, that somehow or
other, the laws of individual units (i.e. societies) will always somehow be circumvented and so
the individual units will always tend to self corrupt. However, if we have a political structure that
supports evolvement then the corrupt societies will fall out of favour and so they will decline.
Eventually they will disappear altogether. Thus corrupt societies should no longer be a problem.
Of course normally societies would be aware of the circumstances that were causing their growth
or decline. Thus they would adjust their internal workings (i.e. laws) so that their growth is
maximised (or decline minimised). Thus the overall political structure will tend to define what may
be considered to be a ‘good’ or ‘bad’ internal form. Thus political structure is much more important
they any individual internal society system or form.
Thus this subject must be given first priority - everything else is almost of minor concern.

iii)

Scope

After reading my last section, your natural reaction is likely to be to say - “If, as you describe,
political structure is so much more important than any other political concern, why don’t you just
write a screed on political structure ? - so don’t confuse us with all the rest of this junk.”
This was indeed my own original feeling on this subject. Thus in 1984 I wrote a blurb called “A
Complete Theoretical Model for the Structure and Ownership of Land”. This was circulated as well
as possible. However alas it was completely ignored. After licking my wounds for a while, this is
how I finally rationalised the situation.
The presentation of the ‘correct’ political structure by itself is simply too overwhelming for
most people to accept. People’s reaction was to feel that “our current political structure cannot be
so drastically wrong. After all this structure has evolved over many centuries - surely ‘survival of
the fittest’ must assure that it is approximately correct. Thus Bryden’s proposed new structure must
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clearly be over the top. Besides, even if it was correct, there is no way that it could be physically
implemented in the current world. Thus it can be safely ignored.”
The logic then behind my current strategy of presenting a full complete political system, is the
following:1)
One of the reasons why my new political structure appears to be so overwhelming is that it
is very hard to envisage how our current internal systems can then operate within it. By presenting
a complete political system I can demonstrate that there exist variations of our present internal
systems which will work better in my new political structure (i.e. logically and consistently) than
our current internal systems do in our current political structure. Thus the new political structure
should appear less daunting.
2)
Many people reading this, will have a personal interest in a particular field i.e. ‘the
information system’, ‘the voting system’ or ‘welfare’. Presenting the complete political system
means you will have the opportunity to check as to how my new political structure may change the
possible ranges of solution to your own area of concern. {I am assuming of course that you have
already thought very deeply about your own area of interest and so are fully aware of the current
possible types of solution with their advantages and disadvantages.} Most of these internal systems
could be implemented independently of my political structure. In general most of these proposed
internal systems are less threatening to our current day precepts than my political structure.
3)
By presenting a complete political system, I am being given a chance to demonstrate my
own personal competence. You would naturally expect that, anyone who suggests a radical new
political structure, should have many proven credentials. I do not have these. However, although
I do not claim to be one of the elite or even just ‘clever’, I do claim to have thought longer deeper
and more rigorously about this whole complete political problem than any one else that I have heard
about. Presenting the total political system (consisting of a dozen or so fairly complete independent
systems) allows you to easily verify the amount of time and effort I have spent on the total subject.
More careful thought and time on your own particular interest subjects (as in point 2) should then
also allow you to check out my general competence.
On a more personal note, it had always been my intention to write a complete political system.
Thus it was not until a year’s work had been done on the project that I realised that the ‘political
structure problem’ was so much more important than everything else. Thus I was always going
to do the whole thing in any case. So naturally I want the whole thing written up. Finally there is
one slightly more devious reason for wishing to extend the scope. The ‘political structure problem’
contains a few nasty side issues. If I increase the scope of the work, the chapter dealing with these
nasty issues associated with political structure, can be hidden away near the end. Thus my nasty
problems will hopefully usually be missed.
A diagram (fig 1) showing all the chapters of this work and their principle relationships with each
other, is now shown on the following page.
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CHAPTER DEPENDENCIES (fig 1)
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In this diagram I have placed the chapters that do not form an integral part of the political system
on the right hand side. These chapters mostly describe small independent systems that could be
directly implemented in the present world. I regard these systems as just ‘lead-in’ systems. Thus the
implementation of these systems could introduce people to the more complex processes that must
result from the more rigorous use of the ‘equality’ and ‘freedom’ principles. Thus these chapters
extend the ‘lead-in’ implementation options mentioned in point 2. {As I said in section 1, it is the
acceptance and implementation that makes this problem so hard. Thus a considerable amount of
effort is given to increasing our possible options in this regard.}
People frequently imagine this whole work to be basically philosophical. This misapprehension
occurs because, in brief conversations, one is forced to limit oneself to dealing only with the broad
philosophical problems. Thus a short show of interest will always give the impression that this
whole work must be just philosophical. If you study this diagram now then you can see that only
chapters 1, 2 and 24 deal with basically philosophical questions. The vast majority of the chapters
deal with specific system details. The 15 chapters within the central left box, in particular describe
the essential systems.
The dependency arrows indicate the general flow of logic. However most chapters are fairly
separate entities and so they can be read independently (in any desired order). The chapters that
should not be read independently have been marked with a ‘x’ (i.e. chapters 11, 16, 18, 19 and
22). Chapters 5 and 17 are fairly dependent on the political structure and so they could only be
understood after a brief glance at chapter 3. Naturally I feel the chapter sequence I have given in
general gives the easiest approach to the whole problem. The ‘lead-in’ chapters in particular can be
read in any order.
It is still possibly hard to conceptualise the interactions of the 15 essential chapters (i.e. as in
the main left box). I thought it might be helpful to simplify the matter even further and so in the
following diagram (fig 2), I show the 5 major systems plus the governmental form (and their
dependencies):THE PRINCIPLE SYSTEMS (fig 2)
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Thus most of the chapters form part of two major systems - the ‘Political/Land Structure System’
and the ‘Industrial System’. {The ‘Distribution System’ is not really part of the ‘Political structure’
but it fits there because it is so dependent on the land structure. You could regard the chapter as a
‘lead-in’ system.}
The first thing that this diagram emphasises is that the ‘Governmental Form’
is derived from everything else. Thus it is convenient to forget all about it until right at the end.
I think it might be useful now to compare these 5 major systems with respect to the following three
criteria.
A.
Importance
I rank the 5 systems in importance as:1. Political structure
2. Information
3. Citizenship, Industrial
4. Judicial
The supreme importance of ‘political structure’ has already been discussed in section 2. I place
‘information’ next in the list simply because our present societies do not have ‘complete information
systems’ (there are small private information systems but the basic question of whether a citizen can
obtain all the information that is essential to function properly, has never yet been addressed). The
‘judicial system’ comes last in importance simply because judicial systems usually continue to work
even when they are very ‘bad’ indeed.
B.
Ease of comprehension
For this criteria I rank the 5 systems as:1. Citizenship, Judicial
2. Information
3. Industrial
4. Political structure
‘Political structure’ is hardest area to understand because it is so much in conflict with current
precepts. It is also fairly complex. The ‘industrial system’ is easier to understand because it is less
in conflict with current precepts. However in total it is even more complex that ‘Political structure’.
The ‘information system’ is a little difficult to comprehend simply because we haven’t considered
this problem before.
C.
Probability of being ‘correct’
Here I rank the systems as:1. Political structure
2. Citizenship, Judicial
3. Information, Industrial
By being correct I mean how well these systems satisfy my criteria for ‘equality’ and ‘freedom’.
However even so this ranking is very subjective. As a mathematician the order tends to be decided
on how ‘neat’ are the solutions and the degree of arbitrariness that exists in their forms.
The general indication of all this may be that, if you get completely cheesed off with the ‘political
structure’ problem, you might instead perhaps read about the ‘information system’. You might even
consider that it is an advantage that in this case I am less certain about my solution being correct
(because you can enjoy pulling holes in it).
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iv)

Background and References

The whole of this project has really been done entirely at my own initiative and so to a large extent,
it is completely independent of all other work. However I have gone to a little effort to see how this
work fits in with established work and so it is convenient to give a very brief summary of this here.
The three classic works that most people know (or know of) are Plato’s “Republic”, More’s
“Utopia” and Marx’s “Das Kapital”. I’ll deal with these works first.
In the “Republic”, Plato is basically supporting a hierarchically organised society and so this
work is in direct opposition to what he is suggesting. So there is no connection with this work at all.
In his “Utopia”, More is describing a society that he would like to see exist (at least one
supposes he would). However he does not describe the detailed laws by which such a society might
be realised. This work on the other hand, is based on realisable laws - and this in turn means that
it will be hard to judge as to what the final resultant society might be like. Furthermore my laws
are of a much more abstract nature. Thus there is very little connection between these two works.
However when I read Utopia I do feel a close kinship to More. I would like to feel that More and I
share a similarity of approach to this whole subject (i.e. somewhat humorously).
I have never read Marx’s “Das Kapital” but, from what I have gleaned, he also seems more
interested in what he would like, rather than the detailed laws by which this state may be attained.
Clearly we both wish for a more egalitarian world but I don’t think there is any similarity in our
suggestions as to how this might be achieved.
This work does have one definite connection with other work - this is with the work of Henry
George as described in his book “Progress and Poverty”. Thus he suggests there should be no
private ownership of land - and so then the renting of public lands, should constitute the one and
only form of tax. Clearly my system of ‘entitlement’ is a more sophisticated form of this idea.
However, even as regards the land system alone, this concept is still a relatively small part of my
total model.
As I have said previously there is no branch of political science that deals with the problem of
‘trying to find better political systems’ (because the obvious candidate - the field of ‘political
theory’, deals in fact with the writings of the ancients). However there is a subject in political
science called the ‘Theory of Choice’ and this subject is slightly related to this work. The subject
mostly deals with voting and tends to stem from Arrow’s original result that proved that no ordinal
voting system can be fully logically consistent. It is certainly convenient for me in this work
that this result has actually been proved. However I don’t think there is any connection between
mechanisms that I have suggested for overcoming this problem, with the mechanisms suggested
by the ‘theory of choice’ field. Again this area is only a very small part of this total work. However
there a broad agreement between the aims of this field and the aims of this work. This has been
encouraging to me.
These are the only connections I know of at the moment. One of my main tasks in the coming few
years (before the final version of this work is produced) is to check out any possible relevant works
more thoroughly. If you yourself know of any such possible connections (or can point me in a
useful direction) then this would be most appreciated.

19

v)

My Writing Form

When I started writing this work up, I wrote in the usual scientific manner as I was imagining
that the work would be read by members of the ‘learned establishment’. However the ‘learned
establishment’ ignored these efforts of mine altogether. This, I suppose, was to be expected
(probably for the reason given in section (i) point 2 - i.e. they don’t wish to ‘rock the boat’). This
new write-up then is written with every one in mind. To make this easier, I have tried to:-1.
make each chapter into a separate entity so that they can be read independently,
-2.
keep the whole thing as light as possible.
However you will still find the whole thing horribly hard to read (and you will probably blame all
this on my poor writing skills). In this section I want to excuse myself a little by pointing out that
there are some intrinsic problems.
1)
Most things we read are usually fairly light and we are rarely trying to pick up hard facts (on
which we will act). When some writing does have to give us hard facts (i.e. a Rock-climbing guide)
everyone waxes strongly about the ineptitude of the writing. In general we do not appreciate how
very difficult it is to be precise. The only really precise writing we have to do in the present world
of course occurs in writing computer programs - and how many people are good at this ! Now this
work is trying to describe a series of very definite systems - so this is going to be a difficult task. It
is definitely not a comment on what we already know (i.e. as in normal political writing) - that is
easy.
2)
Most writing will assume that the reader and the writer will share some basic common background knowledge. However the systems that I shall be describing, will be completely independent
of the current world. Thus our shared common back-ground knowledge will no longer exist.
3)
This work introduces some fundamental new concepts. New concepts cannot simply be read
- they have to be absorbed through the skin (i.e. we have to ponder their implications in our own
minds for months). The process cannot be done quickly.
4)
Our brains have a very good simple mechanism to avoid confusion over-load - if a
suggestion (or fact) conflicts with our fundamental in-built precepts, then the suggestion is simply
ignored. {This mechanism is most commonly invoked if a flaw is suggested with regard to an
idol of ours (i.e. a loved one).} This work will probably conflict with some of your fundamental
precepts (to some extent the present world is everyone’s ‘loved one’). Thus the ignore mechanism is
very likely to be invoked. It is hard to understand something when certain fundamentals cannot be
remembered.
5)
This final point will be covered in more detail when I talk about myself in 24.4. In general
you cannot expect that the ‘solving the problem’ job and the ‘writing the work up’ task (i.e. selling
the job) should go hand in hand in one person. Thus you may have to accept the fact of my limited
writing abilities as part-and-parcel of the fact that I could solve the problem in the first place.
So understanding all this stuff is going to be difficult. However we can only do our best - I’ve done
my best in writing it up - now you do your best in reading it. We must remember that all people are
bound to have their limitations.
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vi)

A Name ?

Normally when I start a chapter I try to start with a fairly light aside. However I haven’t really done
this in this over-view because I thought you should know what the whole thing was about as soon
as possible (and of course I don’t want you to think I was just a light-weight straight away). But it is
now light-weight time - naming the project - you can skip it if you wish.
I’ve called this project many things over a period of time. It started of as “A Complete Theoretical
...” as I talked about at the beginning and then it became “A Symmetric Society” and then “An
Egalitarian Society”. These names sound a bit academic. It then became “The contemplations
of Bryden Allen” but that sounds pretentious (it is hard not to sound pretentious because it is a
pretentious project). Then I thought about “To Go Forth”, “I will Arise” and “Against the Tide” but
these names have probably been used hundreds of times already. Of the names I have given to my
rock climbs my favourite is “One Up to the Wogs”. {We were climbing with this South African
character who was somewhat bigoted against the local ethnics. Anyway he was trying the opening
move when a block came away, he fell off and it crushed him a bit and we had to cart him off to
hospital for abrasions (we had to finish the climb later). And so the name.} I was wondering about
using the name here on the basis the project would give the wogs a better deal. Still it is a bit far
fetched.
The name ‘I’ finally chose was “And ordered their estate ?” and comes from that superb verse in
‘All things bright and beautiful’:
			
“The rich man in his castle,
			
The poor man at his gate,
			
He made the high and lowly
			
And ordered their estate.”
which is normally discreetly omitted from hymn books.
{I have this thing about compilers of song books invariably omitting the very best verses. Thus my
bush-walking song book omits:
		
“Oh the moon shines bright and the stars give light,
		
And my mammy she’ll be looking for me;
		
She may look, she may weep, she may look to the deep,
		
She may look to the bottom of the sea.”
which is easily the best verse in the “The Mermaid” and the Australian hymn book misses out that
spine tingling verse:
		
“Teach me to live, that I may dread
		
The grave as little as my bed;
		
Teach me to die, that so I may
		
Rise glorious at that awful day.”
from Bishop Ken’s famous hymn.}
However in the current case even an enthusiast like myself has to admit that the verse is open to
misinterpretation. Thus my beloved “Congregational Praise” omits it and it retains such things as:
		
“Arabia’s desert ranger
		
To him shall bow the knee;
		
The Ethiopian stranger ... “
Anyway my justification for using this as my heading (apart from letting me rave on as I just have)
was that:1)
If the “their” referred to nations and states as well and the “estate” is considered to be
physical land then the line describes what I do. {But I wish the line said “our estate” instead of
“their estate”.}
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2)
People’s concepts of what is right and wrong change. When this hymn was written the
sentiment expressed in this verse was accepted. These days we find the sentiment hard to swallow
at least as regards rich and poor people. And yet we accept the “status quo” of nations as essentially
“God given” - and this implies that some nations must be much richer in natural assets than others.
By quoting this line I am suggesting that, at some time in the future, “He ... and ordered their estate”
may also some day be hard to swallow in reference to the estate of nations.
This is what I decided the name should be but it is not what the rest of the world decided on the
subject. I had to make a T-shirt for the project and the blurb for this was as is given at the start of
this over-view. The blurb finished with ‘Society of Choice’ and this was repeated with the symbol
on the front. The world decided that the name of this project was ‘Society of Choice’. I was not
going to fight the world (besides no one recognised my quote).
However you should clearly realise that the name “Society of Choice” does not mean either:-1.
that there exists a society (i.e. a club) that is seeking for greater choice or
-2.
that we seek for a society (not in the club sense) where choice abounds (though hopefully
this would be true as well).
The meaning is that we seek a political structure where-by all people have the option of
moving to their ‘Society of Choice’ (as the back of the T-shirt describes).
The symbolism (on the cover page and on my T-shirts) refers to Matthew 10:34 (“Do not think
that I have come to bring peace on earth; I have not come to bring peace, but a sword. ...”) and
Luke 12:49 (“I came to cast fire upon the earth; and would that it were already kindled! ...”). The
symbolism is supposed to imply that my “Society of Choice” political system may have some of the
divisive aspects of the gospel message (which are normally conveniently forgotten). Thus it reminds
us that there are unpleasant aspects in all things.
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1.

WHERE ARE WE GOING ?

Of the many hundreds of sermons I have endured in my life only one now remains in my mind.
The minister began with the statement that he wanted to talk about what he considered to be the
three great virtues - and they all happened to begin with “C”. So of course I immediately tried to
guess as to what these three virtues could be. “Courage” and “compassion” seemed fairly obvious
but I couldn’t think of the third. Well the virtue that he put forward as number one was “clarity”
(followed by “courage” and “compassion” as you might expect). Furthermore he pleaded his case
so well that I was converted. “Clarity” henceforth shall be regarded by me as the number one virtue.
Under normal circumstances I would then have promptly forgotten all about this. However it so
happened that I then asked one Kathy how many of the “C” virtues did she get right. Now Kathy is
normally OK but in this particular instance she got on her high horse and snootily said she didn’t
indulge in useless day-dreams during sermons. So the adrenalin came rushing out and this sermon is
etched on my mind for ever. And a good sermon it was too - old Don was spot on.
So what has “clarity” got to do with “where are we going” - I suspect that you think that this subject
is the vaguest and woolliest imaginable. Well I am going to show that there are just two underlying
visions that underpin all thoughts on “where we are going”. These two visions are supported by
quite distinctly different logics and furthermore the two visions are clearly and definitely in conflict
with each-other. The reason this subject has not been clarified before (or the clarification is kept
hidden) is that this conflict poses logical problems to us which we would prefer not to know about.
You will not receive this clarification with joy.
This chapter then is the main reason that this whole work gets that terrible reputation of ‘being of a
philosophical nature’ (as mentioned in the ‘Scope’ section of the ‘Over-view’). This is unfortunate
but I don’t see what I can do about it. It seems logical to me that we should first discuss ‘Where
are we going’ before doing anything else - and this question must have definite philosophical
implications. I dislike the implications just as must as you will - but it must be done. I would
vastly prefer that you skipped this whole chapter and went unto something that has more technical
substance - but I cannot advise this as sensible approach. A bit of philosophy I fear is one of those
burdens that we have to bear.
This chapter then will be closely linked with the next chapter on ‘Principles’. Finally also in the last
chapter we reconsider these types of problems in ‘Where shall I go ?’. You will be vaguely aware
that all the rest of this work supports the conclusion of this chapter - however the work is in no way
dependent on it.
Finally let me assure you that, although this chapter deals with ‘Where are we going’, it does not in
the lightest way deal with the related topic, ‘The Purpose of Life’. This is a subject well beyond my
comprehension (or any expectation of mine of its being understood on this earth). This chapter is
really quite pragmatic - it is in no way making such excursions into the realms of metaphysics.

1.1

THE NATURE OF THE QUESTION

I should start by making it quite clear that I do not know ‘where are we going’ (any more than
you do). The purpose of the chapter is only to point out the possible options, indicate the conflicts
between these options and show their various advantages and disadvantages. Finally I shall be
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hesitatingly suggesting which type of option a world society based on ‘equality’ and ‘freedom’ will
tend to support (and unfortunately this is the ‘wrong’ option). Perhaps at the end of this chapter I
will have converted you from being a person ‘who knows where we are going’ to a person that now
‘does not know where we are going’.
We should start by clarifying the question. Thus the question could either mean:-1.
Where are we going (whether we like it or not),
-2.
Where do we want to go, or
-3.
Where ought we to go.
Also there is the question of who is the ‘we’. Thus does it refer to:-1.
The people that are likely read this blurb (i.e. people of our western culture),
-2.
All of humanity (which is predominantly third world),
-3.
The whole of life.
Well first of all I would like the ‘we’ to be the ‘whole of life’. In doing this we must be aware that,
because ‘we’ are from the western society, we are very likely to suggest an answer biased in favour
of our western culture concepts. However I will specifically try to avoid this. By doing this then the
‘want’ and ‘ought’ cases should tend to merge. Thus we ‘ought’ to do what is best for the ‘whole of
life’ - and this is what the ‘whole of life’ should ‘want’ (if they were capable of expressing it).
This chapter will in fact mainly be concerned with the ‘Where do we want to go’ question. However
the answer to this must clearly be affected by the ‘where shall we go - whether we like it or not’
result. In the remainder of this section then it would seem convenient to briefly consider what the
‘whether we like it or not’ answer is likely to be.
In general to see where something is going one extrapolates from past experience. This means
that one observes the situation now and compares this with previous situations. The difference of
these situations will then hopefully indicate what can be expected to happen in the future. {I say
hopefully because sometimes there is no discernible trend and so no extrapolation is possible. This
then is true of the stock market.} So in the case of life on earth, if we can observe consistent trends
of development in the past then we can expect these consistent trends will continue on into the
future.
Whether in fact we can observe any consistent trends will depend very much on which time-scales
are used. Thus over a time-scale of hundreds of years, it is hard to observe any consistent trends.
However over time-scales of millions of years, the following trends seem to emerge:-1.
life is expanding in quantity, variety and complexity,
-2.
our knowledge and wisdom are increasing.
{It could be argued that the actual quantity of life has not increased significantly over the past 500
million years. However I would claim that, if the physical restriction of being earth limited could
have been broken (as it now can) then life would have continued to expand in quantity as well.}
Thus this is how I imagine life will progress on into the future. So life will continue to expand
in quantity, variety and complexity and our knowledge and wisdom shall increase (the ‘our’ here
referring just to us humans - presumably the only thinking bodies). However we must understand
that this is only true over very long periods of time - over shorter time-scales an enormous amount
of evolvement and change will continue to occur that will have very little bearing on this final result.
This is sufficient on this subject for the time being. We will return again after examining the
various options of what we might want.
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1.2

CONCEPTS OF A ‘BETTER WORLD’

What we would like to do of course is to create a ‘better world’. {This assumes we know what a
better world is - maybe we don’t know.} Thus I’ll start by making a list of the most standard criteria
for a ‘better world’ (they all tend to be rather human oriented). These are:1)
Happier,
2)
Wealthier,
3)
More individual leisure,
4)
Richer in variety of life forms,
5)
Conserving our heritage,
6)
More just,
7)
More equal,
8)
Freer - more independence,
9)
Freer - greater choice,
10)
Greater happiness of greater number,
11)
Greater production (i.e. greater GNP),
12)
Greater knowledge and accomplishment,
13)
Greater total leisure,
14)
Stronger,
15)
Fitter,
16)
More caring.
Now these criteria, besides being mostly very imprecise, are all terribly subjective. Thus before
doing anything else, we should try to imagine if there should exist any measures for what might
constitute a ‘better world’ which are precise and objective. Thus we would like to know what
general tests might exist which can be clearly demonstrated and these tests would be independent of
the internal forms of the society. {Before listening to me further on this subject, you should perhaps
go away and envisage what possible tests you could imagine.}
Now I think there are just two such general tests that could be carried out. They are what I call the
‘Choice’ test and the ‘Expansion’ test. In both tests it is best to envisage that one has two definite
different worlds and one is trying to differentiate between these two worlds as to which is best.
These tests are then:a.
The Choice Test
Here the individuals of the two different worlds are given the choice of being allowed to move to
the other world. We can then say that the ‘better world’ is the world where the majority of people
prefer to settle. {Thus it is equivalent to sort of ‘voting by your feet’.}
b.
The Expansion Test
Here the two worlds are assumed to be placed next to each-other. We then say that the ‘better world’
is the one from which life forms expand into the other (presumably via conflict but as a peace
loving person myself I try to avoid such belligerent terms - perhaps the ‘Aggression Test’ would be
a better name).
In both these tests we must be careful as to the precise form of our initial conditions. Thus first
clearly we must insist that both worlds have equivalent natural assets(i.e. the worlds are physically
identical and so the differentiation depends only on the social form). However the two cases
are quite different as to whether we need to say if the initial populations need to be the same. In
the ‘Expansion Test’ we do not need to say anything because a society that can support a larger
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population can be regarded as being ‘fitter’. However as regards the ‘choice test’ perhaps we need
to insist that the populations are equal because otherwise the test could simply reflect the fact
that people prefer to have more natural assets per person (i.e. richer in natural assets). I will thus
distinguish between two variants of the choice test. These are:a-(i) ‘choice’ not rationalised for natural assets,
a-(ii) ‘choice’ rationalised for natural assets
Now clearly both these tests are of a very general fundamental nature and the development of our
present world has at various times depended on both these mechanisms. Thus we should try to see
how our various criteria are likely to support these two different tests. This I will mainly do in the
next section. However before doing this, in the rest of this section I would like to cast doubt on a
certain differentiation that has already probably formed in your mind.
The obvious differentiation to make is between the ‘nice’ criteria like ‘happier’, ‘more leisure’,
‘caring’, ‘richer in life forms’ etc that will tend to support the ‘choice test’ and the ‘nasty’ criteria
like ‘greater production’, ‘stronger’, ‘greater knowledge and accomplishment’ etc that will tend to
support the ‘expansion test’. {One could even imagine these two cases could be represented as in
fantasy fiction i.e. the ‘nice’ world consisting of the Shire with its hobbits as opposed to the ‘nasty’
world consisting of Mordor with its orcs.} However if one was to ignore the human element and
one just considered the operation of our two different tests with natural fauna and flora then ones
sees that it could be difficult to distinguish between these two different tests (actually to be precise
between the ‘expansion test’ and ‘population rationalised choice test’). So the difference between
these cases must depend just on our present human concepts. We will need to think fairly carefully
therefore if we are to pick out a more fundamental conflict.

1.3

THE ESSENTIAL ‘POPULATION CONFLICT’

I want to start the investigation on the criteria that go to make a ‘better world’ with the subject of
‘leisure’. I choose this item to start with because it is reasonably clear as to what we mean and also
it can be measured in a quantifiable manner. {To quote Lord Kelvin - “we cannot say much about a
subject unless we can measure it”.} However I am aware that most people have ambivalent feelings
as to whether they want more leisure or not. We must bear this in mind (and most people are
ambivalent about any criteria that could be subject to external objective verification).
Now to state the obvious as regards ‘leisure’ - we like it because it allows us to do the things we
want to do. Hence its increase should make us ‘happier’. We could spend our ‘leisure’ on becoming
more ‘wealthy’, or increasing our ‘knowledge’ (or ‘accomplishments’). However, on the basis of
the ‘freedom’ criteria, the best sort of world would allow us to individually choose between these
options as we see fit. Thus we understand the relative conflicts (and support) between the criteria
1), 2), 3) and 12) and we want the outcome to be largely left to our own personal choice. Thus the
distinction between these criteria can be ignored. All we want then is a large amount of leisure.
{This also implies that we want an ‘efficient’ system. However we don’t like ‘efficient’ systems so
we will over-look this implication.}
The essential ‘population conflict’ in the case of leisure now becomes clear if we compare criteria
3) (more individual leisure) against criteria 13) (greater total leisure) in a specific case. Suppose we
have two societies with equal land, one with a population of a million and the other with population
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of two million. Now it would seem likely that the people in the more populated society would
have slightly less leisure because for example they may be forced to use more marginal land. To be
specific we will suppose that in the first society they have 40% leisure time and in the other society
they have only 30% leisure time. Then criteria 3 will support the million people society ( 40%
leisure as opposed to 30% leisure) and criteria 13 will support the 2 million people society (600,000
people at leisure as opposed to 400,000 people at leisure).
As you might expect (because ‘leisure’ is linked to ‘happiness’, ‘wealth’ and ‘knowledge’ - as
we showed previously), the other criteria will be in conflict with their ‘totals’ criteria in a similar
manner. Thus ‘individual happiness’ and ‘the greatest happiness of the greatest number’ (Jeremy
Bentham’s famous criteria) will also be in conflict over the question of population. Bearing in mind
that it is ‘greater production’ that produces ‘wealth’ there will be a similar conflict between these
criteria as well. Thus I claim the fundamental conflict between the criteria 1), 2, and 3) and the
criteria 10), 11), 12) and 13) will mainly consist of how large a population it is desired to support.
If we look at our two test methods we find that a similar type of conflict will also exist. However
this conflict is not between the ‘expansion test’ and the ‘choice test - rationalised for natural assets’
but rather between the two versions of the choice test.
Now the highly populated version will clearly support the ‘expansion test’ because in
conflict situations one mostly simply needs a large number of people ‘to fight’ (note they cannot be
engaged in essential activities). However we could simply have a ‘choice test’ rationalised to the
same population. But you have seen that the ‘choice test’ will also support ‘leisure’. This leisure can
also be used for fighting (if necessary) and so the ‘choice test - rationalised for population’ supports
the ‘expansion test’. The only difference between the ‘expansion test’ and the ‘choice test’ is likely
to be that the ‘expansion test’ will insist that we have sufficient ‘productive capacity’ and also a
reasonable attainment of ‘knowledge’ and ‘accomplishment’ among the population. The ‘choice’
test on the other hand would prefer to leave these matters to ‘individual choice’. {However we all
individually usually have good intentions as regards attaining ‘knowledge’ and ‘accomplishment’ but we get slack. It might not be such a bad thing if there was a little enforcement on this subject.}
The essential conflict arises because, given a highly populated world or a lowly populated
world, we would always ‘choose’ the lowly populated world. Life is always bound to be more
pleasant with less people around - there will be more land, probably more leisure, certainly
less strife. This is what we would choose. Thus there is a conflict between the ‘choice test - not
rationalised for population’ and the ‘aggression test’.
So it can be seen that all our different criteria and tests fall into two conflicting camps on the subject
of population density. Thus I claim that there are just two essentially different visions of what can
be conceived to be a ‘better world’ - a ‘lowly populated and happy’ version and a ‘highly populated
and advanced’ version. Almost every other type of feature we could all agree on what was good or
bad. Thus:1)
green - the greener the better - we are all greenies, the only thing is some people let personal
gain get in the way,
2)
variety of life forms - we all support life in all its varieties and abundance (again for
personal gain we might omit flies),
3)
health and vigour - again we all would support this,
4)
wisdom and knowledge - we all strive for this.
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The only thing we could not agree on is how large its human population should be and this
disagreement would not be so much between people as within ourselves individually. We would
have two different voices telling us which is best - one voice tells us the population should be low
because, if we lived there, this is what we would like and the other voice says it should be high
because such a society would be stronger and more advanced. We don’t know which to choose. We
have a problem. {This same sort of problem is reflected in many different areas. Thus a little while
ago the papers were full of the subject of whether or not Australia is a bad polluter. A European
study showed that we were a bad polluter because per population we produced more pollution than
most European countries. However per area we produced much less. Which is correct - it will all
depend on whether you think that it is a ‘good’ or ‘bad’ thing to have a low population density ?}

1.4

THE ‘GOOD’ ‘COMFORTABLE’ RESOLUTION

So how do we solve these conflicting visions of what is a good society ? I think we will now need
to refer back to our ‘where are we going (whether we like it or not)’ version of the question.
Fairly clearly of these two visions of good, the ‘where are we going (whether we like it or not)’
version must tend to favour the populous vision because this is consistent with where we are going
to go in any case. This answer also unites us with all other animals because they all appear to try to
increase their populations. Moreover it unites us with past history because over time most human
societies have always tried to grow. True this populous vision may be less happy than the low
population vision but then we are unlikely to be happy if we harbour an expectation that cannot
be attained. Furthermore happiness is very dependent on being in a situation which we know and
understand. Thus we are just as likely to be unhappy in a society that is much more lowly populated
(than we are at present) than a society that is much more highly populated (than we are at present).
{Besides this argument there is a further argument about how such growth may be forced upon us in
any case. However this rational will be discussed later in section 1.6.}
However, having accepted that the primary vision of where we are going is the populous version,
there is a strong limitation we can sanely and logically place upon it - this is that we don’t have to
expand too quickly. When we look at animals we see they often expand their populations much too
quickly, plague populations develop and then the animals all die off just as quickly. It would seem
to us that such animals go though much pain and suffering and there is no final population gain. Are
we not ‘homo sapiens’? - surely we can organise things better than that.
In considering population growth, a small constant growth will give a huge increase over
appreciable periods of time. Thus a growth of 0.01% p.a. (i.e. less than 1% over a persons life)
over a million years (and a million years is a very short time compared with the age of life in our
world) will give growth millions of millions times the present population (10 to the power 40
approximately). The crucial thing to avoid is a retrograde cycle. In deciding what our growth should
be it seems to me that we should perhaps try to accommodate the following points:1)
human growth should be limited to that for which we clearly have food resources,
2)
we do not indulge in any irreversible actions - the most common irreversible action is of
course the extinction of a species,
3)
we do not make any significant changes to our environment until we have clearly seen
that such a change is not harmful - such changes at the moment concern the CO content of the
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atmosphere and the increasing ozone hole,
4)
we do not allow large changes over a person’s life-time - this should keep us happy because
then a person does not need to suffer significant change during their life-time.
This then is the vision of where we are going that I think most people would be happy with - some
expansion but sufficiently small to avoid any suffering. I shall call this the ‘comfortable low growth
case’.

1.5

WHAT WILL ‘EQUALITY’ AND ‘FREEDOM’ LEAD TO

Up till now I have not mentioned criteria 6), 7), 8) and 9) which are the criteria relating to equality
and freedom (2 versions of both). These are the principles that all this work is based on and so, as
far as I am concerned, this is the central interest. Thus this work is not based on happiness, wealth,
leisure, population density or any of the other criteria we have talked about so far (though of
course it is of interest to see to what extent these criteria will be achieved) but only on equality and
freedom. So the question is what sort of a society will these criteria (I prefer to call them principles)
give rise to - will it be ‘happy and lowly populated’ or ‘advanced and populous’? Also, if it should
support an ‘advanced and populous’ world society, how quickly would such a world society grow
and develop?
These are very difficult questions to answer and you need to read the whole work to get the
complete picture. However I shall try to give an indication.
This work demonstrates that there COULD exist a society based on equality and freedom and such
a society would be very viable (i.e. it would work, survive and thrive). Whether it WOULD exist
on the other hand is very difficult to say - in this society all people would have complete freedom
of choice and this very choice might itself rule out the society’s own very existence. For what it is
worth I would choose to live in such a society. To see if you would choose to live in such a society
you will need to read the whole of all this rather complex work. If you should believe that the
‘survival of the fittest’ principle not only means that the ‘fittest’ ‘survive’ but also that new ‘fitter’
forms will be encouraged to emerge then this would imply that this new type of society should
eventually come into being. However this is a matter of doubt.
The crucial issue is that, if such a society did exist then, in comparison with current societies, it
would definitely be of the ‘advanced and populous’ type. There are two reasons - one reason based
on ‘equality’ and the other reason based on ‘freedom’.
1)
When one develops a new society form truly based on equality, one rapidly realises how
much our current society’s form is based on the ‘status quo’. ‘Status Quo’ provides very strong
disincentive against population growth. This is because, if an individual society grows, there will
be less land per person to support the people and so life would becomes harder. On the other hand,
if an individual society decreases in size then there will be more land and so life will become
easier. However, in our egalitarian system, we introduce a means by which societies have land in
proportion to their population (and so all individual’s land-holdings would be roughly equal). Thus
land-holding would increase or decrease with population and so the current ‘status quo’ disincentive
against growth would disappear.
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2)
A society based on freedom of choice will allow individuals to choose the type of subsociety they wish to live in. This choice means that the chosen sub-societies will grow and the subsocieties that are not chosen will decrease. This implies that the society as a whole will be capable
of evolving much more quickly (in the same way as in the present century, cars have developed
more rapidly than trains because cars are much more subject to choice). This in turn implies that
societies capable of supporting higher population densities should evolve more quickly.
Also the independence element of our freedom principle implies that our land structure will
create many more reasonably-independent societies (i.e. our structure implies that our world society
will be less of a ‘global village’ than we have at present). Such a ‘fragmented situation’ is accepted
as a good candidate for fast evolution (e.g. see Leakey, ‘The origin of Humankind’ p.16)
However the really bad news is that if such a society should exist then it would almost certainly
advance and develop much more quickly than the time scales imagined in section 5. This follows
not only from the strength of previous two points but also because:-a.
our current present rate of growth (even with its anti-growth mechanisms) is already much
higher than our low growth case, and
-b.
our ‘freedom’ principle gives complete autonomy to all the various sub-societies. This being
the case then there is no way that a central body can enforce a particular growth rate (even though
this might be the wish of the majority). {There are strong limits on the ‘powers of the majority’ in
my system.}
Thus there is no way that a nice low comfortable growth rate can be assured.

1.6

SO WHICH WAY ?

Let me just firstly re-cap on the logic of my argument so far.
I started by showing that in general the various criteria and tests (that we can envisage for
a ‘better world’) tend to divide into two camps - one camp supporting a ‘lowly populated happy’
world - the other camp supporting a ‘populous advanced’ world.
Secondly I suggested that, of these two extremes, the population that we ought to accept as
being best for everyone, should be one that was increasing at a reasonably slow rate.
Finally in the last section I indicated that the ‘equality’ and ‘freedom’ criteria (which are
the principles that all this work is based on) may give growth rates considerable in excess of such
‘reasonably slow rates’.
This being the case, I expect that your natural reaction at this stage will be to simply feel that
our ‘equality’ and ‘freedom’ principles will have to be rejected. After all we have done our best
to accommodate some growth (mostly against our personal inclinations). If reasonable growth
rates cannot be assured then we must simply try to maintain the world just as it is (i,e. criteria 5 ‘Conserve our heritage’ - the ‘in’ message in current world thinking).
However unfortunately there are problems with this strategy as well. Thus:1)
It is much harder to ‘stay where you are’ than most people realise. Take then our current
situation in the world where, as we recognise, ‘the rich are getting richer and the poor are getting
poorer’. We know this is happening and we normally follow the standard course and blame the
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problem on ‘our terrible leadership’. However we never consider that the root of the problem may
lie within ourselves. Thus we usually desire to continue at our current level of employment (i.e.
we want the ‘status quo’ of employment to continue). Now the ‘status quo’ of employment always
includes some people who work too much and some who work too little (this must always be the
case because the young and the old can never do as much work as those in their central years).
Now those who work too much will become richer and those who do not work enough will become
poorer. Thus the ‘status quo’ of employment implies increasing differentials in wealth (which is
what is happening at present). To maintain the ‘status quo’ of wealth means you cannot maintain the
‘status quo’ of work. Thus maintaining a total ‘status quo’ situation is impossible.
We have to recognise that the nature of life is to ‘change’. Thus all ‘work’ must change the
world in some manner. Thus any laws that try to maintain the ‘status quo’, will tend to be selfnegating because they will be in conflict with the basic nature of life.
2)
We in the western world have become accustomed to our low birth-rates and we are
very appreciative of the comfortable life-style this brings. However this situation can only be a
temporary phenomena. Most animals in the wild have high birth rates (at least in comparison with
us). The reason for this is the usual ‘survival of the fittest’ situation. If an animal does not try to
propagate then its progeny will diminish and they be replaced by the progeny of the animals that
do try to propagate. Thus the gene that says ‘I will try to propagate’ must always become dominant.
The same must apply to us humans. Thus eventually ‘the people that do not wish to propagate’
must cease to exist and so the only people that will remain on this earth will be those that have the
‘keen to propagate’ gene. Thus our current western world situation of static populations can only be
temporary. {Most human societies are of course quite keen to propagate. Our western world tends to
be an exception.}
3)
I have been reading the various articles in the papers about the future possible population
growth in Australia. Most articles of course reflect the majority desires and so they want very little
growth at all. However there was one slightly more perceptive article (Paul Cleary and Diane Stott,
SMH, 1996). Firstly the article considered the history of the subject and in particular considered
the question of why Billy Hughes (possibly our greatest prime minister) should have originated that
catchcry “populate or perish”. The answer was of course that he had to. The article then made the
point that we never indulge in the hard work of ‘growth’ because we want to. We promote growth
only because if we don’t, then we will not be able to defend our land. At the moment of course the
‘status quo’ of land is being defended by the threat of nuclear war (and at the moment the nuclear
arsenals are fortunately held by the nations that are richest in land). However this situation will
not last for ever. So eventually we will once again have to defend our country in the usual way by
population growth.
4)
The principles of ‘equality’ and ‘freedom’ are the only principles that it is possible to
implement in a precise, positive and definite manner. These principles are then the only the ones
that can allow us to create a ‘logical’ system. If we were to throw these principles away then we
lose any chance of being able to develop a logical and consistent form. Nor is it possible to only
partially use these principles because then how could you decide when he principles ought to apply.
Thus a principle is only a principle if it can apply in all circumstances.
Thus there are problems with trying to maintain the ‘status quo’ as well. At this point it is perhaps
worth considering a particular scenario as to how the world might develop in the future.
Let us start by assuming that over the next 100 years the world would develop in what we might
regard as the optimum ‘comfortable’ manner. Thus we would allow our nations to continue as
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at present but, besides this, a world government would be created and empowered. This world
government would have its own policing powers and so it could successfully deal with the grosser
problems of our current world - thus any encroachment of one nation on another would be stopped,
any excessive pollution of a nation would be curbed and of course the stocking or manufacture
of atomic bombs, germ warfare or any activity that might cause general pollution or interference
would be completely stopped. The world government could still not deal with internal problems
in nations. Thus a majority element in a nation could still annihilate a minority element in that
nation. Such a system would also tend to entrench the status quo of national current land holdings.
{Historically the status quo of national land-holdings has never been very fixed because war has
always interfered.} However we prefer to ignore such problems.
However, after a hundred years, one nation decides to change its internal structure into one based on
equality and freedom (similar to that which I have proposed). Naturally the world government does
not intervene as this is an internal matter. Furthermore this new type of nation causes no pollution
what-so-ever. {It is natural that a nation based on freedom should cause no pollution because
freedom means you cannot interfere with other people. This is precisely what pollution does.} The
population of this nation increases rapidly but they seem to be able to cope because they don’t waste
anything - cars are eliminated, no sunlight or water is wasted and all materials are recycled. When
this nation has used all its land-resources to the full, it starts to use the ocean by building nutrient
holding systems (plastic sheets held a few meters beneath the ocean) in deep ocean areas. This
allows a much higher growth because the nutrients are retained near to the surface (currently they
are lost to the ocean depths). It is hard for the world government to complain about this. Finally
when this nation starts to look as if it might be a security threat to the rest of the world, further
expansion in ocean areas is prohibited. However at this stage this nation has sufficient capability to
go out into space there it expands further.
Thus an unstable situation will eventually be created.
So this example demonstrates that even if the majority of people in this world support the
maintenance of the ‘status quo’ it is still possible that our projected comfortable future development
might be rudely interrupted. Thus I believe we have probably been harbouring unrealistic
expectations as to how comfortable it is possible to be assured we will be in a future world. Thus
all options have their problems and so the question of which way we should go, is a very complex
business indeed. This means that I think you will need to look at the full ramifications of what
‘equality’ and ‘freedom’ will imply in detail even if, at the end of it all, you decide this is not the
way you intend to go. Thus, which-ever way, you ought to read this project.
{There is of course a very simple piece of logic which simply says that creatures have always
sought to obtain the most ‘comfortable situation’ for themselves (i.e. low growth rates). If we do
the same we are simply being consistent with what has always happened in the past. Admitted at
some point in the future our creature comforts may be rudely disturbed and then we will be forced
to indulge in some growth. We will accept this situation when it is necessary. Thus the development
of the world has always previously been a lackadaisical affair (as I pointed out in 1.1) so there is no
need that we should rush towards the end of our journey (an advanced populous state) before it is
forced upon us.
This may a good low-level pragmatic approach suitable for a large number of people.
However a few of us should be trying to look above the quagmire of current situation and really
think about ‘where are we going’.}
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1.7

MY ‘SUPREME JUSTICE OF GOD’ LAW

In the last section I essentially finished off the serious work of this chapter by pointing out how
difficult the decision ‘where we should go’ must be. However for me personally the decision is
not difficult at all. I don’t need to even consider the ‘comfortable’ option (i.e. being ‘happier’,
‘wealthier’, ‘maintaining the ‘status quo’, etc). So I’ll finish off this chapter with my personal view.
You probably won’t agree with this view but just remember, if you do not agree with it, then you
ought to spend a much greater amount of time on thinking about ‘where we ought to go’.
The feature of life which dominates much of my thinking and actions is what I call the ‘supreme
justice of God’ law. This law basically says that - we all get our just deserts in this life - we all have
a fair balance of happiness and unhappiness and nothing we do can alter this balance of happiness
very much. This is not a theoretical law derived because I think there is a just God overlooking our
world. On the contrary the law is derived from my personal observations of how the world seems to
work.
My personal observations that support this law are:1)
Over my period of life I have had happier and less happy periods but these periods are not
correlated with anything that I thought would bring me happiness. The only clear correlation is that
a happy period will be followed by unhappy period or vice-versa. (On the basis of this I tend to
indulge in a lot of unpleasant activities (runs, exercise, work, refraining from over-eating etc) on the
basis that these activities bring more pleasant periods later on).
2)
No action or condition that I thought would bring happiness has ever done so and plenty of
situations that I thought would be awful have turned out really good.
The reason that this is true is that we all adjust to a new situation very quickly - usually of
the order of a month or two. If a situation brings happiness or unhappiness in a couple of months
we have adjusted to the new situation and the new situation then brings neither happiness or
unhappiness. So ones happiness settles down to a steady mean. {I should mention that in my life
I am very careful to avoid having expectations that could be too high. I think it is possible that a
person harbouring unattainable expectations may encounter permanent unhappiness}.
If we extrapolate from my personal observation, to society in general it may imply that no political
system could increase or decrease the happiness of the society. I think this could be true and in
particular we notice that every good political feature has an unpleasant side associated with it.
Thus:1)
‘Choice’ is nice for those doing the choosing but it means continual ‘competition’ for those
people providing the facility or goods.
2)
A perfect and just society would be perfectly boring as well. This is true of all life - some
people claim Bradman was boring to watch and in my own activity to do a climb perfectly means
that it will not be very exciting (I am old now - I can stand lack of excitement really well).
3)
A free and equal society could be rather cold and hard. All those nice warm feelings we get
from imaging a caring and loving society, tend to be excluded.
4)
We all like leisure but most of us are partially hooked on work as well. Leisure requires a lot
more self-discipline than work - it is very much a mixed blessing.
Clearly I have radical political leanings so let me now quote from an arch conservative Evelyn Waugh:“I believe that man is, by nature, an exile ...; that his chances of happiness and virtue, here, remain
more or less constant through the centuries and, generally speaking, are not much affected by the
political and economic conditions in which he lives;”
I think this is the stoic philosophy and Christianity has incorporated much of the stoic
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thought. Of course the ultimate stoic is P.G. Wodehouse and every second page of his works reflect
this belief. For example from ‘Uncle Dynamite’, which I’m reading at the moment, we have:“In these days in which we live, when existence has become a thing of infinite complexity and fate,
if it slips a bit of goose with one hand, is pretty sure to give us the sleeve across the windpipe with
the other, it is rarely that we find a human being who is unmixedly happy. Always the bitter will be
blended with the sweet, and in this mélange one can be reasonably certain that it is the former that
will predominate. - A severe indictment of our modern civilisation, but it can’t say it didn’t ask for
it.”
I also then subscribe to this stoic belief. The stoic philosophy still supports the search for
virtue and as you should have gathered from my opening paragraph I am a great believer in virtue.
{The word virtue comes from the Latin word ‘virs’ for man, meaning originally ‘of man-like
qualities’. You could claim then that in my belief in virtue I am just being a male-chauvinist.}
Of course most people do not subscribe to this stoic philosophy and in particular you probably do
not subscribe to it yourself. Naturally this is your right but I would like to make a few comments on
arguments that I have had with people that do not believe in my “supreme justice of God” law (i.e.
they think the world is not just and hence they can increase their share of happiness).
In summoning evidence in support of the law I have restricted my evidence to that from my own
life and with respect to society. This means that I have only attempted to show that the law is true in
my life, to society and possibly by implication to other peoples lives as well. I have not attempted
to show that it is true between people i.e. that different people are treated justly and hence have the
same amount of happiness. The reason I have not done so is, not because I believe it to be untrue
but that the evidence becomes much more suspect. It is not the evidence of my life that people
always speak the truth - I usually find people only do what will give them an advantage in life and
hence they only speak the truth when it is to their advantage. There is no advantage in telling the
world if they have been justly treated or not in comparison with other people and so information on
this subject is suspect. Thus I think it is very difficult to say if the law is true or not between people.
I just leave the subject - there is sufficient evidence from what I know without any bias - my own
life.
However when I speak to other people the evidence they bring forth is never from their own life
but always this cross individual evidence which is highly suspect. Furthermore the evidence they
often refer to is something that neither they nor I have any direct evidence on - typically the starving
millions of Bangladesh. Now I do not wish to say whether the starving millions of Bangladesh are
less happy than I. {I must admit that if God came up to me saying `Hey Bryden I have been reading
about your law about the “supreme justice of God”, and I have good news for you, I have found
this nice little spot among the starving millions of Bangladesh and this should provide a perfect
opportunity for you to check out if the law is true between people’ then I would not jump for joy.
I would prefer to accept the law on faith.} How I read this is that people do not clearly study the
practical evidence as to whether the law is correct. Instead they consider a logically extreme case
which their already formed convictions tell them must support their case. The evidence is ignored.
People want to believe that they can search for happiness because they would not know what to do
if they did not. They have never looked at the evidence as to whether such a search is likely to be
successful. Thus have you ever heard a person say “yes I have sought for happiness in this world
and I have found it” ?
Returning to our main topic of ‘where are we going’ then, if my ‘supreme justice of God law’ is
correct, it means that a happier society cannot be found either by:-1.
“not moving out of our comfort zone” as implied in ‘status quo’ situation of section 1.6
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(GIO where I worked had some good internal pep type courses and comfort zones featured heavily
in these), or by
-2.
my egalitarian political system as referred to in section 1.5 (and which the rest of this work
is about).
So which goal do you choose if your normal “happiness” criteria is cast aside. Well I claim
that you might just as well shift along in the direction life is going, help it along as much as possible
and see how it all turns out - for better or for worse. Thus we should support virtue (‘equality’ and
‘freedom’) even when this may imply we must choose a less ‘comfortable’ option. To put it in the
terms of our Christian faith we should seek for the ‘Kingdom of Heaven’ (where I am defining the
‘Kingdom of Heaven’ to be that which the world can be expected to be like in the far distant future).
Hence we ought to expect that the way may be “hard”.
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2.

PRINCIPLES

“I don’t believe in principles - principles are only excuses for what we want to think or what we
want to do”
The above quote (from the daily quote on our desk diary) probably sums up most people’s feelings
on principles - and I have a fair degree of sympathy with the quote myself. Assuming that a
principle is simply ‘a general rule which applies independent of particular time, place or person’
why are we so much against them. Surely it should be a good thing that general rules should be
found and agreed upon? The trouble is that we are all very cynical about people’s motives when
they propose a principle - we feel sure that they, in some subtle way, will be proposing a rule that
will favour themselves. From my own world of rock-climbing let me give what appears to be an fair
principle but which in fact strongly favours one class of people.
Sometimes on rock climbs permanent bolts are drilled into the rock and are used either for descent,
for belaying or as ‘runners’ (protection that prevents the lead climber falling too far). Later parties will
use these bolts and in general they can make a climb much safer. It is accepted that a few appropriately
placed bolts on certain climbs is very beneficial but too many will ruin the very nature of the sport. So
how do you decide where these bolts should be placed. Many principles could be used but the one used
mainly in NSW is that ‘bolts should be placed only by the party doing the first ascent’.
Well this seemingly fair and just rule in fact strongly favours the safety of experienced climbers
only. Experienced climbers almost always do all the first ascents as they are the ones that open
up new areas. On the easy climbs they don’t tend to place any bolts because they personally do
not need them. On the hard climbs, where they do need them, they place them in abundance. The
consequence then of this principle is that, in a lot of areas in NSW, experienced climbers can climb
in perfect safety while beginners often face a fatal fall should they make a slip (and there have been
such fatalities). {The experienced climbers also run the climbing journals etc so they make sure that
their own particularly favoured principle gets better coverage.}
The subject of proposing clear, definite and just general rules is very difficult in all circumstances
and when one comes to the political arena it becomes almost impossible. We all know this and the
above quote simply tends to reflect our despair. Nevertheless I am going to do my best in this nearly
impossible task.
The principle I gave for placing of bolts on rock-climbs has at least the advantage of being definite.
Alas when I come to the political arena things will not be so precise. {The principle on bolts is not
in fact as precise as it may appear because it depends on what you mean by first ascent. In fact in
my personal opposition to the current bolting situation, I find it more politic to interpret a different
view of what is a first ascent rather than directly oppose the given principle.} I will try then to
supplement this indefiniteness by giving what will be the effect of the principle in the final society.
In particular I will try to emphasise what will be the nasty aspects of the principle (in the previous
chapter I dwelt on the fact that there are pleasant and unpleasant aspects to everything). Thus our
principle on the placing of bolts might have been less appealing if people realised that bolts would
not necessarily be placed on the basis of how serious a possible fall might be. Thus this whole
chapter will have a tendency to become a view of what our total model society might be like. You
might in fact prefer to ignore the principles altogether and simply treat this chapter as a general
preview of the proposed society.
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2.1

‘PRINCIPLES’, ‘WISH-LISTS’, ‘UTOPIAS’, ‘MODELS’ AND THE ‘REAL WORLD’

I think it is appropriate to start this chapter by pointing out the difference between ‘principles’ and
‘wish-lists’. This then leads to the question of why a complete set of ‘principles’ must give rise
to a ‘model’ (as opposed to ‘wish-lists’ which give rise to ‘utopias’). Then we need to review the
nature of the relationship between ‘models’ and the ‘real world’. Finally I must mention the most
fundamental feature of this work which is that my model is ‘complete’. I can then explain how a
‘complete’ model helps to overcome any ‘bias’.
A ‘principle’ should be a fundamental truth or law whereas a ‘wish-list’ is simply an idea of what
people would like to happen. Thus with a ‘principle’ there must exist some process or mechanism
that will ensure that the law will actually take place. The shades of difference can be seen very
clearly in my bolts example (that bolts should only be placed by people on the first ascent).
Firstly the supposed principle will partially happen in practise because it is much more
convenient to place bolts on the first ascent (or before the first ascent) than at later times. However
in the climbing world at present, there is certainly no mechanism to ensure that bolts are not added
after the first ascent and so in this case the principle is really just a ‘wish-list’. However if for
example the rule should be accepted by the national parks then the national parks might enforce
the rule and so this ‘wish-list’ (for some - not me) could then be regarded as a principle (of national
parks).
My two principles of ‘equality’ and ‘freedom’ must normally be regarded as just part of the ‘wishlist’ of the present world (as are all the other criteria of 1.2). Thus we wish that ‘equality’ and
‘freedom’ would happen but we rarely set laws to ensure that they do occur. However in this work I
shall be treating these principles as proper principles and not merely as a ‘wish-list’. Thus I shall be
setting up a system that will assure that ‘equality’ and ‘freedom’ can actually be achieved.
Now if I claim ‘equality’ and ‘freedom’ will actually be achieved then clearly I must show how
this can happen. This I do by a ‘model’. Thus the ‘model’ is the complete mechanism and process
by which the principles (‘equality’ and ‘freedom’ in my case) can be achieved. The model must be
very carefully thought out because the very mechanism of its implementation must also be based
on ‘equality’ and ‘freedom’ (i.e. one cannot have a ‘ruler’ that dispenses ‘equality’ and ‘freedom’
because the ‘ruler’ concept is inconsistent with ‘equality’ itself). At a certain level moreover the
model must also have a degree of uncertainty which must reflect people’s fundamental freedom of
choice. Thus this total model must be complex and subtle. So ‘principles’ must lead to ‘models’
(which are hard rigorous cold unpleasant things) whereas ‘wish-lists’ will lead to ‘utopias’ (which
are nice pleasant places). However ‘models’ can be implemented in practice whereas ‘utopias’
presumably cannot. {Of course to modern eyes, More’s Utopia is certainly not a nice pleasant place.
I like to think that More inserted some of those unpleasant aspects because he recognised that a
‘good future society’ cannot be simply the sum of a ‘wish-list’. However his Utopia is in no sense
a ‘model’ - in his age the task of producing a logically consistent model would have been far too
hard.}
So we now come to the difficult question of ‘what use will these models be in our present every-day
world’. I’ll try to give a very simple example.
Suppose in the present world we have a problem - for example addicts are leaving needles on the
beach and people are treading on them and becoming infected. Then the sort of moves that might be
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made in the current world to overcome this problem are:-a. a new law may be introduced forbidding the leaving of needles on beaches,
-b. inspectors may be created to patrol the beaches checking that people are not leaving needles
around and
-c. an education program may be created in the schools teaching every one about the dangers of this
situation (and addiction in general).
Now suppose that we actually have a model that covers this situation (as for example my model
does - see chapters 5, 6 and 7). Then the first thing that you will need to do is to check to see if the
model can cope with this specific problem. If it can cope with this problem (and presumablely our
present system cannot) then this is an indication that the model is fundamentally better conceived
than our present system is. Thus we should be trying to change our present world in a way that
is more in line with the model. Now suppose the model you are comparing against is based on
‘equality’ and ‘freedom’ (as mine is) then let us see how those three actions (a, b and c) are likely to
stand up against an ‘equality/freedom’ type model. For the three points the situation would be:-a. Firstly this action implies that our laws will become more complex. This implies that specialists
may be needed to understand it and so an inequality between the specialists and the non-specialists
will have been created. Secondly there will be an implied inequality between those people living in
the beach area and those that are not.
-b. This action will introduce an inequality between those people with ‘inspector’ authority and
those that do not have this authority.
-c. Such enforced education can be conceived to be an infringement of freedom because some
people will be forced to receive this education when the matter may be quite irrelevant to them.
Thus it can be seen that the comparison of this proposed change against an ‘equality/freedom’
model, indicates that these three, ostensibly sensible normal actions, will move the society away
from equality and freedom (and the well conceived equality/freedom model society would have
no problem in the first place). The model then is essentially a means of ensuring that people think
much more deeply and carefully about all the changes that are bound to occur in the real world.
Hopefully then when this more careful thought has been carried out, the changes (necessitated by
this problem) will be made in line with form of the model. Thus eventually the world will move in
the direction of equality and freedom (instead of against it which is what the original suggestions
would tend to do).
The really significant feature of the model that I am producing is that it is ‘complete’. Thus my
model defines:i) the form of all the myriads of governmental elements that must exist on this earth,
ii) the nature of the interactions between these elements and
iii) all the essential internal functions of individual societies.
What people normally do of course is to simply produce a model just for a particular system. By
implication then everything else is assumed to be the same as it is in the present world. There are
however two fundamental advantages associated with creating ‘complete models’.
A. Simplicity
If a model is to be of use it must contain no unnecessary complexity (so that it can be understood).
If one person produces a complete model then the very size of the problem will force that person to
keep it as simple as possible. Thus in the model I produce naturally I never consider the details of
‘addicts’, ‘beaches’ or ‘needles’. However the model can cope because I had to start with a general
consistent and coherent logical form. If one breaks down the problem into separate areas then this
overall consistency cannot be attained.
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B. Bias
Both my original quote and my rock-climbing bolts example exemplify that human-kind will
always have a tendency to produce biased systems. Producing a complete model can reduce this
bias in two different ways.
1) Bias in favour of the current known world
We all have an enormous investment of knowledge in the current world - if the world was to
change significantly then this knowledge would be wasted - and our personal competence (and even
our very identity) would be at risk. Thus all sane healthy people must love the world as it is. So
there must always exist a very strong bias in favour of the world that we know (as opposed to the
world we do not know).
If a model is only partial then a bias will exist between the part that we know (i.e. the unchanged
part) and the part that we don’t know (the model). This bias will cloud our judgement on the nature
and value of the ‘model’ section. The best way to overcome this problem is to have a model where
the present world does not intrude at all.
2) Bias in favour of the people under consideration
If we think about any group people with a problem then we find it very difficult to propose a
solution that will still leave this group of people with a problem. However life must always have
problems. Thus we always need to consider all people together i.e. produce a complete model.
Otherwise we will tend to propose a model that overcomes the problems of one section of the
community but leaves the rest of the community with even more problems.
{This is probably an appropriate time to mention one other form of bias - this is the bias associated
with one’s own particular field. In my bolts example it was the experienced climbers that were
supporting the dubious principle. You do not need to be a genius to see that their principle would
very likely lead to the situation which we now have in NSW. However the ‘experienced climbers’
couldn’t see that. I think in general the bias that you gain by being associated with a subject overrides the benefit of the associated extra knowledge. Thus for example, judges are suspect on the
subject of good legal systems, politicians are suspect on the subject of good political systems and
academics are suspect on the educational systems. I agree with Bernard Shaw - “All professions are
conspiracies against the laity”. So all people should avoid making suggestions relating to their own
field.
I am fortunate in this respect - mathematicians play no crucial role in the political organisation of
the world - so hopefully I am relatively free from bias on this score.}

2.2

THE FUNDAMENTAL - THAT THE SYSTEM MUST WORK

Naturally the most fundamental requirement of a political system is that ‘it should work’. The
reason we choose ‘equality’ and ‘freedom’ as our primary principles is simply that these principles
can be interpreted in a definite and concrete manner - whereas it is not so easy to determine ‘what
will make a system work’. We will also show later in our sections on ‘equality’ and ‘freedom’ that
these principles are in fact very supportive of ‘making a system work’. However in this section we
need to mention two other specific aspects associated with ‘requiring that the system should work’.
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A. That the system be ‘robust’
We in general say that something is ‘robust’ if it will continue to work in bad circumstances (or a
poor environment). ‘Bad circumstances’ for a political system would consist of having a society
where all the individuals - were self-seeking, incapable of taking a long term view, careless etc.
Thus a ‘robust’ political system can be considered to be a system that will continue to work no
matter how selfish, short-sighted, lazy and lacking in overall social awareness, the members and
leaders of that society might be.
Thus this concept is useful as least in ruling the many utopian fantasies that people have in
believing that members of a society should simply be taught to act to the common good. However,
besides this, there are two particular judicial principles that can be said to follow from this concept.
These are:1) that the laws of a society must be formed so that no individual can gain an advantage by acting
to the detriment of society as a whole,
2) that the laws of a society must be formed so that no individual can gain an advantage by not
telling the truth.
B. That the system can evolve
In considering a possible political system, one must first bear in mind that it is highly improbable
that one will know the detailed form that will finally prove to be best. Thus a primary concern
should be that any proposal should be able to evolve into forms that have not been considered. This
tends to mean that one’s model must exist at two different levels. These levels are:1) a very general level which specifies how the system is allowed to evolve i.e. how the various
possible societies can begin, increase, decrease or die,
2) a lower level where the detail of possible societies themselves is specified.
The detailed specification of point 2 is useful as it specifies how the system could work. However
the evolvement system (point 1) could mean that this will not actually happen in practise. In this
work, chapter 3 is the evolvement system (point 1) and then all the other chapters are really just
detail. Hence my system will allow better detailed forms (associated with all the chapters except
chapter 3) to evolve. In general we clearly must be very careful to avoid evolvement forms where
the resulting system would allow no evolvement (e.g. a democracy evolving into a dictatorship).
Allowing for evolvement is not easy and to some extent against our very nature. In the biological
world the chief mechanism that assures life’s evolution is the fact that we all must die. Thus one
of the worst possible evolutionary disasters for mankind would occur if we were to find a means
of overcoming death. However the essential importance of death as an evolvement mechanism is
rarely appreciated. We only really like to pay lip-service to evolvement issues.
As I said before it is usually hard to specifically use ‘the system must work’ principle. However
sometimes we can and an example of this usage is given in 7.3 (concerning the degree of restitution is
the case of an accident). In general this principle means that we must require that the laws of a society
should work completely at all times. Thus - if one introduces speed limit laws then they must work,
if one has taxation laws then they must work, if you require to know the identity of a citizen then the
identity must not be in doubt etc. Alas we are all a bit two-faced about laws working too well.
As regards major changes to the present world, the feature of our current political system that
clearly cannot and does not work is the voting system. Thus to make a correct decision between
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two rival parties, one must have access to a large amount of information and spend a large amount
of time in serious study (besides being unbiased and long-sighted). The normal voting citizen
does not have access to sufficient information and they have neither the time nor the incentive
to make the correct decision. The same situation applies in the voting associated with large
companies and industrial concerns. In the current world this whole process becomes a farce where
superficial images and catch-call slogans dominate (on the other hand of course it is great fun).
So this principle requires that this problem be addressed. I shall indeed propose a system that will
overcome this problem but of course at a cost. My system will be less participatory, much more
serious for those unfortunate people whose job it is to vote and of course much less entertaining for
the populous as a whole.
This requirement that things must work is an unpleasant principle. It would be much easier if it
could be conveniently forgotten.

2.3

EQUAL/SIMPLE/LOGICAL/JUST

I am giving two principles on equality - this is the first which is the general form which I say it is
essentially the same as simplicity, justice, or even just being logical. This might appear very wishywashy (you may get the impression that I just am a phoney equality man) but later in section 2.7 I
deal with the specifics which are not wishy-washy at all.
The equality here means that people or societies are not differentiated at all - which of course is the
logical thing to do, the simplest thing to do and the just thing to do. This interpretation however
means that if one person does twice as much work as another person then they will get twice the
pay. This follows because to do anything else you would need to have at different logic applying to
the two different people (and then of course the law system must become very complex). Thus this
principle gives us ‘equality of treatment’ but not necessarily ‘equality of state’ (i.e. the person that
works more has more money).
The reason that this principle should finally result in ‘equality of state’ is because the human race
is in fact remarkably equal in its fundamental capabilities. Thus most humans can be trained to
do most jobs equally well. The different incomes between people we see in the current world do
not result because of different innate human abilities but because the current world allows certain
practises to occur in training and in job selection which favour particular sections of the community.
{In section 2.6 on ‘Equality Specifics’ I demonstrate how such practises will be eliminated in my
system.} However there will a problem as regards mentally sub-normal or physically disadvantaged
people because such people then are not equal to the normal population in their capabilities. This is
a problem - it needs to be specifically addressed in the section on welfare.
This version of ‘equality’ is really the same as ‘acting in a consistent manner’ and as such I use
the principle almost when some people would say I am in direct conflict with our general desire
to obtain a society where there exists ‘equality of state’. Thus one of the concepts of our modern
welfare state is that there should exist a ‘safety net’ so that no person’s welfare can be allowed to
drop below this ‘safety net’ level (i.e. the state will supplement a person’s income below this level).
However the result of this concept is that when a person falls into ‘safety net’ region there is no
longer any incentive for such a person to personally look after their own welfare (because, whatever
they do, they will remain at the ‘safety net’ level). I then claim that ‘safety net’ concept cannot be
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used because it implies an inconsistency between the people that live above the ‘safety net’ (and
have incentive) and those that live on the ‘safety net’ (and do not have incentive). The application of
ideas like this makes this principle very important indeed.
Naturally this form of equality will be highly supportive of ‘making a system work’ because clearly
any logical simple and consistent system will work well. Thus there is no conflict.
This principle will give a logically simple solution but this does not mean that it necessarily will
be easy to understand. For example a system of dictatorship where the dictator rules and everyone
else obeys is much easier to understand than a democracy where all people are equal but a definite
decision procedure must be defined. This is particularly true when we start applying the principle to
societies. There is no great problem when we apply the principle to societies at the same level (e.g.
that all the various nations shall be treated equally). However I shall use the principle to the various
levels of government as well. Thus I shall assume that all levels of society (I usually deal with five
- “village/parish”, “town/shire”, “city/state”, “nation” and “world”) will all have similar degrees
of autonomy and powers. Thus in the current world “nations” are invested with mineral rights and
the other levels of society (4 in my case) have no mineral rights. However I will be saying that all
levels of government (5 in my case) will have logically similar mineral rights. (It is not immediately
obvious how this can be done - you can break the boredom of reading about principles and try and
work it out for yourself how those five levels of government could have logically consistent mineral
rights). To work out and understand the interaction between all the various levels of society is not
easy.

2.4

FREEDOM - INDEPENDENCE

In this principle I am saying that all individuals and all levels of society shall be given the
maximum possible amount of independence. Like equality of the previous section this is a natural
principle (i.e. is almost synonymous with being logical).
There is no conflict between this principle and our principle ‘that a system should work’ because
1) clearly the people closest and most involved in an activity are likely to have the best capability
of controlling it (i.e. independence)
2) independence supports evolvement,
3) independence is robust (i.e. if one society falls ill and dies another independent society can take
over).
The ‘equality treatment’ principle can apply to ‘independence’ by simply saying that ‘all
individuals and societies should be given equal independence’. If one assumes that people are
roughly equal in their capabilities then there is very little conflict with our general desire to obtain
‘equality of state’. However (as applied in the case of ‘equality’) there will be a problem in the
case of welfare because the independence we give, can mean that some people could avoid some of
their social duties in supporting welfare cases. It is very difficult to gauge how big a problem this is
likely to be (because it is up to individual choice).
The conflicting desire for independence between individuals and the various levels of society is
clearly a significant logical problem e.g. when should a society’s autonomy over-ride an individual’s
independence. I have to overcome the problem by introducing a ‘consistency of autonomy’ law (see
3.2 - it is confusingly abstract).
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In my model this principle is mainly used in two different contexts:A. The principle is used as my basis of how the world is structured into societies i.e. my structure
of the world is simply that which maximises all peoples’ and societies’ independence. To see how
this works you need to read chapter 3 but briefly:1) Individuals and societies own and control only what they use and need.
2) There is a sharp political differentiation between a ‘capital’ and its hinter-land (e.g. a city from
its town/shire sub-societies).
The cost associated with this independence it that you need clearly defined boundaries between
societies and formal recognition procedures when an individual enters a new society. Independent
societies will have different laws (i.e. the laws in one village may be different from the laws in its
neighbouring village) and so it must be very clear at what point a different set of laws will apply.
It must also be clear that a person entering a new society understands the new laws and the society
accepts the person’s entry. Thus all the palaver we expect only at a national level may occur at
lower levels as well. True independence has its costs.
B. Within a society itself, the principle is used in the form of two sub-principles:1) A group of people should be allowed to do what they like provided that they do not interfere
with other people.
2) People should not be forced to pay for a facility which is independent of them and which they
do not use.
These two principles limit the powers of the government of a society enormously. In fact a
government will be limited to act only in a logical manner for the good of the society. Thus a
society cannot provide free education because then some people would be forced to pay for a
facility which they do not use. It is to societies benefit that people should be educated so the
government can supply loans for education which is OK because then the user pays. Such a system
of education is fairer and gives more freedom of choice. {The English system of free education is
ridiculous - why should the highly educated who earn a lot be given a freebie by the workers who
earn less (we know of course - the highly educated run the political system).}
The cost of being logical and insisting that the user pays is that the society cannot be very ‘caring’.

2.5

FREEDOM OF CHOICE

There is an section of political theory today known as the “theory of choice” and this body of
opinion believes that `amount of choice’ is a good measure of how good a political system is. In
stating this principle we concur with this opinion. This principle supports our previous principles
because:1. choice allows those systems and practises which ‘work’ to grow,
2. all individuals and societies can be given an equal amount of choice,
3. independence supports greater variety and hence there will be more variety to choose from.
Western civilisation likes the “theory of choice” because it can point with pride to the amount of
choice that western societies provide. However this choice is mostly associated with choice of
goods. The benefit that a person derives from being able choose from two dozen types of bread or a
hundred different types of car is limited. In our system we extend this choice to:A. vastly increased employment choice to all people,
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B. the choice of type of society in which people can live (this occurs at all levels - village/parish,
town/shire, city/state and nation).
This choice of society (which I shall call ‘Society of Choice’) is the most important feature of my
system and so I need to explain what it means and why it is entirely different to anything that occurs
at present. People do move from society to society in the present world but this movement is limited
because the receiving societies, having a fixed amount of land, would have less land per person if
they accepted too many people. In my system, however, land ownership is not based on status quo
but is adjusted in proportion to population. Therefore when a person moves, the receiving society
will increase their land holdings and the embarking society will lose land holdings (naturally the
system is quite complex - adjustments are made for the value of land and transfers occur rationally
over a long period of time). Thus societies are normally keen to accept new people because their
territory and importance increases. This then leads to ‘Society of Choice’ because the chosen
societies will increase and abound and the unchosen societies will decrease and disappear (in the
same way that a chosen brand of bread will increase and dominate).
The cost of ‘Society of Choice” is that the land holdings of societies must keep changing. This in
turn means that over significant periods of time societies will gradually move and so dwellings,
transportation systems and industry must all expect to be occasionally relocated. To the current
world, so used to a status quo situation, this might seem to be almost impossible but we shall
demonstrate that this is not the case - such movements are in fact quite practical. However an
entirely different attitude to how and where we live on the world will be required. This attitude must
be based on dynamic rather than static concepts.
The nasty side of “choice” is that it engenders competition. We are familiar and understand this
competition as regards goods and employment but may not have realised what it implies in ‘Society
of Choice’. Not only will governments be subject to competition and so wax and wane as they are
chosen but individuals will also be subject to competition. A ‘good’ society will want good citizens
and so it will only accept individuals that it thinks will be good and productive (and make other
people wish to join the society). A society may even consider expelling ‘bad’ citizens. Thus there
will be a competitive process in action seeking the best citizens. Furthermore bad citizens may even
have problems in finding a society to live in at all.
This is the main use of this ‘choice’ principle in this system but there is also a further minor
application. Firstly I shall assume that, under any circumstances at all, this principle of choice
implies that an increase of options (available to all bodies) can always be regarded as a ‘good
thing’. If we apply this so the subject of information we can then say that the more options that
person has to read about a certain subject, the better. Now of course normally a person will not
be able to read all the options (otherwise they will probably suffer from information overload)
but in principle the ‘more the merrier’. This then allows us to say that in general there should be
no censoring or limiting of information at all because all views simply increase the number of
options available to all people. In a practical sense there is still the problem that the proliferation of
‘rubbish’ artilces may hinder a person finding the ‘good true articles’. However this is a matter of
practical detail (dealt with in chapter 6) - the principle in general should still stand.
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2.6

EQUALITY - SPECIFICS

At the moment I suspect that you feel that this work is “capitalist - free enterprise” oriented rather
than “socialist” oriented (I hate these crassly simplistic terms). At the end of this section you may
think otherwise because we now give the specific mechanisms that assure a great deal of ‘equality
of state’ is maintained. {My society will in fact attain much more ‘equality of state’ than any current
capitalist, socialist or communist country.}
This section then might possibly regarded as one that supports the principle of ‘equality of state’.
However this is not really the case. The section really deals with how we will avoid the mechanisms
that cause ‘inequalities in state’ to grow in the current world.
1) Equality of Land
The equality of land has already been implied in the previous section when we said that a “societies
land holding were increased or decreased as their populations increase or decrease”. Thus we
have no individual land ownership (though individuals can rent land on a very long term basis).
Historically major inequalities have always been based on ownership of land so this extreme form
of inequality is immediately averted.
In current times many individual monetary gains and losses are made because of changes in the
value of land. In our system this resulting inequality is also avoided because the society as a whole
makes the gain or loss. (Changes in value are usually associated with changes in facilities (e.g.
transport) and, as the society provides the facilities, it should take any gain or loss in land value.)
2) No Debt
“Disallowing debt” contradicts our “Freedom - independence” principle (2.4, B. 1) ). So strictly we
do not disallow debt but simply say that no government will enforce any debt agreement. So you
can lend money to someone but you will have no legal redress to get it back (so most people will
not lend it).
To understand why this will maintain equality one has to understand how the capitalist system
encourages the growth of inequality.
Suppose in a capitalist system a group of people start with an equal amount of money. Then
if a person wants to start a business they will borrow from the other people and that person will
run the business. If the business is a success then the person that borrows the money and runs the
business, will make a lot of money and an inequality has been introduced. If the business is a failure
then the person running it makes a loss and a different inequality is introduced. Under almost all
circumstances inequalities are introduced and grow.
However if the society will not recognise debt then a different approach must be made (as the
people cannot lend any money to the initiator person to run the business). The group of people must
therefore form a co-operative and then the success or failure of the business is shared between all
members of the co-operative and so equality is maintained.
Alas all systems have their problems and the problem with the co-operative process is that it does not
work very well. The current co-operative voting/control process is very weak in that it provides very
little incentive for members as a whole to make good decisions. In contrast in the capitalist system,
the person in charge has a very high incentive to make good decisions because they will gain or
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loose a large amount of money. To overcome this problem a large part of this work is associated with
devising much tighter and tougher rules that will really assure that co-operatives will work well. This
in turn means that life is less free and easy if you are a member of a co-operative.
This whole subject is very complex and to say that our society allows no debt is a little simplistic
(our society allows debt for education for example). However there is a different attitude to debt.
In western societies debt is regarded as a private concern and society provides very little control. In
our society debt is regarded as a public concern because if an individual’s debt becomes too large
then the individual must go onto welfare at public expense. This in turn means that there may be
less privacy concerning people’s financial assets.
3) Equality in employment contracts
The current world allows permanent full-time employment contracts. This of course is nice for
those so blessed but it places a heavy burden on the rest of society. The nature of life is that it
changes and hence at all times our work-load must keep changing. If one section of the community
has fixed employment then the rest of the society is left with the problem of coping with all
the change. In particular if the work load decreases there may not be enough work for the nonpermanent people to earn a crust.
Our solution is to enforce equality in employment agreements and, since not everyone can have
permanent employment, we say none can. We place a maximum limit of 5 years on employment
contracts and no renewals. The same limit applies to the employment of the larger co-operative
bodies and the somewhat complex analysis of this situation implies that most people must have
several types of employment i.e. most employment will not be full time. Thus we will all become
casual part-timers but there will be plenty of jobs and probably the whole subject of work would be
less prominent in our minds.
4) No job differentiation
In the current world certain jobs (judges, professors, generals, police, lawyers, industry executives,
civil servants etc) are essentially elitist, they have much more power and receive more money.
Only small category of people qualify for such jobs. In our society there are no such elitist jobs.
Certain jobs will require specific expertise (e.g. doctors, generals etc) and only those people with
the required expertise are acceptable but our system is such that all jobs with political power (i.e.
judges, police, lawyers, civil servants) require no abnormal expertise so all normal citizens are
available for such jobs. (I expect you don’t think that this is possible - wait and see.)
Our industrial system is based on a bottom-to-top structure of co-operatives and not the current
hierarchical managerial top-to-bottom command structure. Thus the differentiation between bosses
and workers is also eliminated. This also implies that unions will no longer exist (because the cooperative can be conceived to be the union).
5) Equality of information
The final area in which our current society allows a lot of power and influence to concentrate into
the hands of a few is with respect to information - thus a few media barons and journalists have
enormous influence in the running of most western nations.
In our system a working information system is considered to be an integral part of a society and so
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the government would implement its own complete information system. All citizens would have
complete read access and equal write access (political positions (i.e. the societies executive) are
given extra write access) to this information system. It is required that all information pertaining
to all political decisions (i.e. choice of citizens, political decisions, legal cases and judgements
etc) must be placed in the society’s information system in its entirety. All political judgements (i.e.
voting) can only be justified on the basis of the information in the society’s information system. All
information is automatically cross-referenced in particular with respect ‘FALSE STATEMENT’ and
‘FALSE TESTIMONY’ charges.
The physical mechanism that implements the system and the legal system that tries to maintain
the veracity of the information, are of course not simple. Our system would also be in conflict with
most western peoples expectations of what information should be private. Thus people might think
that the details of a divorce hearing should be private. However if this was the case, you could not
check the judge’s judgement and if the judgement is not checked then you would be giving unequal
powers to the judge.
These mechanisms do not strictly prevent any individual becoming very wealthy. Thus P G
Wodehouse might still become very wealthy because so many people want to buy his books.
However taken together with our statement in 2.4 A. 2) (that societies own and control the facilities
that they use and need), they do mean that no individual could exercise undue influence over other
people. This in turn would probably mean that the search for wealth was less important.

2.7

SUMMING UP IN TERMS OF LOSERS

Having followed these principles you should hopefully feel assured that the society we propose (i)
will really work and evolve, (ii) will give the maximum degree of independence to all people, (iii)
that freedom of choice will be extended to such an extent that governments themselves are subject
to the “market force” and (iv) equality will be extended well beyond any expectation we might
have at present. However to sum up I thought it might be useful to stress how our society will be
different from the current world and in particular emphasise some of the concepts that we will lose.
1) Static land concepts
Most current land concepts of the world are static. Thus we expect boundaries between nations to
be fixed, we expect capitals to remain where they are and in general we do not expect buildings
and transportation systems to have to be moved. In our system everything is dynamic - boundaries
keep changing so that land remains in proportion to population and so villages, towns, cities and the
associated transportation systems must slowly move to accommodate the land changes.
2) Static employment concepts
All our fixed employment ideas must go. There is no longer any standard 40 hour working week
(working hours would probably be much less). There is no boss/worker demarcation and normally
everyone would at some time carry out some of the executive functions. People’s jobs would
change frequently and at various times most people would carry out some various functions of
judges, police and politicians. All people would add to the societies information system (i.e. we all
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become journalists).
3) Importance of money
The importance of money would decline because it would no longer buy power. The acquisition of
the various levels of citizenship would now become much more important. {There are five levels of
society - village/parish, town/shire, city/state, nation and world and each of these levels would have
a citizenship associated with it.}
4) Democracy ?
What is meant by democracy is rather vague but, in some senses, this would decline. ‘Society of
Choice’ means that people would mostly ‘vote by their feet’ and, although there would continue to
be elections, the guiding factors would be those aspects that were causing the society’s population
to increase or decline (i.e. people coming or leaving would have a dominant effect). As regards
participation, the whole population will no longer all vote (voting is done by the representatives of
the lower level society). Voting becomes a serious business with post investigations years later to
check you voted wisely. Thus our system is less participatory because too many people trying to do
the same job is simply inefficient.
5) Privacy
The independence given to all levels of society can result in more privacy to individual societies.
However, within a society, there would probably be less privacy because the various functions
simply will not work if people have the degree of privacy they think they should at present. {We
agree with More (in his Utopia) on this point.} Thus we certainly do not have “secret ballot”
because this would mean that one could not check how well a person voted.
Since finishing this chapter I have had four months off and this included climbing with my old
climbing partner John Leslie in North Wales for three weeks. John since our first acquaintance has
become a Professor of Philosophy and a heavy in various fields - so of course I gave him these
two chapters to read. John’s comment was that I have to put my cards more firmly on the table - I
have to say that this is a ‘hard-line’ type sort of work and only appeal to those people who might
appreciate such a work - I must ignore those people that would not like it. He gave as an example
the philosophical work of Ayn Rand which has been very successful because it was quite clear-cut
in its views.
I personally thought this chapter was putting my cards on the table. However on enquiring further
about this Ayn Rand character I found she was very much the darling of the American ‘right-wing’.
So John’s putting your cards on the table was really saying whether you were right or left wing. Of
course John is correct - if you want to be successful you must state your views in terms of concepts
that people can readily understand. However I do not seek success - I seek to determine what a better
political system might consist of. It is my view that the terms ‘right’ and ‘left’ wing are so simplistic
that they confuse any true thought on the subject. This is a difficult subject and I find it hard to
believe that anyone could make much progress without putting about two years thought into the
subject. {My brief reading of Ayn Rand seemed to indicate she was so busy writing that she would
have had very little time left for much deep thought.} These principles then are not simple and the
work that follows needs a great deal of study. {John read these two chapters while we were playing
GO so I cannot see how a person, even of his elevated intelligence, could make a serious judgment.}
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3.

THE STRUCTURE OF LAND AND ‘SOCIETY OF CHOICE’

I have just been reading this article on “the development of secularism in England from 1500 to
1700” in History Today (very much my favourite journal). The article started by giving examples
of two typical daily lives at the two different times. The life of the person in 1500 was set in an
environment of almost continuous religious practise and ritual which the person accepted happily
without thought. In 1700 the person’s life was separated much more clearly into religious and
secular activity. The secular activity was free from any religious overtones but the religious
activity was more carefully thought out and much more intense. The author’s premise was that this
clear separation of activity was an essential precursor to a more logical approach to the religious
question.
In this chapter I am going to attack the ‘status quo’ concept of land ownership which would have
been like saying that ‘there is no God’ in 1500. If one had said ‘there is no God’ in 1700 the people
would have understood what you meant and probably got very angry. However in 1500 they could
not have understood life without God so they would have been a bit puzzled and avoided the
subject. Likewise now as regards my attacking the ‘status quo’ concept of land ownership - you
will scarcely understand what I mean and try to change the topic. You might even mistakenly tend
to agree with me - not realising all the consequences. It would be better to wait for a couple of
centuries when hopefully the meaning of the problem would be a little clearer (and then you could
get justly irate with me for suggesting such a thing).
{It is perhaps worth pointing out that although religious practise was very strong in 1500 it has not
always been so. The Greeks and Romans kept a much more open mind on the subject. Likewise the
‘status quo’ concept of land ownership is very strong at the moment but it has not always been so.
The ancient world had very little expectation that their boundaries would remain fixed and previous
to this tribes roamed the world in a general free for all.}
Unfortunately I cannot wait a couple of centuries. However I am bearing the message of this article
in mind and approaching the subject in a more circumspect manner. When I first wrote this work up
12 years ago the paper was called “A Complete Theoretical Model for the Structure and Ownership
of Land” (80 pages). You will now notice that the title of this chapter does not mention ownership.
Clearly ownership is fundamental to this problem because if you say the world is divided into
nations (the simplest level of structure) then you expect that a nation will ‘own’ its own land.
‘Ownership’, however, is a very tricky problem and the ‘correct’ solution may always be in doubt.
{Similarly the existence of God must also be in doubt - there is no known test for the existence of
God and even the meaning of the terms ‘God’ and ‘existence’ do not mean the same to all people.}
My approach now is therefore to answer the fundamental questions of structure and choice first. The
answers to these questions are reasonably logical. You will not like the solutions because they will
start to erode some of your concepts of ‘status quo’ (i.e. the boundaries of nations and states must
be allowed to change) but hopefully you can appreciate the reasoning. Surprisingly then when these
questions have been answered the question of ownership is not so crucial.
The subject of land ownership is discussed later in chapter 19 - ‘Land Entitlement’ (I’ve been
sneaky in still keeping the word ‘ownership’ out of the title). I have also put ‘Land Transfer’ in a
later chapter - this is not a contentious issue but it is very technical and it seems a pity to get bogged
down in detain at this early stage.
I have tried to high-light ‘Society of Choice’ because it is the great benefit of the system. This
emphasis needs to be made now because after this chapter we will be mainly concerned with laws
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that will create good and just individual societies. However I believe that, no matter how well we
create such laws, the natural perversity and indolence of man is such that somehow or other, these
laws will be circumvented and an individual society will always tend to self corrupt. ‘Society of
Choice’ then is of crucial importance because it defines the mechanisms by which corrupt societies
will not survive and fit societies will survive. Conversely its mechanisms are sufficiently strong
so that individual societies that started with bad laws would automatically develop better laws
(possibly approaching the laws I will, in the later chapters, suggest). Thus this is very much the
fundamental chapter. {I know I have said all this several times before - so when people come to
me complaining about the repetition (indicating that they are remembering what I have said) I will
indeed chop it.}
As regards the principles of the last chapter:1. This chapter defines the higher level model we talked about in the ‘Evolvement’ principle (see
2.2 - B).
2. This chapter describes how a maximum degree of freedom can be given to all people and levels
of society (see 2.4).
3. We obtain ‘Society of Choice’ (see 2.5).
4. We obtain some ‘Equality of Land’ (see 2.6).
As far as I can find out no-one has ever tried to solve this problem in a coherent manner before.
Thus people have discussed the form of nations or the nature of individual land holdings but never
in such a way that the solutions for all the sub-components are consistent with each-other. I hope
you will tell me if you know of any relevant work.

3.1

TERMS AND FUNDAMENTALS

Normally I try to start a chapter by discussing in general the types of the problems that our present
systems tend to imply. However in this case, this introductory work has already been done in my
‘Over-View’ (section (ii) - The ‘Core’ Problem). On the assumption that you remember what was
said there, in this chapter I am starting immediately with more technical detail. However if you have
forgotten what was said in that section, it may be wise to read it again. Likewise in section 2.5, the
nature of the ‘Society of Choice’ problem has already been discussed at some length.
Henceforth we will be using terms like ‘structure’, ‘multi-leveled structure’, ‘society’, ‘sub-society’,
‘supernal society’, ‘federal land’, ‘distribution system’, ‘citizen of a society’ and ‘entitlement’ in
a very definite manner. Thus I need to start by describing what I mean. In introducing these terms
I will in fact be implying the sort of structure that I think is necessary. Thus this section gives the
very general picture of our structural form (and our later sections will expound the detail).
By ‘structure’ I mean how a thing is broken down into its sub components e.g. how the world is
broken down into nations. Associated with political structure are:1)
the range of areas where people are allowed to travel and work,
2)
the scope of governmental powers and
3)
the relative autonomies of the various societies.
Most political science up to date has been reasonably simplistic about structure and has only
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considered single level structures e.g. Plato considers the world made up of city/states and
nowadays we think of the world just being made up of autonomous nations. In this work I deal with
the many levels of structure that in fact occur in practise. Thus the world can be considered to have
a ‘multi-leveled structure’ consisting of - ‘nations’ within the world, ‘counties’ (or ‘states’) within
nations, ‘shires’ within counties and ‘parishes’ within shires as in the following diagram (fig 3.1):A MULTI_LEVELED WORLD STRUCTURE (fig 3.1)

I call this a five leveled structure. Associated with such a land structure there would normally be a
governmental structure which is easiest to envisage as a tree as in the following diagram (fig 3.2):THE ASSOCIATED MULTI-LEVELLED GOVERNMENTAL TREE
World Government
(i.e. united nations)
National Governments
State Governments
Shire Councils
Parish Councils
In my system the government at the various levels and interactions between these levels, is often
fairly similar so it is convenient to just consider one general level. We call an entity a ‘society’ and
its components the ‘sub-societies’ as in the diagram (fig 3.3):51

THE ABSTRACT SOCIETY (fig 3.3)

However at times we have to remember that the society itself may be a member of a larger society
- we call this the ‘supernal society’. I am a little inconsistent in my use of the terms ‘society’ and
‘supernal society’ - thus sometimes it seems clearer to differentiate from a ‘sub-society’ by using the
term ‘supernal society’ rather than just the term ‘society’. At times we sometimes must also refer to
the sub-society of a sub-society - we call this a ‘sub-sub-society’.
We will call the land of a society that does not specifically belong to sub-societies as ‘federal land’.
Thus in fig 3.3 the land in the big circle but not in the small circles is ‘federal land’. We call the
way that the society connects with its sub-societies with goods and services, to be its ‘distribution
system’. The distribution system therefore will at least consist of a transportation system, a power
system, a water system and a communication system.
We will call a person that is legally recognised by a society and has the right to enter and operate
(i.e.work) in the society’s federal land a ‘citizen of the society’. Thus by our terminology a ‘citizen
of Australia’ is someone known to the government of Australia and who has the right to go and
work in the ACT (which in our society is every Australian apart from people too young to work
and prisoners). We will discuss criteria for citizenship in much greater detail later (for example
we require it to be exclusive - a person cannot have two citizenships at the same level) but this is
sufficient for the time being.
It can be seen now that the term ‘society’ is a little confusing. Thus when one refers to the
‘Australian society’ does one mean
1)
the life of all people living in Australia or
2)
the life of the people operating at a national level associated the with Australian federal
lands.
Normally in fact I mean (2) - however usually the context is extended to indicate which type I
mean.
By ‘entitlement’ I mean ‘proportion of ownership’. This entitlement is also usually associated with a
members voting powers and also any levy that a member may have to pay (as in a Strata Title Body
Corporate).
I think it is convenient now to briefly give the four general laws that define our land structure. These
are:1) No society shall claim a right or have a law that is inconsistent with a sub-society or supernal
society having the same right or law.
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2) A society’s joint activities (i.e. excluding sub-society activities) shall only be carried out on
federal land. This implies that the society’s distribution system must also be on federal land.
3) Each sub-society shall have an entitlement figure which determines:-a.
their value of land rights,
-b.
their voting power and
-c.
the proportion of tax that they have to pay.
4) Each sub-society must define in a logically consistent manner:-a.
a population proportion function for land entitlement,
-b.
a sub-structuring of its population where each element has the means and capability of
choosing a different sub-society to belong to,
-c.
the ownership of all created portable assets between the sub-structure elements.
The sub-society must also define a mechanism by which the society can check the above detail. The
supernal society will then adjust land entitlements according to the changing population proportion
functions and allow and facilitate the movement of sub-elements to new sub-societies with their
proportion of created portable asset ownership (note the population proportion function has already
adjusted for land entitlement).
These laws will probably not mean very much to you at this stage. Thus the next four sections will
deal with each law separately in considerable detail. However a vague feeling of what each law
might pertain to is useful at this stage. What I want to discuss at the moment is the relative difficulty
of understanding each of the laws and hence my sequence of approach.
The main benefit of this land system will be that it gives all people the option of moving to their
‘Society of Choice’. The two laws that principally pertain to this are the laws (3) and (4). Thus,
although the laws (3) and (4) might superficially appear to be more complex, they are in fact the
easiest to understand because we can see that they will directly result in a definite benefit. On the
other hand the laws (1) and (2), although they might at first glance appear to be simple, have an
abstract nature, conflict strongly with are present precepts and do not immediately appear to directly
give us any benefits. On the basis of this then you might well expect that I should start with laws (3)
and (4) and then later deal with laws (1) and (2) (or you might feel I should skip them altogether).
There are two reasons why this could not be done.
A.
The laws (1) and (2) must logically come before (3) and (4) because they define the structure
on which the laws (3) and (4) can operate. If we did not have this structure then the laws (3) and
(4) could only apply to the current world structure (i.e. a structure where ‘nations’ have over-riding
autonomy). This structure is full of logical inconsistencies.
B.
A subject of fundamental importance to us is whether this new proposed land structure could
ever in practise be implemented. Thus, for example, if we simply had laws (3) and (4) applying to
the current structure of autonomous nations then the system could not be implemented because:-1.
a ‘nation’ is too large an entity to consider as an initial experiment and
-2.
there would exist no supernal body to organise the subsequent changes to nations.
However the structure we supply (via laws (1) and (2)) overcomes both these problems and so it is
quite practical to implement this total land system (but of course by very slow degrees over many
centuries).
Thus I am afraid it is necessary that you should become acquainted with the first two more abstract
laws before you can see the practical benefit associated with the later laws.
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In this whole work I shall not try to argue very strongly as to why I think these are the correct laws.
For me it is sufficient that they do what I think is necessary and they give a coherent logical land
form. I think they are correct simply because I can envisage no other possible form. Before you
state your opinion that they are ‘wrong’, you should first work out what you feel is another possible
form. {And I of course doubt if you can.}

3.2

LEVELS OF STRUCTURE AND CONSISTENCY

Our rule that “No society shall claim a right or have a law that is inconsistent with a sub-society
or supernal society having the same right or law” is a bit abstract and hence it is hard to visualise
what it implies. A visualisation also requires an acquaintance with the second law “that a societies
activities (as opposed to sub-society activities) are carried out on their own federal land”. I will first
give an easily visualised form of the law and then explain why the law has this more abstract nature.
The world can be imagined to have a multi-leveled structural form with the following levels of
society:-

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

SOCIETY

SUB-SOCIETIES

Village/Parish
Town/Shire
City/State
Nation
World

Families (with land holdings)
Village/Parishes
Town/Shires
City/States
Nations

Then the easily visualised form of the law says that:the powers and rights of the village/parish government to their family sub-societies,
shall be the same as
the powers and rights of the town/shire government to their village/parish sub-societies,
which shall be the same as
the powers and rights of the city/state government to their town/shire sub-societies,
which shall be the same as
the powers and rights of the national government to their city/state sub-societies,
which shall be the same as
the powers and rights of the world government to their national sub-societies.
This is quite an enormous step because it means that:1) by defining one set of rules we can define the millions of governmental elements that must exist
in the world and
2) the rules and laws must be thought out much more carefully because if not the laws would
be inconsistent between levels. Thus the simple rule that says that national governments shall
have the mineral rights to land cannot hold because the world government and the lower levels of
government (i.e. states) would claim the same rights to the same land.
However this simple easily visualised form of the law overstates the case. Our true form of the
law does not require supernal and sub-societies to have the same form. We are simply imposing a
restriction on our ideal society which says its supernal and sub-societies could take the same form.
Thus suppose our society wishes to impose a debt on some of their new citizens for the cost of their
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education. Then it must remember that its supernal or sub-societies may do likewise. Then because
the supernal society may give its supernal society a similar right and likewise sub-societies their
sub-societies in practise one is required to work out what can happen if all levels impose a debt on
new citizens in a similar manner. However we are not forcing other societies to do the same thing
(nor even have the same structure). Normally as we are considering all levels of society and as we
always wish to check if our laws are consistent, we will give the impression that the world must
take our form at all levels and in all detail. This impression is false.
As a society cannot now expect other levels of government to do some of the essential functions for
them, it must have:1) A government - this would have two reasonably distinct functions:-a. supervising any interaction between its sub-societies and
-b. a detailed control over the activities carried out on its own federal land.
2) A judiciary system - the society will have its own laws applying to its federal lands and will
need its own law enforcement facilities ( i.e. police, judges etc). It may also need to enforce its
decisions on its sub-societies i.e. perhaps some armed forces.
3) Citizenship - the society might well wish to restrict the people who enter its federal lands to
those who are specifically beneficial to the society.
4) An information system - i.e. papers etc (however I believe present day systems are completely
inadequate).
4) An education system.
5) A monetary system.
6) A full distribution system - so that goods and personnel can be carried between the society and
its sub-societies (and also between the sub-societies).
We now have the task of deciding how many sub-societies should belong to a society. As we are
going to have to force sub-societies that grow too large to divide and sub-societies that grow too
small to amalgamate, we must have strict firm limits so that sub-societies can be prepared for the
change (because clearly the sub-societies will not want to do this). In thinking about appropriate
numbers one bears in mind that if there are too few sub-societies then the overhead costs of the
government become too high but if too many then the sizes of society may be inappropriate for
certain activities. My feeling is that there should be about 50 to a 100 sub-societies per society. {I
am probably cheating - I know the answer and am rationalising to get it.} We will say therefore
that:we have an expectation that sub-society will lie between
1/100 and 1/50 of the size of the total society
and will place strict limits that the sub-society must lie between
1/200 and 1/20 of the size of the total society.
Smaller than this a sub-society must amalgamate and larger than this it must divide. The following
table then demonstrates that these limits give the sort of populations that we expect in the current
world (hence my knowing the answer).
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1.
2
3.
4.
5.
6.

SOCIETY

NO SUB-MEMBERS

Family
Village/Parish
Town/Shire
City/State
Nation
World

8 (people)
100
50
50
50
100

TOTAL POPULATION
8
800
40,000
2,000,000
100,000,000
10,000,000,000

{Clearly I have thought up these numbers rather carefully so that they are appropriate in size and
yet everything rounds reasonably well.}
It is useful now to consider what changes would this law imply for the world at present. Clearly the
world is highly inconsistent with this law but the two main changes would be:1) The powers and autonomy of nations would have to be reduced so that a world government
could exist and so that the lower levels of government could increase their autonomy.
2) Currently powers of government are split between the levels of government on the basis of
function e.g. nations look after defence, states look after education and councils look after libraries.
In our system activities can not be split on the basis on function. However they can be split on
the basis of degree (or size) and this may be very appropriate. For example in education we might
have:the village/parish looks after primary education,
.. town/shire
..
.. secondary ..
,
.. city/state
..
.. tertiary
..
,
.. nation
..
.. post-graduate research,
.. world
..
.. post-doctoral research.
There is little point in discussing or arguing about these matters too much until the logic of the
federal area is also described in detail.

3.3

FEDERAL INDEPENDENCE

Our second rule is that “a society’s joint activities must be carried out on federal land”. It is
initially rather confusing to think how this law would apply to the current world so we will start
independently and try to imagine how some small fully independent societies might consider
joining together to form a new supernal society.
There are basically two reasons that persuade independent societies to combine to form larger
societies. These are:A) To carry out joint activities
These activities would be ones that were too large for individual societies or ones that could be
carried out more efficiently jointly. Such activities would include manufacture, mining, research,
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dams etc. Of these activities, those that are independent of physical location (e.g. manufacture)
would be best be done on land close to the geographic centre of all the sub-societies (but on land
independent of individual sub-societies). It is convenient to call this place the ‘capital’ of the new
supernal society. A ‘distribution system’ must now connect this ‘capital’ to the individual subsocieties so that people can work on the joint activities and so that goods and services can be taken
to and from the ‘capital’. The distribution system must also connect the capital to the physically
located joint activities (e.g. mining, dams, parks etc).
B) Defence
Defence also requires joint activities to which the ‘capital’ and ‘distribution system’ are also
applicable. Besides this, however, defence would require that the new supernal society be exclusive
(i.e. if a sub-society belonged to another supernal society there would be doubt as to which supernal
society would be supported in a time of war). It also now becomes much more important that the
individual societies be contiguous with each-other. There maybe a good case that the supernal
society should own the external border so that it can carry out its defensive operations independent
of individual societies.
By our rule then ‘the capital’, ‘the physically located joint activities’, ‘the distribution system’
and ‘the external border’ should now all be on ‘federal land’. The new supernal society could look
something like the following diagram (fig 3.4). {A larger more realistic diagram is given in Chapter
17, section 2. This also demonstrates some supernal effects and gives some actual physical sizes.}
A PHYSICAL FORM FOR A SOCIETY, ITS MEMBERS, FEDERAL LAND & DISTRIBUTION
(fig 3.4)
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The advantages of this federal independent system (over current systems) need to be stressed. In
our federal system, the autonomy of the lower level members is maintained because the larger
societies are only in charge of the combined activities which is on definite separate land. Thus the
state government controls what happens in the ‘city’ area, its distribution system and any other
specific state federal land. The shire governments are still entirely in charge of their internal affairs.
However in the current world there is no specific ‘federal’ land and so ‘state’ like activities are
carried out within shires. Thus in the current world it is always unclear as to what the authority of
the state or the shire should be (and there is a tendency for the larger society to always over-ride
the autonomy of the smaller entity). Our system clearly and in a very definite manner maintains
the autonomy of the smaller entities. I claim that this system gives the maximum degree of
independence to all societies (as stated in our the principles chapter section 2.4).
If one was to consider how the current world could be changed to our system (a dangerous
consideration) then the transformation would not be to simply take our current village, towns and
cities and make them the capitals of the various hinter lands. Our current villages, towns and cities
all contain a lot of ‘lower level’ activity (besides some genuine co-operative activity). Thus some
outer suburbs of cities are very much ‘town/shires’ in our sense. In this system then the city centre,
industrial complexes, research institutes, universities, main roads, state parks etc would become part
of the state federal land. In fig 1. we have drawn 2 smaller societies (M15 and M16) close to the
capital indicating that in our structure some member societies may act as suburbs or satellite towns
to the capital. {This effect is more realistically shown in the diagram in 17.2.}
As regards our consistency law of the previous section, we first need to check that federal
independence can be applied consistently at all levels. This follows by example - thus M3 in fig 3.4
can have the same federal structure as shown below (fig 3.5):-

The only difference then is that this time we also have a supernal distribution arm crossing the land.
Thus our consistency law requires that our original society in fig 3.4 should allow the possibility of
a supernal arm to cross its land.
In general federal independence reduces the problem of consistency enormously. Thus each level of
society does its independent thing on its own federal land and mostly there is no interaction between
levels (whose consistency must be checked). The main interaction is in terms of individual people
who normally belong to several levels of society. Thus this is main area where consistency needs to
be checked.
A very important feature of this consistent multi-levelled structure with federal independence is that
it can give a natural limitation of where people may travel over all levels of land ownership. Thus
suppose a society was to limit independent access to its federal land to citizens probably chosen on
the basis of:a) being capable of operating in the society. This would mean that they must know the societies
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laws and can adequately communicate (i.e. speak, read and write the societies language).
b) being regarded as sufficiently reliable for other people in the society to deal with.
c) having skills useful to the activities associated with that level of society.
Then obtaining citizenship at each level of society may not be a trivial task and where a person
could travel independently would depend on their citizenships. Thus when a person was born
they could only independently rove around your family land. Later on they would probably gain
citizenship to your parish/village and then they could go to the village (and to other families as
well as they would be accepted as a visitor). {One would imagine that most societies would accept
people with supernal citizenship as visitors.} Then later still they would gain town/shire citizenship
and so their activities could spread over the town and shire as well. This would continue until
the person might travel the world. However if a society thinks a person’s presence is no longer
beneficial to them they may rescind their citizenship and then where that person could go would
become more restricted. Thus there would be a great incentive for people to gain citizenships (and
not to lose them). Thus societies would not need to send people to goal - all they would have to do
is to rescind their citizenship. Loss of citizenship would not the end of the world because people
would normally hold other levels of citizenship as well. However it would be much to be avoided
- particularly if not many other levels of citizenship remained. When a person has no levels of
citizenship left they could be regarded as a ‘welfare case’. This can be a problem and we shall have
to deal with it in detail in the chapter on citizenship.
One of the very fundamental ways that societies will and should differ is the manner in which they
choose their citizens. It is essential that this should happen in order that a wide variety of types of
society should exist (so that ‘Society of Choice’ can work). However it is convenient at this stage
to visualise the number of citizens that might exist at the various levels. The following table gives
some possible average ages of citizenship and some possible percentages of citizens that might go
forwards to the next level of citizenship.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

SOCIETY
Village/Parrish
Town/Shire
City/State
Nation
World

AGE OF CITIZENSHIP
10
15
20
25
30

% FORWARD
75
75
75
75
75

TOTAL % FORWARD
75
56
42
31
23

We now might briefly consider where people should live. Following my usual belief in equality I
do not like the way that the current world differentiates so strongly between city, town and country.
I want to therefore demonstrate how this structure could allow all people the benefits of both town
and country. In the following table, I first give a reasonable percentage for people residing in the
capitals at the various levels of society (the rest of the federal land would mostly be parks, farms,
dams, mines etc and so relatively few people). I’ve put most people to live in family holdings,
villages and towns which is the most suitable environment for children. The final column shows the
distance to the average sub-society. To calculate this figure one needs to use a population density
figure. I have used 2 people per hectare (approximately 1 person per acre) which is about 1/5 as
much as intense agriculture can support (and is roughly the current population density of western
Europe). {The calculation is supported in more detail in 17.2.} It can be seen then that the average
person living on their village has a 5.6 km journey to town, a 40 km journey to the city and a 280
km to the national capital. I will demonstrate in the distribution system chapter how the village to
city journey should take only on average 35 minutes by public transport. So all people should be
able to enjoy the pleasures of both town and country.
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SOCIETY
PARISH
SHIRE
STATE
NATION
WORLD

TOT POP
800
40000
2m
100 m
10000 m

IN CAPITAL
%
POP
66
518
20
8000
10
200000
3
3m
1
100 m

CAPITAL
VILLAGE
TOWN
CITY
NAT CAP
WLD CAP

SUB-SOCIETY
CAPITAL DISTANCE
VILLAGE
TOWN
CITY

5.6 km
40 km
280 km

The discussion of where people live touches on the subject of the distribution system and I
rather blithely referred to ‘public transport’. Fairly clearly with five equally empowered levels of
government one has to define what you mean by ‘public’ more precisely. This therefore maybe a
suitable opportunity to demonstrate which level of government should own and control what in the
distribution system.
As we have said, the society will own and control the land used for distributing to sub-societies. It
is also best then that they own the associated located assets i.e. roads, railways, pipelines, cables
etc. However I think it is best if the sub-society owns the vehicles that travel to the societies capital
because ownership of vehicles would be within the sub-societies capacity and would give the
society better control over that which is essential to them i.e. access to the capital of the supernal
society. This means that a person will probably walk to the village on parish paths, take the parish
mini-bus to town on the shires roads and take the town rail-car to the city on the state railway. Thus
the nature of what is ‘public’, is fairly subtle.
In the current world many of our national laws are very much for the benefit and welfare of the
lower levels of society. Thus our national law that only pasteurised milk may be marketed is
very much to the benefit of people in villages and towns. Our structure does not of course allow
this beneficial interference in parish and shire affairs. However there is an activity that supernal
societies should carry out more than they do in the current world and this will tend to offset this
lack of beneficial interference. The generation of information (i.e. research etc) is very much a
supernal activity because it requires a large amount of work, is global in extent and can be easily
plagiarised. Thus as regards the pasteurisation of milk problem what should happen in this society
is that the national government should carry out research into the effect of pasteurisation of milk.
They should then provide this information to the sub-societies (parishes and shires) - possibly with
a recommendation that they should have a law forbidding the sale of unpasteurised milk. The parish
and shires will then presumably act on this recommendation (but they do not have to). Thus the
providing of information by societies to sub-societies becomes much more important in our system.
This will discussed in much greater detail later in the information system chapter.
Although this structure gives all levels of society a maximum degree of independence, in the current
world there is a tendency for societies to voluntarily forgo their indepedence by allowing foreign
companies to run and own much of their internal industrial and commercial activity. This weakens
the identity of the society and reduces the variety needed for ‘Society of Choice’. We will also
therefore be placing further restrictions to these societies so that only society citizens may own and
control assets within a society. The details will be given later when citizenship and the industrial
system have been discussed.
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3.4

ENTITLEMENT

Our third rule saying that each society will have an entitlement determining their (A) land rights,
(B) tax and (C) voting power, may seem fairly innocuous. The implications, however, are very far
reaching.
(A)

Value of land rights

The crucial facet here is that we dissociate a society’s ‘land rights’ from the actual amount of land
that the society occupies at any one time. Thus we are allowing societies to act in the same way
over land as we as individuals have always acted over land (or other assets) i.e. we can rent it out or
rent more as is convenient.
We are suggesting then that all societies rent what land they like from their supernal society and that
the total land rent collected by the supernal society is then returned to the societies in proportion to
each society’s entitlement. This means that a society that has more land than its entitlement, will
pay rent on the extra land and a society that has less, will receive a rent rebate. For the time being
we are avoiding the very difficult question of what a society’s entitlement to land rights should
be. Presumably it will in some way depend on their previous status quo of land ownership, their
population and their defensive capability (as we will discuss later in chapter 19).
The advantages of such a system are :1) It allows societies to have different land usage without some being penalised. Thus some
societies might be mainly farmers and require extra land. However their farming will generate extra
income for the extra rent. Similarly the societies that act as satellite towns and centres (e.g. M14
and M15 in fig 1) will need less land but they would still like to receive the fundamental benefit
associated with their land rights.
2) It is the first step in allowing us to implement ‘society of choice’. Thus if a person leaves
society A to go to society B then we can easily make an adjustment for this by decrementing society
A’s entitlement and incrementing society B’s entitlement by an appropriate amount (whereas it
would be hard to physically transfer the land).
(B)

Tax

The tax we are referring to here would be the tax paid by each society to the supernal society
for defence and special projects of general federal concern. (e.g. putting a man on the moon,
environmental parks, research projects, museums etc.). It would not include such things as
education, welfare, transport and other service facilities which could be more logically paid for
by the individuals or the societies using the service (as outlined in the principles chapter in 2.4 B).
Clearly the tax paid by a society should be considerably less than the rent value received through its
entitlement. We note that if each level of government (world, nation, city/state, town/shire, village/
parish) taxed at 10% of the rentable value of land a family would still be paying 50% of the value
of its entitlement back in tax. We can now define a quite definite ‘limit of tax’ which would occur
when the total tax was equal to the rent entitlement returned. If the tax figure was greater than this
value then it would be a disadvantage to have a larger entitlement and the logic behind our structure
would fall apart. This question of appropriate tax levels will be also discussed further in chapter 19.
It can be seen then that this system is basically a generalisation of Henry George’s proposal
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(referred to in our Overview (iv)) applied to a multi-levelled structured society. However we also
offer a mechanism for redistributing the rent that is in excess of the tax that is needed.
(C)

Voting Powers

One naturally expects that a society’s voting power should be in proportion to their entitlement as
this is standard practise in most concerns (and it is hard to conceive of any other logic). However
this is not what happens in the current world at a government level (e.g. the European common
market government) and the implied ramifications are quite significant.
1) Such a system means that each society will retain its full autonomy and so represent itself
completely as a single body.
2) Such a system will be much less ‘populist’ than our present system. Thus consider how an
individual person may affect a world government issue. An individual’s influence will be made
by their voting for their village/parish representative - who will later vote for their town/shire
representative - who will later vote for their city/state representative - who will later vote for the
nation’s representative - who will later vote on a world issue. Clearly then these many delays will
mean an individual’s vote could not affect the world government on a current issue. {In chapter 14
we will have to face the complex task of how we can be sure that the various representatives will
vote carefully and well on a difficult issue.}
3) The voting must now allow for entitlement fractions (i.e. one can no longer simply count
hands).

3.5

‘SOCIETY OF CHOICE’

Our fourth rule is basically designed to allow ‘society of choice’ to work. The rule is rather complex
because there are a number of ways that peoples right to choice can be avoided (and sometimes
a society may desire to avoid giving its individual people their choice). Before explaining how
this law works in detail, it is best to demonstrate how ‘choice’ works in general and to outline its
benefits and problems.
A convenient example of the advantages of ‘choice’ is with respect to choosing one’s church.
Hopefully here the situation will be readily understood. We can then deal with ‘choice’ of society
which is considerably more difficult. The advantages of ‘choice’ will be in a way in comparison to
voting because this is the only other method available for changing a situation. There are 4 points to
make:a) The primary advantage is of course that one can choose the type of church that one likes. The
major disadvantage is equally obvious - choosing a new church may be very disruptive to one’s
friendships and way of life. Thus ‘choice’ is good as a means of obtaining the fundamental nature
of the church you desire but not so good in getting the small detail correct. Thus only a few will
change churches because they don’t like the choice of hymns (but I would).
b) The more global advantage of choice is that it allows things to evolve more quickly. Thus the
types of church that people prefer will prosper and grow and the types that people do not like will
diminish and disappear. The disadvantage of this evolvement is that it is a competitive system
which is good for the winners (the chosen churches) but not so good for the losers (the unpopular
church types).
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c) One of the less obvious advantages of ‘choice’ is that people can make ‘a posteria’ choices
rather than ‘a priori’ choices as in voting. Thus if a church, by a majority decision, wants to choose
a new minister then it could do so but this must be a ‘a priori’ decision because you will not know
before hand how the new minister is going to work out. On the other hand if a person chooses to go
to a church with the minister already installed then they can see ‘a posteria’ how that minister will
work out in practise.
d) Finally a disadvantage of ‘choice’ is that it must finally lead to the division of those
churches that grow too big and amalgamation of those churches that grow too small. Under
most circumstances this division and amalgamation process is fundamentally financially unjust
because the people in the growing churches will have to buy a new church while the people in the
decreasing churches will make a profit by selling off their spare church.
We can now consider how these advantages and disadvantages will operate when it comes to
‘society of choice’. In this choice process we are now assuming that our three previous structural
laws are in operation i.e.
1) that there will exist village/parish, town/shire, city/state, nation and world governments all with
equivalent powers and autonomy,
2) that each government has complete autonomy over its federal land but that it only has a
supervisory capacity over its sub-societies land (i.e. societies at all levels have a very high degree of
independence),
3) that each society has an ‘entitlement’ fraction defining its land ownership rights, its voting
powers and its tax payable.
The same 4 points apply as with ‘choosing a church’. These are:a) The major benefit is of course that people can live in their ‘society of choice’. Currently most
people can move freely within their nation and so they can choose whichever city/state, town/shire,
etc society that they like. Thus it might appear that we are adding only the ‘choice’ of nation. In fact
we will be increasing the available choice much more than this. In the current world the national
government has supreme power with the result that all sub-societies (states councils etc) are all
very similar because they are subject to the same national laws. In our structure sub-governments
are genuinely very autonomous and hence village/parishes, town/shires and city/states may be very
different and so the choice applying to all levels of government becomes very useful. Clearly there
can be no ‘choice’ of world government. This may be a problem and will be discussed further in
section 7.
The disruptive cost associated with going to live in a different society will clearly be very great.
So, as in our church case, our ‘choice’ will be very beneficial in choosing the fundamental nature
of your preferred society or in avoiding basically corrupt governments - however it will be limited
in alleviating minor irritations (i.e. dogs fouling the foot-path). It is worth remembering that when
people get married they often have to move to a different society in any case so, when this occurs,
they can exercise their choice of society without extra disruptive cost.
b) The ‘choice’ we provide will indeed allow society forms to evolve probably to a degree which
is beyond our current imagination. However, as we are all by nature conservative people with a
sensible fear of the unknown, we might regard this advantage as a mixed blessing.
‘Society of choice’ would indeed engender competition between societies. This might be
regarded as a good or bad thing depending on your point of view. However there would now be
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another aspect of this competition (this aspect could have been present in churches but it is seldom
invoked). Not only would there be competition in citizens choosing their societies but the societies
themselves might be very choosy on who they will accept as citizens. Again this would be very nice
for those people that most societies want but not so good for those people that no society wants.
The unwanted people may be a very real problem and will be discussed further in the chapter on
citizenship.
c) The advantage of being able to make ‘a posteria’ instead of ‘a priori’ judgements becomes much
more important in the choice of one’s society than it was in the choice of one’s church. In the case
of reasonably simple organisations like churches, it is usually fairly easy to judge the effect of one’s
decisions. In the case of complex organisations like societies (with their associated governments), it
is much more difficult to foresee the effect of a decision. Thus, for example, it is very hard to know
it the introduction of identity cards would be beneficial to a society as a whole or not. It is much
better to have independent societies where people do and do not have identity cards and let people
see which works best - and then choose accordingly.
d) Clearly the problems associated with division and amalgamation of complete societies will be
much greater than for churches. However even more important now is the unjust financial division
process. In the case of a growing church it may be irksome to have to buy a new church but a good
congregation can always afford it. In the current world of ‘status quo land ownership’ a society
cannot buy more land and so if a society accepts new people then there will be less land per person.
Thus the society as a whole will be worse off and this is the fundamental reason that ‘society of
choice’ cannot work in our current world. Thus the purpose of our fourth law is mostly to ensure
that a just financial settlement will take place so that ‘society of choice’ can work. The situation
is not quite so important in my system as it is in the current world because my entitlement system
does mean that growing societies do have the opportunity to rent more land. Nevertheless if land
entitlements remain constant then eventually an unjust situation will arise and this would seriously
affect the operation of ‘society of choice’.
Recapping, my fourth law is:Each sub-society must define in a logically consistent manner:-a.
a population proportion function for land entitlement,
-b.
a sub-structuring of its population where each element has the means and capability of
choosing a different sub-society to belong to and
-c.
the ownership of all created portable assets between the substructure elements.
The sub-society must also define a mechanism by which the society can check the above detail.
The supernal society will then adjust land entitlements according to the changing population
proportion functions and allow and facilitate the movement of sub-elements to new sub-societies
with their proportion of created portable asset ownership (note our population proportion function
has already adjusted for land entitlement).
I think the easiest way to explain this somewhat complex law is to first give a simple form of the
law. The weaknesses in this simpler form will then demonstrate why the actual law must take this
more complex form. You will see that this is all a rather tricky subject.
The simple, obvious law would be:A)
Land entitlement should be in proportion to population,
B)
All people should have the right to choose whichever society they like to live in,
C)
People should take their personal assets with them when they move.
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We will consider these three points in turn.
A)

Land Entitlement in Proportion to Population ?

Clearly population is indeed the main consideration in determining land entitlement but there are
two other important aspects as well. These are:1) The current ‘status quo’ of land ownership entitlement. I of course specifically oppose this
criteria when is used as the sole criteria (as in our present world). However it is still be a significant
minor criteria.
2) How viable a society is in terms of its physical defensive and aggressive capabilities. We live in
a world based on “survival of the fittest” so this criteria must also be born in mind.
In the law that I am specifying, although the land entitlement is adjusted according to population
change, it is not set on the current population. Thus the law as written in a sense maintains the
‘status quo’ of land ownership. This is adequate for our purposes of simply allowing ‘society
of choice’ to work. It is not particularly just and in the chapter on land entitlement I describe
mechanisms for weakening this status quo dependency.
Although the land entitlement is adjusted on population, I allow the sub-society to specify how the
population shall be weighted. We do not state that this population must be all human so animals
could even be included. However the function must be consistent over time i.e if animals were
included it must be shown that the animal has always been essential to the viability of the society. A
sensible population function might be:70% x (sum of all sub-societies population functions)
+ 15% x (no of society resident citizens)
+ 15% x (no of society citizens with supernal citizenship)
which is mostly the sum of the sub-societies with a little bit of extra weighting on your own and
supernal citizenship. Under normal circumstances it would be very close to simple population.
When people leave a sub-society A to join a sub-society B then the sub-society A will have its land
entitlement decreased according to the decrease in its population function. However sub-society
B will NOT have its land entitlement increased by its population function. We require that the two
societies shall maintain the same total entitlement and so sub-society B’s land entitlement will be
incremented by sub-society B’s loss. The effect of this will be, as people move around, then over
time the original disparities of land entitlement will disappear.
B)

All People’s ‘Right of Choice’?

Some people( i.e. children) will not be capable of choosing a new society and so the decision must
be made for them. Thus it is not possible that the simple version (as in B) can apply. More important
than this, however, is that one needs to consider how and when a person can choose to move to a
new society. As we have given complete autonomy to sub-societies, a supernal society cannot know
if the people in its sub-societies are being given the right to choose. A sub-society might very well
try to avoid giving their people the ‘right of choice’ because if they leave the sub-society will loose
its land entitlement and hence they may disappear (i.e. have to amalgamate). The only people that
the supernal society can be assured of seeing are its own citizens.
So as far as the supernal society is concerned, the best people to give the ‘right of choice’ to are
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its own citizens (because it is easy to organise see such people on a regular basis). However such
people might have dependants and so they could not move unless their dependants came with them.
As regards the dependants problem, the best entities to give the ‘right of choice’ to are the subsocieties of the sub-societies (and of course it is good that such sub-sub-societies should have the
right of choice). It seems a bit of an over-kill to insist that both sub-societies and citizens should
have the right of choice so in the law that I am prescribing, I say there must be just one structuring
into sub-elements (which presumably would be either sub-societies or ‘citizens with dependants’
(i.e. families)). The supernal society then must see a properly accredited representative of these subelements regularly (at least once a year) and check if they have capability and/or desire to move.
I think most societies would in fact give the ‘right of choice’ to both citizens and sub-societies
because this would be more popular (and people would choose to live in such societies). However
for the time being I simply wish to define the laws by which ‘society of choice’ can work. I think
just one sub-structuring would sufficient to attain this.
C)

Personal Assets ?

In the present world the degree to which personal wealth includes public wealth differs enormously
from society to society. Thus some societies when they start major works, fund these works by
public loans and hence the total assets of the society are included in the personal wealth. {Some
societies (e.g. Victoria) are actually in debt to their citizens. Hence when a person leaves they
should repay their fraction of the debt.} Other societies (e.g. Socialist societies) own the public
assets and so personal wealth is purely personal. The same variety of public ownership will apply
in our society and so our simple law (C) cannot apply because it would imply that people take a
variable amount of the public assets. In fact it is very difficult to decide what should be considered
a just proportion of public assets for a person to take with them (should they leave). Worse still, as
each sub-society is completely autonomous, there is no way that a supernal society can check how
justly people are being treated.
Thus this is going to be a complex problem. To some extent it will be dealt with in later chapters.
Thus the chapters 5 (Citizenship) and 18 (Land Transfer) are very relevant to this matter. Clearly the
problem cannot have a very accurate solution because often the people that created the assets are
dead and so you cannot know their wishes. In general I am happy to let the situation slightly favour
those people that remain at home because usually those people that move are young with plenty of
time to create their own assets in later years. In section 5.2 (in Citizenship) I demonstrate that the
value of assets is really quite small in comparison to an individuals working capacity. Thus this
whole problem is by no means crucial - but it would be nice to get a reasonably just solution.
First as regards terms. I use the word ‘created asset’ to mean all assets except land (which clearly
one did not create). Of ‘created assets’ I need to distinguish between ‘portable assets’ (i.e. cars, tools
etc) and ‘non-portable assets’ (i.e. roads, dams, houses etc). It is usual to regard company shares or
cash as portable but not by my terms. A share is portable only as regards the proportion of assets
that the company has, is in portable or non-portable assets. If a person’s share was in an oil refining
company then if they left the country, you could sell their share. However this does not alter the fact
that the country will most likely now have an excess of refining capacity and so maybe the person
should not be recompensed. Similarly cash simply represents a debt from society to a person and so
it is the fundamental society assets that back this debt that should decide whether the cash should be
regarded as portable or not.
So my law says that it is only the portable assets that need to be divided up between all the sub-
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elements. When people move they get their share of the portable assets but the people that stay at
home then score all the non-portable assets. In the current world most major assets are non-portable
(principally houses) and so it would appear that this would put the people that are moving (i.e.
exercising their ‘right of choice’) at a strong disadvantage. However it is a specific feature of our
current ‘status quo’ world that assets are as non-portable as they are. It is reasonably easy to build
houses which could be pulled and relocated (and even in the current world there would be a lot of
advantages if this was done). A non ‘status quo’ world must have a much greater dynamic capability
and people that wish to exercise their ‘right of choice’ must recognise this fact and adjust their
assets accordingly. {My chapters 8 and 17 will demonstrate how it can be very convenient to build
relocatable buildings and transportation systems.}
My law will also require that none of the sub-elements can be in debt. This does not mean that
individuals cannot be in debt. Thus when an individual has just completed their education then
this person will naturally be in debt to the society that has supported them during their period of
education. Our present world does not tend to recognise this debt but a more reasonable society
would recognise this as a specific financial debt. {We do recognise debt for university education I
know - but this is only a minor part of a person’s total education.} It may be many years after the
completion of education that this debt is payed off (chapter 5 on citizenship goes into this in great
detail). Thus by this requirement a person still in debt cannot be a sub-element and hence they
cannot directly have the ‘right of choice’. Such a person would have to be part of a family which is
overall in credit (i.e. the credit of the other members of that family offsets that individuals debt) and
then the family as a whole can have the ‘right of choice’. This is a necessary limitation.
My final requirement that this be done in a ‘logically consistent manner’ means that a sub-society
cannot apportion some assets to a sub-element and then suddenly reduce this apportionment when
they learn that this sub-element may wish to move. Changes in apportionment must be associated
by just reasons.
In this section then I have tried to explain the advantages and problems associated with ‘society of
choice’. Hopefully also I have persuaded you that the specific law must take this somewhat complex
form. However I must re-iterate again that this law is simply the bare minimum to ensure it is a
viable mechanism. It would preferably only apply to the ‘nasty’ sub-societies that were trying to
prevent their people from exercising their ‘right of choice’. The ‘good’ sub-societies would have
much more liberal forms giving choice for example to sub-sub-societies and all citizens (both in
credit and in debt). Perhaps moving citizens would be allowed to take away a share of ‘non-portable
assets’ as well.

3.6

IMPLEMENTATION IN THE CURRENT WORLD

I expect your main reaction to my proposal so far is to feel that this proposed world is so different
and inconsistent with the current world that there is no way it could ever get off the ground. Hence
it is unrealisable and hence can be forgotten (thank goodness). However so far I have had to present
my model in its entirety just so that you can gain the full picture. Should this model however be
ever actually implemented, this operation would occur by many small degrees - the ‘full picture’
might never occur for thousands of years. I’ll try now in this section to give a picture of how the
world might slowly change to incorporate some of these ideas.
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The first and probably the most difficult stage is theoretical - not practical at all. I have produced
a model (a blueprint) of how the world could work. There needs to be many more. This is the best
that I can think of but is there a better model - we will never know if people do not try to find them.
When we have seen all the possible models we can make a choice. I have a horrible feeling that
it will take several hundreds of years for this first simple intellectual stage to take place. {And it
should take place irrespective of any immediate gain - knowing how land can justly organised is
one of those fundamental questions like ‘is there a God’, ‘where do we come from’ etc. Thus the
question needs to be answered simply because we are thinking human beings.}
The next stage would be to have a simple practical experiment. A group of people, maybe about a
100, should buy a farm and run a community on it according to the agreed best model. Thus if the
model was what I have suggested here then there would be federal village with independent families
each with a defined land entitlement. These family land entitlements would change according to
the growth of families and as people moved to different families (or to form new families). The
experiment would be a little limited because one cannot check the consistency of levels or the full
ramifications of choice. The experiment would probably need to be done by those people associated
with the model (because these people would be the only ones that would be convinced of the
validity of what they were doing).
If this initial experiment was successful then people would hear about it and copy it. Possibly about
a hundred years or so later one would be ready for the next stage of the experiment. Several of the
farm communities (parish/village in our nomenclature) might combine together to form a larger
community (a town/shire if our model was used). Thus if all these experiments prove successful
then gradually the experiment would extend until it encompassed the whole world. The process
could all be very gradual and no one need fear some new unknown political system would suddenly
engulf the world.
The other form of gradual process that might occur is to simply use our system (or the best chosen
model) in areas of the world where the ‘status quo’ system is clearly breaking down. Thus we
might try to use this system to resolve the current problems in Yugoslavia. You would then allow
the serbs, the croatians, the muslims etc to form whatever sub-societies they like. Their land
entitlement would be based partly on the ‘status quo’ and partly on their population and this land
entitlement would be adjusted as the communities grow or decline in population. There would still
be a Jugoslavian society with its own federal land to carry out combined activities (if desired).
However the principal job of the central Yugoslavian government would be to organise the physical
ownership of land between the serb, croatian etc sub-societies and allow individuals and subcommunities to move from sub-society to sub-society with appropriate transfer of assets (when they
desire).
The fundamental problem then is probably not the physical implementation but rather the
intellectual problem of getting people to realise that other land ownership systems can exist. I
suspect as soon as people start to realise that this is problem that must be faced and solved then the
solution and its physical implementation will follow very quickly. Humans are like sheep - as soon
as a few have made the jump, the rest will follow soon afterwards. Thus the prime aim of all this
work is to start people thinking on the subject of new systems of land structure and ownership.

68

3.7

HOW ROBUST ?

An article can be said to be ‘robust’ if it can a treated very badly and yet it continues to work. A
similar question could be asked of a political system - thus “how corrupt, stupid and lacking in
foresight can the people involved in the political system be and yet the political system continues to
operate successfully”. It is an important criteria - as I said in the chapter on ‘principles it is possibly
more important than ‘equality’ and ‘freedom’. So that is what we need to consider here.
The usual sort of question that one asks in these circumstances is “what happens if the president
and/or chief justice is corrupt”. However I will not be considering such things because a political
system has to be pretty bad if it breaks down because of one or two corrupt people. {You might
claim that this is what happened in Germany in the 30’s but I doubt it. My reading of the situation is
that the majority of people in Germany were somewhat short-sighted. Later then these people found
it convenient to put the blame for this lack of judgment just on their figure-heads.} I am assuming
that my system is better than this so what I am asking here is “what happens if a majority of people
(for reasons of short term gain) decide to break the rules”. Furthermore people always justify their
actions and so you can be sure that in breaking the rules, this majority would feel that they were
acting for the most ‘righteous of reasons’.
As I have said ‘choice’ is extremely effective in dealing with corruption and so, at the lower levels
when ‘choice’ can act, there is no problem. Thus should a ‘town/shire’ re-neg and refuse to give a
growing ‘parish/village’ their increase in land entitlement then the people affected will leave the
‘town/shire’. The ‘town/shire’ then itself will loose land entitlement and so it will eventually wither
away. The real problem arises if the government at the top of the tree, goes corrupt. Of these cases
we are used to corrupt nations, states etc - eventually in the normal rough and tumble of national
interaction they tend to disappear - but if a strong world government itself should go corrupt then
we have a real problem. This is what we now need to consider.
I think there are two major ways that a world government can go ‘wrong’ (don’t forget the people
supporting it probably think it is ‘right’). The first is that the world government gradually takes
over all the power into its own hands and hence all the freedom, independence and choice we give
through independent sub-societies would be lost. The gradual steps by which this could occur might
be the following:a) The world government increases its tax on the nations so that it approaches the value of the land
entitlement and hence the value of the land entitlement for the nations becomes meaningless.
b) The world government increases its amount of federal land to a sizeable proportion of the earths
surface.
c) Because of the wealth and land of the world government its citizens become very privileged.
d) The citizens of the world form their own parliament initially just for running operations in the
world federal area.
e) Over time the world citizens parliament exceeds the power of the parliament of the
representatives of the nations.
I do not think the world government would directly interfere with internal national concerns.
There would be no reason and it would be hard to break such clear-cut rules.
The other form of corruption (i.e. going ‘wrong’) is for the majority of nations to favour the
current ‘status quo’ of land ownership. Life is always easier if you do not have to adjust to new
circumstances. So the nations might re-neg on land change and thus ‘choice’ and ‘evolvement’
would go out the window.
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As regards the world government requiring more tax, we clearly need an extra law limiting the
amount of tax any level of government can levy. I am leaving the details of such a law to the chapter
on ‘land entitlement’ because it can get a bit complicated. Furthermore unfortunately it is very easy
to put the argument that the world government is a special case. Thus research and the maintenance
of species (wild life parks) are global concerns and hence they should be the concern of the world
government (and hence more tax for this level). {Also going out into space - my pet interest.} The
sort of law we might have is that the world government tax cannot exceed 40% of the value of
the earth land entitlement unless the earth was under external attack (presumably an improbable
circumstance).
The major feature of this system that should prevent the world government from ‘breaking the
rules’, is that same laws and structure apply to millions of other sub-societies in the same manner.
Thus all people should be acutely aware of what will happen if they break the rules. Of the millions
of sub-societies at any one time, there is bound to be one that lets all the power fall into the hands
of the central government. People can then see that this leads to lack of ‘choice’ and eventually to
weakness. Likewise there will probably be a society that re-negs and returns to ‘status quo’ land
ownership. People will see this leads to a static world and so also to weakness. Thus all people at
all times should be very well aware as to why our given laws have been made as they are and the
consequences of breaking them.
Thus there is some hope that the world government might be capable of maintaining its form.
Never-the-less it is certainly a problem and possible corrupting forms should always be kept
clearly in mind. The most dangerous circumstance would be for people to imagine that there were
no corrupting forces because then people would not be on-guard against corruption. However,
if there is to be a world government (and one cannot prevent world pollution or give justice to
the weaker nations without it) then my given form would be the most robust against corruption.
Thus the nations directly elect the world government and so it is improbable that they would
elect a government that would interfere with their own autonomy. The autonomy of the nations is
absolutely clear and our rules are logical and they apply at all levels.
Even so I for one have very little faith in human nature. {I picked up a book of Ayn Rand’s last
night and the first axiom of her philosophy of life was that man was a heroic creature - struth!} Thus
I think that in fact even my world government could self-corrupt. However I done as much as is
possible to avoid this possibility.

3.8

CONCLUSIONS

This concludes for the time being all I want to say on the structure of land. In my original blurb
(80p), I also covered chapters on:1) Land entitlement
This chapter describes how the present ‘status quo’, ‘population’ and ‘defensive viability’ may all
be used to define land entitlement. Also covered were how the tax limits may be set for the various
levels of government. However these solutions will always be open to doubt (and the various
possible forms do not make a terribly lot of difference). This subject is definitely best left to a much
later chapter.
2) Land transfer
This chapter describes - how and when land is transferred between the sub-societies, - how the
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rental value is fixed and - how compensation is made for improvements done to the land. This is
quite a difficult subject and I think my solution is quite good and clean. However it is a bit early to
worry about such a subject and I think most people would accept that some sort of a solution can be
found.
3) Examples
The examples I previously used to demonstrate that my system could clearly cope with the
problems of the current world were ‘The Marcos Regime in the Philippines’, ‘The Falklands
Conflict’ and ‘Hong Kong’. Alas what was topical in 1983 is not topical now. Examples are good
but I think I will require someone to specifically request a given case before I again indulge in work
that so clearly goes out of date.
I need to stop now because I suspect you have already absorbed as much as you are capable of
absorbing. My original story concerning the religious life in 1500 and 1700 has a great deal of truth
in it. Our current political thought processes are based on a framework of ‘status quo’ land ownership.
Any suggestion that does not fit into this framework is almost incomprehensive and is immediately
forgotten. Thus I bet you cannot remember what my 4 laws of land structure are even about
(remember - there was a whole section on each law). However this is the way the human brain works
and we must accept the way we are made. I need then to recap on what you might have absorbed.
I have shown that:1) There exists a way of organising the worlds land which is entirely different from the way the
world is presently organised. We have never even though about such a structure (let alone tried it).
2) This structure has some advantages. Thus people are free to form the societies that they like and
they can obtain the land to do so. It gives us ‘society of choice’. The autonomy between the levels
of government is clearly and logically resolved. It starts to give some degree of equality in land
assets. However it has some big disadvantages as well.
3) By implication our current land sovereignty and ownership system is extraordinarily simplistic.
We know the complex way the world is organised, the laws of gravitation, evolution, calculus,
quantum theory etc. Can we really believe that the law of land ownership shall simply be to say it
shall not change.
What I have not shown is whether this system is better or worse than the current system. Even to
know what you mean by ‘better’ or ‘worse’ is an incredibly difficult question. I think at the very least
you would have to read all the rest of this project and then think about the subject for a couple of
years before you could come to any meaningful conclusion. Clearly I think it is better but I, as the
originator, might be a bit biased. The one certain thing you can say about the system is that you will
not like it. This is as it should be - we are human beings and we all have a natural love of the things
we know. However it should be clear that there is no practical reason why my proposed system
should not work and it certainly COULD be much better than our present system. {What everyone
says at this point is that “it won’t work because of human nature”. This is particularly infuriating
when you have spent a whole section on this very subject. The present world system is infinitely
more susceptible to the weakness’s and personal self-interest of us human beings than mine is.}
So where do we go from here? Well I would like you to:1) Think about how you believe the world should be organised.
2) Consider, when political land problems arise (e.g. Yugoslavia), how the problem could be
solved assuming that the ‘status quo’ land situation does not have to be maintained.
3) Read my next chapter - it will put much less strain the brain.
4) In a couple of years read this chapter again. The ‘status quo’ framework of your brain may then
be less rigid and so it might be more meaningful.
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4.

				

INTO SPACE

This is the first of my ‘aside’ chapters (see ‘Over-View’ (iii)) and it is supposed to give a ‘fun’ break
from the difficulties and worries of my main work. It is also a little opportunity for me to air some
of my little ideas that are related to the major work but not really part of it.
This is the only chapter that I have mostly rewritten since the draft came out in 1997. The original
chapter was called ‘Mankind in the Distant Future’. However I now think that the next few
thousand years, during which mankind may go into space, is all that my little brain can cope with
(the previous chapter went a bit further into the future). Thus this chapter now only deals with the
‘Into Space’ topic.
As in this chapter I will be partly going into the ‘prediction’ business, it is perhaps now right and
proper that you should know of some of my previous success’s and failures in this area. I’ll start
with a failure.
For the two years that Jane and I lived in Sheffield, we rented a two room flat which consisted of the
middle floor of a modified terrace - a great place - we had 2 wonderful years there. The access to the
top flat was therefore via the stair-well that went through the middle of our flat. Jane and I then had
an argument as to whether we should lock our two rooms. I proposed that we did not lock them on
the basis that there was only one person with the opportunity to steal anything which was the guy
above. Obviously no one would steal anything if it was clear who was the culprit. Well my wisdom
prevailed but the pile of two shilling pieces we kept on the mantelshelf to feed the gas meter
mysteriously started to disappear. It would seem that predictions based on the sane and logical
behaviour of others, may be doomed to failure.
Now for my success - of which I am a little proud. There was a time when we used to climb on
the Fortress face in the Grosse valley and for this you needed to camp at Junction rock on Govetts
creek. There was a cave here that most people slept in. I, however, though the cave was unsafe (it
was only made of a conglomerate of mud and rocks) and so I refused to sleep there. Instead I went
to some trouble to camp on the other side (it was a horribly stony camp-site and it meant you had to
cross the creek in the middle of the night). Anyway the cave did indeed collapse about a year later no-one was in it at the time (so it didn’t matter) but I thought I had been pretty smart.
Finally a little prediction of mine which is not resolved yet but perhaps could be resolved before this
work of mine goes out of circulation. Thus, although I don’t know if I am correct or not, you may.
If there is one feature of Australia that exasperates we more than anything else, it is the way that the
road system always kills off the slow lane rather than the fast lane. Thus the normal good citizen
travelling within the speed limit (which most people don’t) is rewarded for their good behaviour by
finding that their lane is frequently chopped off and so, without almost any warning, they have to
either accelerate to try and merge with the fast lane (and of course they may not let him in) or else
stop completely and wait till there is a complete break in the traffic. Naturally it is far too much to
expect to change the Australian psyche to favour socially beneficial behaviour rather than anti-social
behaviour. However there would seem to be a simple easy solution that I think must eventually
come into being. Simply, when there is a merge situation, there should be a clear definite line across
the two merging lanes after which no car can pass another in the two lanes i.e. the merge sequence
is clearly defined at the ‘no-pass-line’. Thus, if you have slow and fast lanes merging before the ‘no
pass line’, cars in the fast lane can overtake cars in the slow lane. However, after the ‘no-pass-line’,
the cars in the fast lane must slow down and dove-tail in after the car that was in front at the ‘no72

pass-line’. Possibly this system exists already somewhere in the world but it seems such an obvious
solution that I will make a prediction that ‘no-pass-lines’ will eventually become standard in all
road merge situations in the world. Thus, if 50 years have passed and this prediction has not come
to pass, you perhaps should read no further - what I thought was obvious is not so and hence my
obvious prediction concerning our distant future is also in doubt.
This is enough of the present world - let us journey forth into the glories of life in space.

4.1

WHY ?

I think the following quote from a newspaper writer called ‘GroundHog’ (and quoted from a book
called ‘Rocket Dreams’) probably sums up reasonably well what most peoples feel about living in
space at the moment.
“The romance of pioneering in space will wear off real quick once the public realizes
that there are no holodecks, or beautiful parks in moon domes, or exciting battles with fierce
alien invaders, just 10 cubic meters of cramped quarters, recycling your own urine, living in your
own sweat, facing the dangers of decompression daily, seeing the same goddam faces every day,
knowing that down below on Earth people are laughing and loving, breathing fresh air and running
in spring sunshine, meeting people and living life.”
In the 70s and 80s there was a lot of enthusiasm for going into space and I to some extent shared
this enthusiasm. However there was also a lot of extremely stupid over expectation over what could
be achieved and the above quote is a sensible realistic reaction to this over expectation. Thus I first
need to set the record straight on this matter.
The main problem was of course that people expected to go into space far too quickly. The original
series of moon landing was simply a remarkable achievement and people tended to extrapolate from
this initial success. This was not possible. It will take centuries (if not millennium) to go out and set
up permanent habitations in space – all we need is a bit of patience and to keep on trying (like we
have to do at everything else). If my history is correct it took two centuries of development before
a gun was much better than bow-and-arrows. New things take long time to get right and work
smoothly.
The other problem associated with this whole operation is that people try to justify it in terms of
what it will do for the people of the Earth. Thus people have tried to justify the activity is terms
of things like – special elements that can be brought back to Earth, or - making things in space.
Frankly I think this is rubbish. Our beautiful Earth is well endowed with all that we need for life
(we have evolved so that everything on Earth will suffice). We don’t need anything from space (and
of course it would work out to be far too expensive).
No I think there are just two basic reasons for going out into space. {I am deliberately not
considering the scientific purpose of learning about space (and Astronomy etc). This is because I am
basically thinking about permanent habitation and scientific investigation does not require this.}
1)
Our scientific, technical and political advances of the last century has resulted in giving us
a world that is far too unified for its own safety. Thus previously our earth consisted of many fairly
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independent societies and so individual societies could do something wrong and perish (and they
have) - but yet human-kind as a whole continued on. With a unified society and with a technology
to create world wide effects (i.e. nuclear fallout) we could all die at once and so leave no one to
continue. Thus we must establish independent societies in space so that, if the earth goes, they
may continue. My friend John Leslie (who I have mentioned before) has written this book called
“The End of the World”. In it he gives the details of about 40 ways that the world might come to an
end. However at the end of this book he makes the same point that the only way to be sure of the
continuation of our current life is to set up independent life in space.
2)
We on Earth at the moment have one supreme need – we need something to do. We in the
western world waste our time by - building houses that have 3 toilets and are far too big, or - buying
huge 4-wheel drive car for city use, or - prolonging our life spans so that we can indulge the meager
pleasures of senility etc, simply because we have nothing else worthwhile to do. The truth is that
our technical advances over the past century means that life on Earth is now too easy. On the other
hand life in space will need every technical ability we can devise. So we need to push off into space
simply to use up this excess of ability and so fulfill our proper destiny.
Of course it won’t be easy – we wouldn’t want it to be – we need a good challenge. As a
preliminary stage it would be much much easier for us to learn to live on the top of the ocean - and
this might put us into a more expansive mood for going into space. My initial quote also makes
a strong point as to how unpleasant life in space would be. This is partly because the writer is
just referring to the initial stage when conditions would be very primitive indeed. Later on when
colonies were much bigger with more facilities conditions would be much better. However it would
still be terribly hard to provide conditions in space that compare with the richness and variety which
we enjoy at present on Earth. This is a big problem and I am going to try to address it in my fourth
story “The Good Ship Ragamuffin”. This story is still several years off but I think I will be able to
show that life can still be great fun in space - but in a very different way from our current life on
Earth.
I’ll conclude this little section with another little rave. GroundHog continued his little spiel with the
following:… (The people that go will be) - “Cubans, Haitians, Somalis, Philippinos, Timorese. They
are the immigrants of the twenty-first century. They are the ones fleeing persecution and poverty,
seeking a better life. They have far more in common with the passengers on the Mayflower than
the overfed, overweight, self-satisfied, self-righteous, tax-paying groundhogs sitting behind their
computers and filling the Net with wannabe hogwash, boasting about their ancestors’ deeds and
imagining themselves to be their spiritual heirs.”
This is a magnificent rave – but it is not entirely true. Going into space is a very technical operation
and the people that go have to understand and deal with a lot of this technical detail. I don’t think
the above people would be able to cope. However it is important to consider who might try. The
point I would like to make here is that the people that want to go will always be a minority group
. The majority of people will always like a nice comfortable life – and that is to be had down here
on Earth (and thus you can blessed with being – overfed, overweight, self-satisfied, self-righteous
etc). Hopefully some of us will get cheesed off with the simple easy comfortable life and will try to
do something that has a purpose. However in doing so we shouldn’t expect any help from NASA
or to receive any government funding. These things rightly serve the majority. We must accept that
we are on our own. It will be difficult of course. However I still have a fifth story in my head which
might inspire people in that direction (if I live long enough – I’ve still got a heck of a lot on my
plate that needs doing before that).
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4.2

DEVELOPMENT

The standard prediction for our expansion into space goes something like this:1) We will start our permanent presence in space with substantial, inhabited space stations orbiting
the earth.
2) Then we will have permanent colonies on the moon which would be partially self-supporting.
Associated with these colonies there would be permanent space stations orbiting the moon.
3) Then we will have permanent colonies on Mars which would be predominantly self-supporting.
Again there would be various associated orbiting space-stations for supply and access.
4) Then we make contact with some of the thousands of asteroids in the solar system. These
asteroids are then used to manufacture many permanent space station colonies. These colonies
would not only be fully self-supporting but would be self reproducing as well.
The time scale for this is of course open to doubt but there does not seem to be any physical reason
why all of this could not be done in the next 200 years if our motivation was sufficiently great.
Allowing for normal lack of human motivation, we had perhaps better multiply this time period by
a factor of ten or so. The crucial thing about the prediction is that the major final colonizing region
will not be the planets or their moons (though these are very useful) but the asteroids. The lack
of gravity on asteroids will allow us to carry out the vast reconstruction activities that would be
necessary to create the environment systems that can support human life.
The problems associated with this expansion into space can be divided into two parts:A)
how people can move around in space and
B)
how colonies can live and be self-supporting.
The basic details of what I have to say also divide into these same two parts – my ideas on A) being
given in section 4.3 and my ideas on B) being given in section 4.4. My ideas on A) are reasonably
substantial and I think fairly original. My ideas associated with B) I think are just fairly standard.
I include them here simply because they are necessary for my story “The Good Ship Ragamuffin”
and it is convenient to write the details down here in a formal manner as I don’t want the fun details
of my story to be bogged down with tedious calculations.
However, the important thing I want to say now (and which strangely I haven’t seen in print) is that
the final space colonies will become very independent and self-sufficient. There are three reasons:1)
When a space-colony is formed there is an opportunity to control the environment. Thus not
all our earth bacteria and bugs will be included. This will be a very important decision and will be
dependent on things like – how the recycle process is carried out, what animals are in the colony
and what diseases the local population wants tolerate. Naturally different colonies will try different
solutions. Over time the different populations will adapt to their different environments. However
likewise over time these populations will loose their immunity to bacteria with which they are
unfamiliar. Thus if a person does to another colony (or Earth) they will tend to get ill. {The situation
would be similar as to when Europeans went to the new world – we couldn’t cope with their bugs
and they couldn’t cope with ours.}
2)
This reason is similar to 1). Each colony will make different decisions about the physical
nature of their environment. Thus the various colonies will choose different – atmospheres,
gravities, temperatures, amount of light (and day-periods) and human diets. Thus over time, as
people have adapted to their own regime, they will have difficulty a tolerating different regime .
3)

The final facet to consider is that travel between the space stations (and between the space
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stations and earth), will always be very time consuming and costly. Thus not only are the distances
very great but the orbits and relative velocities of the various asteroids are very different - so travel
can never be easy. Thus people will tend to stay where they are and not travel around (as we do on
Earth).
This enforced isolation will of necessity tend to make the various colonies to be all very
independent and self-sufficient. Each colony then would tend to also manufacture all their own
goods. This in turn would tend to mean that each colony would be reasonably large so that every
one has a reasonable social life and the colony can cope with all the necessary manufacturing
process’s. Thus I would imagine a colony would consist of a million or so people. {A colony may
consist of many parts – thus I would call several space ships that were reasonably close together
with compatible environments to be one just colony.}
Compared with our present very highly unified Earth this may all sound rather unpleasant. However
this is not necessarily the case. Our highly unified Earth is a very recent phenomenon (just the last
century) and previous to this people were quite happy to live in much smaller groups. Being selfsufficient may not be all that easy but in a sense it is much healthier situation. Also communication
between the space colonies and Earth could be very good indeed - so there would be no problem in
this regard. Thus like everything in this world there would be advantages and disadvantages – but
the important thing is that, for the continued existence and growth of life in all its forms, space
colonies are the only way to go.

4.3

AN EFFICIENT SPACE TRAVEL SYSTEM

If we are ever to go out into space seriously and form space colonies (where lots of ordinary people
would live) then it will become very important that people can go out into space, travel around
space and return to earth fairly easily and efficiently. If this was to be done by rocket power (as at
present) then this process must always be very difficult and expensive. Basically this is because
chemical power is only equivalent to a velocity of 3 km/s and above this value the amount of fuel
used must increase exponentially. This is OK in our current developmental phase but when life in
space becomes common-place then the amount of such fuel usage (i.e. at least 100 times a person’s
own weight) is unacceptable. So these are my little ideas on how these problems can be overcome
(naturally these ideas are fairly complex and futuristic).
I think mass-drivers must take the place of rockets as the primary acceleration/de-acceleration
power source. {A mass-driver is something an object can accelerate or de-accelerate against.}
However before discussing how this can work in general I will first give a simplified example of
how such a system might be used to help in the earth/space exit/entry process. Now if one assumes
that we have two mass drivers orbiting the earth (as shown in the diagram) then a rocket/spacevehicle (containing passengers) could then enter space and return to earth by the following six
stages.
1) the vehicle would be fired up to meet the lower mass diver.
2) the mass-driver would then de-accelerate the vehicle relative to itself (but relative to the earth
this means the vehicle is accelerated to orbital speed).
3) the mass driver would then accelerate the vehicle to full earth escape velocity or more.
4) On returning to earth then the vehicle would then meet the higher mass driver at the other end
and then would be de-accelerated relative to the mass-driver.
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5) The vehicle would then be accelerated by the mass driver so that relative to the earth the vehicle
would lose its orbital speed.
6) The vehicle would then glide down to earth.
These six stages are show in the diagram (in the diagram all directions are relative to the massdriver – and hence I show the earth to be moving (rather than the mass driver)).

The reason that this process is very energy efficient is because a mass-driver can be imagined to act
like a gigantic spring. Thus, when the vehicle approaches the mass driver, the energy of approach
is stored as it is de-accelerated and then this energy is used to accelerate the vehicle immediately
afterwards (as in a spring). This process will mean that mass-driver will lose momentum (and hence it
would start to descend to earth). However, when the vehicle returns and meets the other mass-driver
(which is secured to the lower mass-driver) at the other end, the de-acceleration/acceleration occurs in
the other direction and so the total mass-driver system will gain the momentum it has lost. The reason
then that this whole energy-efficient process is possible is because, when a vehicle leaves and returns
to earth, one is returning to the same state and so there is no net increase or decrease in energy.
Of course what I have described is a huge simplification. Thus one needs to consider carefully all
the problems associated with this complex process. The first obvious problem is that the massdrivers will need to be about 500 km long - otherwise the passengers would suffer from too high
acceleration/de-acceleration forces. Thus the system will need to be quite massive.
The major problems probably arise in the nature of the mass-drivers themselves. When I was doing
this work (the early 80’s) the general scientific opinion seemed to be that mass-drivers could be
constructed using electro-magnetic power (as in mag-lev trains) and so fairly high velocities could
be obtained quite efficiently. Since then there has been absolute silence on the subject so I suspect
there are fundamental problems (in fact I suspect that there maybe a fundamental limitation that one
cannot go above the bonding chemical limit (3.6 km/s) without going exponential in energy usage).
However even if this should be the case there are other simpler ways that this system could work.
So I shall now describe a simpler form.
In the diagram below I show a rocket vehicle in a “mass-driver” and in this case the mass-driver
is really only just a very large tube containing gas. When a vehicle enters the tube and needs to be
de-accelerated there can be two phases in the process:-
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1) The gas can de-accelerate the vehicle by the normal friction process (as in a rocket entering the
earth’s atmosphere). In this case the energy of de-acceleration is not savable.
2) In the next phase the energy is saved and in my simple-minded manner I consider simply the gas
to be compressed. However better systems probably exist (i.e. the electro-magnetic system as above
or even by using simple electro/mechanical power).
When a vehicle leaves the tube there are also two phases in the acceleration process:1) The vehicle is accelerated using the stored power (i.e. compressed gas in my case).
2) The vehicle is accelerated using normal rocket power.

This total process will be reasonably energy efficient up velocities up to 6 or 7 km/s (because
exponential effects will not be significant up to this value). However the really important feature of
the system is that the fuel material does not need to be lost at all. Out in space energy is relatively
abundant (in the form of the sun’s rays) but fuel material is very hard to come by. Thus if the
fuel material was oxygen and hydrogen then the resulting water would just be reconverted back
to oxygen and hydrogen by hydrolysis. Thus this total process up to these velocities can be quite
efficient and certainly much better than rocket power. Moreover if fuel was to be continuously
spewed about space this would be terrible form of pollution and also a terrible waste of the most
essential elements for life.
The other major problems associated with this process concern timing, positioning and direction
(because the mass driver needs to catch the vehicles at exactly the point and then to project them in
the right direction). In general I think one will need to assume that a space vehicle will need small
rockets to make slight directional changes. However I now need to consider in more detail the
various stages of a journey in space.
First as regards the ‘space/earth exit/entry’, my mass-driver (as described above) will be adequate to
do this job (as the required orbital speed is 7 km/s and only a further 4 km/s is needed to complete
the escape). However, as regards direction and positioning, my original diagram may not be optimal.
Perhaps the system should consist of four mass drivers connected at the energy storage facility
(which could also be a terminus). This is shown in the following diagram. This means that the massdrivers do not need to align in precisely the same manner and so they could point in slightly more
useful directions (and so save on direction correction rocket material). If the mass-drivers move in a
fairly low orbit (i.e. 100-200 km above the earth) then only a comparatively small amount of rocket
power is needed to reach this height. However even this material could be saved by firing the vehicle
up from the earth using a small vertical mass-driver (also shown in the diagram).
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To my thinking now most vehicles would now be shot up from the orbiting mass-drivers to a very
large system of mass-drivers on (or orbiting very close to) the moon. It would be convenient to have
a large system here because:1)
the earth’s orbiting mass-drivers could then be aligned to mostly fire vehicles to this system
(or receive vehicles from this system),
2)
there would be plenty of building material here to construct such a system,
3)
there is very little gravity here to complicate matters,
4)
the moon is large enough to absorb all possible momentum changes.
This station (i.e. the system of mass drivers) then should be capable of shooting (or receiving) all
those vehicles that desire to travel to those space colonies whose orbits are reasonably close to the
earth’s orbit. {Because a close orbit would need a velocity change of less than 7 km/s.} Such space
colonies would then also need to have mass-drivers to receive and send space vehicles in a similar
manner.
For journeys further a field (i.e. to the asteroid belt) it is best to have further stations of mass-drivers
on the way that can receive space vehicles and then boost such space vehicles on their way (to their
desired destination). Thus such stations would tend to act in a similar manner as my earth orbiting
station and my moon station have already acted. It is always most efficient (in terms of energy
and materials) to keep one’s velocity changes relatively low and to make use of the momentum of
returning vehicles. The positioning of such stations clearly becomes difficult but this problem is not
insurmountable. {Jupiter is used at present to sling space vehicles into different orbits and, in a way,
such stations would tend to act in a similar manner.}
Before summarizing this total system I should mention the two other techniques that are often
proposed as a possible future replacement for chemical rocket power. These are:1)
Light Wind
Here the sun’s light is reflected by huge light reflectors and the resulting momentum change of the
photons can be used to drive a vehicle along. The process of course is fairly slow.
2)
Ion Drivers
Here the exhaust material is changed to ion form and then electro-magnetic devices can be used
to accelerate this exhaust material to high velocities (i.e. we have a rocket system where ions are
used to drive the vehicle). If one needs to accelerate a space vehicle to high velocities in a single
burst then this is the best method to use because the most efficient way to accelerate a vehicle is
to expel material backwards at roughly the final speed one wants to go forwards. {However I am
not sure if all the technical problems have been overcome.} My method on the other hand does not
require such large velocities (by my more subtle use of returned momentum) and so it is still a more
efficient method.
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Summarizing then my method of travel in space really corresponds in a way to a road/rail system on
earth (but in space). On earth if one wants to travel easily and efficiently from one place to another
you must prepare a travel route very carefully and then use this route many times over (together
with millions of other travelers). The same applies in space. The only difference is that in space it is
the acceleration and de-acceleration process that is difficult and not the travel (i.e. the moving). In
space to make this acceleration/de-acceleration process easy you must conserve the materials used
in this process and also conserve momentum by canceling the ‘going momentum’ by the ‘returning
momentum’. To achieve this then vehicles will need to travel via fixed paths (i.e. via mass drivers)
to fixed destinations (i.e. to interchange stations or specific space colonies). Rocket travel (or light
wind) travel forms correspond to walking or horse riding on earth. Using these forms you can go
where-ever you like - but of course such travel isn’t anything like so easy or efficient as going by
train (or car to a slightly lesser extent).
Purely rocket forms of travel are clearly essential in the early stages of our going out into
space. However we should realize that when we finally start to get properly settled in space (i.e. a
reasonable proportion of the human population are living in space) then much better and efficient
forms of travel should exist. Thus we can imagine that eventually people will live in space and
travel round without too much difficulty.

4.3

SPACE-COLONY CONSTRUCTION DETAIL

In the last section I introduced a lot of new ideas – not so here – this hopefully is all standard stuff.
I am putting it down here just to demonstrate, for those people that are unfamiliar with the subject,
that I have done my homework (i.e. this work isn’t just pipe-dreams). Also ,as mentioned before, it
is necessary for my ‘The Good Ship Ragamuffin’ story.
In space the strength of materials becomes terribly important and so one needs an easy relative way
of comprehending this strength. The way convenient for space is the linear length that a material
can support of itself under normal Earth gravity. For nylon this is about 100km and for steel it is
about 50km. I think for carbon-fiber it is a bit higher but I don’t know where to get the details. I
assume the theoretical maximum is about 500km (as the maximum energy density of material is
equivalent to a velocity of 3km per sec and this gives that figure using the usual formula v2=2as).
This means that the maximum sized circle of steel that can be spun around to give Earth gravity will
have a diameter of 50/π km (i.e. 16km) without falling apart.
The other crucial strength related item concerns the atmospheric pressure. For Earth the atmospheric
pressure is 10ton/m2. {Throughout this work I will use ‘ton’ to mean the metric ‘tonne’ – it is
simpler and I don’t get an error message on my computer.} However in space it is easier to have an
atmosphere of pure oxygen so this means that the space-colonies outside shell must stand a pressure
of 2ton/m2 if people wish to breath as easily as they do on Earth.
Putting these two facts together means that if we have a space-ship of diameter 4km and spinning
to give Earth gravity with an oxygen atmosphere and with a steel shell of weight 2ton/m2 then it
can be loaded with 4ton/m2 of stuff (i.e. buildings, humans, vegetation etc) before it will fall apart
(because the shell will have 6ton/m2 of spare capacity of which 2 ton/m2 copes with pressure and
the remaining 4 ton/m2 copes with the loading). If we double the shell thickness (i.e. to 4ton/m2 )
then we will have a factor of 2 safety factor (mind you - this isn’t a really large safety factor).
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This is the basis for my space colony ship ‘The Good Ship Ragamuffin’ shown on the following
page. The structure is spinning around the horizontal central axis at a revolution per 85 sec giving
an Earth gravity near the edge (the top and bottom in the diagram). The ship is basically a cylinder
of diameter 4km and width 4km. Thus, using the figures of the previous section, the circular outside
shell will need 200 million tons of steel. The strange semi-torroidal sides have this shape to give
the smallest radius of curvature and hence need the least amount of strength. I would imagine 50
million tons of steel should be sufficient for them.
Most of the living facilities are in the 250m at the edge where we have Earth gravity. I envisage
about 20 levels of various types which should be adequate for a population of about 2 million. {In
fact some of the steel I have envisaged as part of the outside shell would be used in these levels
to directly support the level’s loading.} Clearly the level closest to the center is by far the best as
this has a good view of the sky and most of the level itself. I envisage this would be used as a park
where everyone would enjoy their 2 weeks annual holiday. A central walk-way would lie just above
the park where every-one could see what is going on in the park (life in space could be a bit boring
so my plans for the park are a bit wild to counteract this situation). This would be the main social
gathering point for the population.
Out-side this spinning habitation I think there needs to be a non-spinning superstructure to
incorporate things like – growing facilities, light collection, shields, receivers and transmitters etc.
Besides these facilities there also needs to be docking facilities and mass-drivers of various kinds
for travel. Last but not least there needs to be room for a daughter ship that people can work on their
probably ample spare time. Access between the spinning and non-spinning parts must lie along the
central axis where I imagine there would need to be substantial railway. {It is quite fun to work out
what the topography must be when the train lines change from the spinning structure to the nonspinning structure. It will be quite complex.}
I think the form space colony/ship I have described here is aesthetically pleasing and is compact
and unified. However it is not the safest or the easiest form to build. A cluster of smaller semiindependent ships would be safer and easier to build. Thus the form consisting of:1)
4 ‘city’ ships of length 4km, width 1km (spinning at a rev per 43 sec)
2)
24 ‘town’ ships of length 1.5km, width 150m (a rev per 22 sec)
3)
2000 ‘village’ ships of length 500m, width 60m (a rev per13 sec)
inter-connected by ‘space’ railway lines could give roughly the same facilities and would be cheaper
and easier to build and would be much safer.
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THE GOOD SHIP RAGAMUFFIN (Fig 4.4)
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4.5

QUANTITIES AND NUMBERS

Having seen what travel and habitation possibilities could exist in space the time has now come to
consider what materials exist in space to construct such facilities. From this we can then work out
what sort of populations could exist in space. This in turn means we will be in a position to say how
life might start to establish itself in space over the next few thousand years.
From the previous section we found that our colony of 2 million people needed - 250 million tons
of steel, 50 million tons of oxygen (for the atmosphere) and reasonable amount of material for
the outer structure. Besides this I assumed we needed 200 million tons of general living material
to give a basic life-style comparable to life on Earth (a significant part of this would be water). In
general the asteroids are made up of these materials in roughly the right proportions. {The only
slight problem is that inner asteroids are over endowed with metal and the outer asteroids are over
endowed with water.} Bearing in mind then that we can be reasonably flexible as to what materials
need to be used, the simplest approximation to use is to say that each individual needs 1000 tons of
average asteroid material to support them.
Your normal sort of asteroid (specifically one 50th down the discovery order list (and hence roughly
in size)) weighs about 1015 tons and hence it could support 1012 people. This is more than a 100
times the Earth’s current population. The total amount of material in the asteroid belt is not large in
comparison to the mass’s of other planets etc. Nevertheless it is still more than 1018 tons and so the
asteroids could support a population of 1015. Thus it can be seen that the asteroids could support a
population vastly greater than Earth can (and hence of all other life forms as well). Thus the major
final destination of humans and life itself could be the asteroids.
So when might this take place. No one knows of course but it could happen reasonably quickly. I
think a space colony such as I have described could replicate itself in about 30 years. This means
the number of space stations could increase by a factor of 10 every century. Even if we propose
that a space colony reproduces itself every century then the number could increase by a factor of a
thousand each millennium. Thus it is possible that the whole of the asteroids could be changed into
space-colonies over the next few thousand years or so.
Besides sheer numbers, the asteroids should give rise to greater varieties of life forms. Thus each colony
could grow and change in different manners. Also colonies could be founded on certain ideals and
then progress to see how these ideals work out in practice. In a technical sense, eventually the humans
on some colonies could become a different species because they now would not be able to interbreed
with the humans of other colonies (see points 1), 2) and 3) in 4.2). This may seem a little stage for us
on Earth at the moment but with 1010 humans around at the moment it is reasonable that we should
contemplate the greater variety associated with ‘homo sapiens’ being divided into several sub-species .
The downside of all this is that life up in space may not be all that peaceful. One would imagine that when
people go out into space the first groups that establish themselves on an asteroid would regard that asteroid
as ‘their possession’. Thus reasonably soon perhaps all the useful asteroids could be ‘possessed’ by various
groups. However, when a vigorously growing group of space-colonies ran out of material to expand into
and they saw another group not using all their material, then, because such group could consider itself to
be a different species they could think that they had the right to take such spare unused material by force.
So out in space the law of the jungle might apply more than it does on Earth (where we all to some extent
regard our selves bound be certain obligations and rules because we all belong to one species).
So life out in space might become quite sporting.
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5.

CITIZENSHIP - MONETARY SYSTEM, EDUCATION AND WELFARE

Each of us meets their “Road to Damascus” turning point in life in different ways. Mine occurred in
the following manner.
Up to the age of 28 I had mostly been associated with universities and research. However I had
never regarded this as part of the mainstream of life and so, on returning to Australia (from
England), I decided that it was time that industry should be blessed by the cogitations of my fertile
brain. However I can’t say that industry showed much enthusiasm in this regard. Thus in my first
job I got the sack after just six weeks. {I felt just a little bit sheepish as I returned home in the
middle of the day to tell Noela that I had got the sack. At this point in time, we had a toddler (Tim),
Noela was pregnant and we had just put down a deposit to buy a new house.} Anyway eventually I
got a job with Caltex Oil and, after a year in his job, I arose to the exalted position of Manager (of
their Operations Research Team).
Now industry is infinitely better than academia in one respect - namely the drinking in the pub
on Friday nights. As in nearly all things, this is a simple result of the ‘Supreme Justice of God Law’.
In industry you suffer more (because you are at your boss’s beck-and-call and so subject to the
whims of politics with almost no independent proof of the value of your work). But the result of this
is that, when you let your hair down on Friday night, you really let it down. Thus on Friday nights
we normally all joined with the punch girls and had a magnificent time (on one particularly great
night we all got chucked out because of my singing of the “Bastard King of England”). However
when you attain the exalted level of manager, you get invited to have cocktails with the Director
of Caltex on the 14’th floor after work on Friday. And so eventually I got my invitation - so I put
on my suit and duly turned up. Well it was the most boring affair imaginable - for a start there was
almost no women, - the main activity consisted of listening to the director’s snide remarks (and we
duly had to laugh on cue) - and instead we could have be enjoying ourselves in the pub chatting up
the punch girls. So this was what one attained by moving up in the echelons of power.
This then was my vision on the “Road to Damascus” - and so thereafter I tried to climb
downwards rather than upwards. In fact I stayed quite happily with Caltex Oil for another 5 years
- but I choose to do jobs that would tend to associate me with low level personnel (e.g. rail tank
car scheduling and pipeline scheduling) rather than jobs that would associate me with the heavies
(e.g. decisions on whether to buy a new oil tanker or not).I have included this story because I think
superficially, my levels of citizenship may lead you to think that I believe in “echelons of society”.
As his story indicates, I most certainly do not. So you will need to study my details of citizenship
fairly carefully to realise that this will be the case - thus all people should be able to acquire all
grades of citizenship, if they so desire. However, it is certainly part of human nature to form
informal societies and cliques - and clearly my structure will support this (because of my ‘freedom’
principle). However, which society is superior to another, should always be a matter of doubt.
{Wodehouse’s story “Romance at Droitgate Spa” is a superb example on the supposedly superior
status of one type society to another.}
I am afraid this then is going to be a rather ghastly chapter. Thus:1) It is not immediately obvious that there needs to be a citizenship concept at all. It certainly does
not follow from our equality and freedom principles like most of the rest of this work. In fact some
people might hold that the concept is against the equality principle because it implies an inequality
between those with and without citizenship. I am not in fact in doubt that we must have citizenship
but it is not easy to demonstrate its validity.
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2) The chapter deals with education and welfare which are the pet topics of our current age.
Because they are in vogue there is an over expectation associated with them which is my unpleasant
task to dispel.
3) The subject deals very much with limits of debt which is both boring and I have to introduce a
monetary system to define what is meant.
4) The subject is dependent on various systems which have not been defined yet. Thus we need
the industrial system so that we can be assured that citizens can always obtain work. Clearly we
also need the general concepts associated with the legal and information systems. However these
systems need the citizenship details before they can be described. So there are sequence problems.
5) Usually when I write these things I feel there are a few little things that I can look at with pride
and say to myself “I must be pretty smart to have thought that up” (and the endorphins go coursing
round the brain). There is nothing of that sort in this chapter.
It is appropriate to deal with citizenship now because we have just described the structure of
land with its various levels of society and it is via people in terms of citizenship that the levels of
society interact. This chapter hopefully then will help to consolidate our structure of land concepts
and make them feel less abstract. Thus at the end of this chapter I will give an example of an
individual’s life and so demonstrate how a normal person will live at the various levels of society.
So this chapter is basically of a preliminary and general nature.
I need to describe education and welfare to reasonable degree in this chapter because these are the
most important aspects of citizenship. As I also don’t wish to devote a whole chapter to each of
these topics I include them in this chapter in their entirety. A rather unfortunate aspect of doing this
is that, for the time being, it will give a false impression of my balance. Education and welfare are
strongly associated with socialist/left wing ideals and my dealing of these topics may appear to be
right-wingish. Later however my industrial system will appear left-wingish. You need to see how all
these systems interact to form a complete society before you can make a judgment on the nature of
it all.
Likewise the monetary system is defined here in its entirety because I need it here and I don’t wish
to devote a whole chapter to it.
Perhaps all this rave will have put you off reading this chapter altogether which may be an
advantage to me because, when you tell me I haven’t covered a particular problem, I can say - “well
it’s covered in the citizenship chapter which you didn’t read”. You can see also I have put in a lot of
essential stuff into this one chapter just to get over with it in one fell swoop.

5.1

SCOPE AND THE RELATED PROBLEMS

As has been indicated from our heading this chapter deals with ‘citizenship’, ‘education’, ‘welfare’
and the ‘monetary system’. Thus the first thing I need to explain is why these 4 subjects should be
intimately linked together in the same chapter.
I think we need to start by considering the three basic phases of a person’s life as represented in the
following ‘credit/debt’ diagram (fig 5.1):-
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A NORMAL PERSON’S ‘DEBT/CREDIT DURING THEIR LIFE (fig 5.1)

As the diagram indicates, the three phases of a person’s life must be:1)
The Education Phase
During this period a person as a child is being supported and educated and so their total debt is
in general steadily increasing. Their debt is usually to their parents for support and to society as a
whole for their education.
2)
The Working Phase
During this phase a person normally works and so are building up credit. It can be envisaged that
they are first paying off their ‘education’ debt (either by supporting children themselves or (or
and) in terms of the taxes they pay to society) and then they are building up credit for their old age
support.
3)
The Welfare Phase
During his period a person is being looked after by the rest of society so their credit will now
steadily decrease. In fact as shown, there might be a few minor hiccups in the increasing credit of
their working life (due to illness or unemployment) and these periods could also be regarded as
‘welfare’.
The crucial thing to realise from this diagram is that on average all the credit and debt must balance
and so at the end (i.e. death) a person’s graph must be close to the zero. {It is also rather fortunate
(as I shall explain later) that normally the total sum of the debt (i.e. integral) is not too far away
from the total sum of credit.}
Now if, as is normal in the current world, a person lives all their life in the one nation then there is
no problem (because the debt and credit phases all cancel out). However, even in our present world,
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should a person wish to move to a new nation at age 20 (when there is an considerable implied debt
to the society that brought them up) then a very unjust situation may have been created. {Notionally
the receiving society should pay the upbringing society for the person’s education costs.} A reverse
situation would apply if a person wished to move on retirement (but now sometimes there would be
a quantifiable credit that could be transferred as compensation). Thus it can be seen that in the case
of moving (equivalent to a change of citizenship) a monetary compensation for education and/or
welfare ought to be made. Thus in this case these four subjects are clearly linked.
In the land structure that I am proposing, this type of situation will occur on a continuous basis
and also in a much more complex manner. Thus a person will belong to several societies at once
(i.e. family, village, town, city, national and world) and so we will continually have the complex
balancing act of deciding which levels of society should pay for what education or welfare (and any
associated monetary transfers for compensation between these societies). Besides this we will need
to decide:-a.
what options a person should have to join a new higher level of society and
-b.
what options a society should have for accepting a person into their society (or excluding
them from their society).
At this stage it is probably worth reminding you of the types of problem that are associated with all
this. These are:1)
Incentive
The fundamental problem that is associated with is process is how to maintain an ‘incentive’ to all
people to always act in a socially beneficial manner. In the current world ‘incentive’ is provided in
two ways - which can be thought of as the ‘carrot’ and the ‘stick’ forms.
The ‘carrot’ incentive is of course simply the acquisition of wealth. Up to a certain level this is
a good natural incentive. However when people become ‘too wealthy’ there is an implication that
either they must own facilities that are of a communal nature, or worse still, that there must be
people in debt to them (and over whom such a person would have an implied control). Naturally
this ‘too wealthy’ form must be unacceptable to an egalitarian society.
The ‘stick’ incentive is that a person might be sent to prison (for socially unacceptable actions).
Sending a person to prison is terribly wasteful of resources so this is a very inefficient deterrent.
Also in general in most western societies when a person reaches the welfare ‘safety net’ stage, there
is a lack of incentive problem because then an individual will always remain at roughly the same
level of welfare (irrespective of what they do).
Clearly then our society, with its more complex structure, may be in a position to give a more
consistent solution to this general incentive problem.
2)
The Logic for Education
In the western world we all ‘believe in’ in education but the logic of:-a.
how it should be funded,
-b.
how students should exercise their right of choice as to what they want to do,
-c.
how society should determine what should be the essential subjects for education,
tends to be conspicuous by its absence. Thus in this chapter we will be seeking a consistent solution
to these problems.
3)
The Logic for Welfare
Welfare, as normally supplied in our current western world, is inconsistent with my second law
of independence (as given in 2.4-B - “People should not be forced to pay for a facility which is
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independent of them and which they do not use”). Thus we will need to derive a logic for welfare
which will be consistent with our principles.
4)
The Monetary Inflation Problem
The monetary systems of our western world are very much subject to inflation. The credits and
debts we will be associated with in this chapter are needed over the range of a person’s life (i.e.
credits built up early in life may needed to pay for debts associated with the end of one’s life). Thus
we will require a monetary system that, over a person’s life, will always give the same assured real
value.
The scope of this chapter is thus rather large (it is my biggest chapter). I have therefore organised
the chapter then so that there are essential sections and then peripheral sections. Thus my next
section is ‘semi-essential’ because it gives the logic for citizenship. Then section 5.3 is the really
essential section where everything that is of a fundamental nature for the rest of this work, is set
out. The sections after this are then peripheral because they only deal with the details of the specific
systems (i.e. monetary, education, welfare, insurance etc). Thus you only need to skim through the
next section, read the following section carefully and then only read the other sections should they
be relevant to your particular interests. {And always remember that you are supposed to be enjoying
all this.}

5.2

THE NEED FOR A CITIZENSHIP CONCEPT

The essential reason that we must have citizenship concept is because my land structure is not
compatible with the concept of ‘punishment’. This will take a little while to explain.
First we need to be sure what we mean by punishment. My dictionary says:
punish, v.t. to inflict a penalty on for an offence;
Taking this as our definition then, hanging, jailing or cutting off a hand is a punishment but charging
for the cost of an action or ceasing to have dealings with a person is not a punishment. My structure
of land then automatically excludes any form of punishment because, as people belong to several
levels of society, one level of society cannot inflict a penalty on a person because in doing so they
would be interfering with another society (contravening our independence of societies). Thus if you
lock a person up for wrong doings in your town/shire the person cannot do their work in the city/
state which is a society independent of the town/shire. Likewise, if the national society was to cut
off a person’s hand they would be interfering with that person’s capacity to reap the hay in their
village/parish society (which is independent of the nation).
{There is of course also a worthy body of opinion that says punishment is morally wrong. Thus
Jeremy Bentham (the founder of University College - my place and he sits there embalmed in a
glass case) says:
“All punishment is mischief: all punishment in itself is evil.”
and Herbert Spencer (who-ever he might be but he seems to have some good lines in the Oxford
Book of Quotations) says:
“Absolute morality is the regulation of conduct in such a way that pain shall not be inflicted.”
And besides all this punishment is very inefficient process. Locking a person up wastes, 1) their
time, 2) the warders time and 3) needs expensive buildings.}
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So if you do not punish people what do you do when they do wrong. Well I think the new
testaments advice is spot on. “If your brother sins against you, go and tell him his fault between you
and him alone. ... But if he does not listen, take one or two others along with you, that every word
may be confirmed by the evidence of two or three witnesses. If he refuses to listen to them, tell it
to the church; and if he refuses to listen even to the church, let him be to you as a Gentile and a tax
collector.” Thus there is no punishment but you publicly announce the details concerning a problem
situation and the final resolution is to exclude the offending person from your society. The extreme
form of such exclusion is banishment which is what happened to Cain. {I notice that Cain calls this
a punishment - there will always be a problem with terms because people always want to make out
that their adversary is morally in the wrong.}
Citizens then are simply a body of people forming a society that find, from past experience, that
they can trust each-other and work together. Their society does not have any punishment but if they
find they cannot work with someone or a person is harmful to them, then they would exclude such
a person from their society i.e. their citizenship would be rescinded. Such a person would still be
free to operate in all the other millions of societies throughout the world. It becomes extremely
important to such a society as to who will be admitted to it and that is where our ‘education’ system
plays its part. There is a problem if all societies throughout the world refuse to give ‘citizenship’ to
an individual and our ‘welfare’ system will say what can happen under those circumstances.
We will go into the details of requirements for citizenship in the section on education but, for the
time being, I should remind you of what I said in the Land chapter (3.3). Here I stated that citizens
would probably be chosen on the basis of:-a.
being capable of operating in the society. This would mean that they must know the societies
laws and can adequately communicate (i.e. speak, read and write the society’s language).
-b.
being regarded as sufficiently reliable for other people in the society to deal with.
-c.
having skills useful to the activities associated with that level of society.
In our gospel text the first sanction against a person was to inform a few witnesses and then to tell
the church. In our case the society as a whole must be informed and so the society must have an
information system to which all citizens must have access. We need such a system for many of the
other functions of the society and it is described in detail in next chapter. For the time being it is
worth noting:-a.
Computer and communication advances now allow us to implement such a system relatively
easily. Thus all citizens could electronically read everything, search for relevant entries (i.e. see
what other people might have to say about a person in question) and input what they want to say
themselves.
-b.
A lot of thought needs to spent on designing the system so that the veracity and relevance of
the information is maintained.
-c.
An important aspect of citizens is that they will be the people with access to the society’s
information system.
-d.
Such an electronic information system is a means of extending a village word-of-mouth
system or the Greeks civic meeting process to larger situations (e.g. citizens of a city) where
physical meetings are no longer possible.
In my quoted text, you as an individual may decide to have nothing to do with your brother but in
our case the society as a whole has to decide if it is going to rescind a person’s citizenship. This is
going to be a very difficult decision - the seriousness of the offence, the person’s monetary situation,
their previous history and the veracity of those bearing witness for and against the offender, must all
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be taken into account. How all this is done is mostly described in the judicial system in chapter 7.
Thus we will have a ‘Citizenship Department’ to carry out such decisions. I suspect then that your
reaction to this will be to imagine that such a department will be like the “Department for Peace”
in “1984”. I will describe this department in the penultimate section of this chapter (its functions
associated with education and welfare must be described first). The department will in fact be
constrained to act in a reasonable and logical manner.
Thus we are forced to support a citizenship concept and this concept will be closely associated with
the next two chapters on the information and judicial systems.

5.3

OUR GENERAL FORM OF SOLUTION

In deriving a general form of solution, I think it is best to first of all ignore the ‘several societies’
problem and so initially to just derive a solution for a single society case. Thus in this case we just
want a simple system (clearly based on the principles of ‘equality’ and ‘freedom’) that will provide
adequate support for a person’s education and welfare. We can then deal with the ‘several societies’
problem afterwards.
At the beginning of my first section (5.1) I gave a diagram of a normal person’s credit/debt over
their life period. I first wish to contrast this case with two other cases (which we don’t want). These
are given in the following diagram (fig 5.2).

90

Both these cases (‘a chronic welfare person’ and ‘a work-a-holic’) are a problem to us because they
upset the equality we try to maintain between all people. {Of course if the ‘work-a-holic’ person
gives their excess credit to support the debt of a ‘welfare’ person then that is fine by us.} Thus what
we can do is to allow a society to provide some credit to all individuals but to place limits on their
total credit/debt so that it is forced to lie in a good sensible range. An example of such limits is then
shown in the following diagram (fig 5.3).
SOME DEBT CREDIT LIMITS DURING A PERSON’S LIFE (fig 5.3)

The advantages of such a system then are the following:1)
The steadily increasing credit limit during childhood and old age will effectively provide an
income to an individual for education (or support) and for retirement. {You will note that the graph
in fact starts at conception indicating a pregnant mother will thus also be provided with an income
because of the support she is giving.}
2)
Fortunately the debt part of the graph (birth to the 40 or so) is roughly balanced by the credit
part (40 till death). This means that in a large society, the people in debt will be approximately
balanced by the people in credit. Thus, as all people must go through these same stages, our credit/
debt does not need to have any interest rate associated with it (because a person receives credit
without interest when they are young but then gives credit without interest when they are old).
{As opposed to our present day system where, because a person’s retirement is supported by
‘investments’, there must be an associated interest rate.} So once our monetary unit of debt/credit is
fully defined, this will be a very simple system.
3)
Such a system unifies the ‘income’ and ‘total assets’ concepts and so the problems we have
in the present world of whether one’s ‘tax’ (or ‘welfare’) should depend on ‘assets’ or ‘income’, do
not arise.

91

The crucial question will then naturally be “what happens when a person breaks these imposed
limits” (as would happen with our ‘welfare’ or ‘work-a-holic’ cases). The going over the credit limit
case is very easy - all we need say is that ‘any transfer that results in a credit limit being exceeded,
will be ignored’. So presumably an individual would make sure they do not exceed their credit limit
(because they would be throwing money away). The going under the lower bounds is a much more
complex situation and it will be dealt with in detail in our section 7 on welfare. For the time being
we can simply say that this case will correspond, in some sense, to the loss of citizenship. However
many steps can be imposed on this process and each step could correspond to a gradual loss in the
rights and privileges of citizenship. Thus there would be an increasing incentive for an individual to
try and keep their credit above the lower bound. With my given rules (see section 7) I doubt if any
normal healthy person would consider breaking their lower limit. However there is still a problem
about what to do with the chronically ill (or the sub-normal).
As regards ‘equality’, such a system is clearly very just because all individuals receive the same
credit/debt limits and, using these limits, all can attain whatever education they require (and have
reasonable care in old age as well). The question as to whether this system gives full freedom,
needs more careful thought. Firstly, clearly this system does not have the normal welfare ‘freedom’
problem (as outlined in section 1 point 3) because people in general are not forced to support other
people’s welfare. Also each individual would retain the right of choice as to how and where they
receive their education (and how much they want to spend). However as given, this system forces
a person to support their own welfare in old age when a person might prefer not to (i.e. a person
may prefer to die when they reach a stage where they cannot support themselves). I think in fact
this given form is a little simplistic as regards the options for retirement. Thus in section 7, I give a
slightly different form for the retirement section and this form would increases a person’s degree of
choice.
Thus this simple system of giving debt/credit limits, fulfils our requirements and so it can form the
basis of my support system for citizens as regards education and welfare.
So now we need to consider the problem of how the various levels of society will contribute to
these debt/credit limits. The simple case is retirement (including the building up of credit for
retirement) so I will deal with this situation first.
When a person retires they most likely will prefer to settle at one location (i.e. either their village,
town or city etc) because travel will eventually become difficult for them. Thus, although a normal
person will usually gain citizenship at all levels (i.e. village/parish, town/shire etc), as they grow
old they would very likely find it convenient to let all such citizenships lapse except the citizenship
associated with where they will finally live. One would imagine therefore that, when a person
rescinds their citizenship at a given level, they would transfer their excess credit at this level to the
society where they wish to reside permanently. Thus in this case the ‘several society’ case can be
adjusted to be the same as the single society case. Thus there is no problem.
The ‘education’ case will be considerably more difficult because:-a.
it is natural to associate education with the gaining of citizenship and
-b.
each society will need to feel that, when they give credit to an individual, there is a
reasonable prospect that this credit will be repaid.
I think in this section it is best to demonstrate how this can be done via a simple example (in
terms of figures). Later then in section 5 we can give the various arguments as to why this should be
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so (and also perhaps with alternative forms).
It is convenient to use the word ‘student’ as the name of an individual trying to become (and being
considered) for citizenship of a society. {The word has unfortunately juvenile associations which
are particularly inappropriate in the case for example of ‘world citizenship’.} The society must give
such an individual access to the society (i.e. provisional citizenship rights) so that the requirements
for citizenship may be obtained or ascertained. I shall assume that each level of society requires a 5
year period of studentship to gain citizenship for that level. This means that the studentship periods
etc will be as in the following table:SOCIETY
Family
Village/parish
Town/shire
City/state
Nation
World

-----------AGES----------STUDENTSHIP
CITIZENSHIP
0-5
55 - 10
10 10 - 15
15 15 - 20
20 20 - 25
25 25 - 30
30 -

I have included the ‘family’ level here but clearly this is a peculiar case in several ways as it is
unlikely that there would be a formal ‘citizenship’ requirement in the family. The period of 5 years
is determined more by the various society’s requirement of checking a student’s reliability rather
than in gaining the skills and knowledge required for citizenship. There probably needs to be a
requirement that a student should spend more than 50% of their active time in the society so their
reliability can be checked out thoroughly.
If we now assume that each level of society:-a.
gives credit to their students which increases linearly to a maximum of 2 man-years at the
end of their studentship and
-b.
this debt is recovered linearly over then next 15 years,
then the total debt for each individual to all societies over time is shown in the following diagram
(fig 5.4).
PROPORTION OF DEBT BETWEEN SOCIETIES (fig 5.4)
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It can be seen that the derived total debt conforms with the requirement suggested in fig 5.3 (and
of course the debt is equally divided among the various levels of society). {In section 5, I shall be
arguing that such given limits are excessive (i.e. they would be to the detriment of the students) however this can be ignored for the time being.} It can be seen that, at the later stages, the giving
of credit by the higher levels of society is mostly to pay off the debts of the lower levels of society.
At any one stage the diagram indicates the relative proportion of debt to the various societies.
Thus at age 17.5 of a person’s 4 man-years maximum debt, 1 is to the city/state, 1.7 is to the town/
shire, 1 is to the village/parish and .3 to the family (and presumably the actual debt in proportion to
these maximum). {These proportions can then specify the authority of the various levels of society
towards the individual.} The system then provides a clear incentive for all levels of society to bring
up and educate their students well because, if they did not, their new citizens may not be accepted
for studentship at a higher level and so their debts may not be repaid.
Thus such a system clearly equitably divides the responsibilities among all the levels of society in a
just manner (while allowing each society to control the matters that pertain to itself). Thus it will do
as the basis of our general form.
At this stage it seems convenient to list all the specific rights of citizens. These are:1.
Access to the society’s federal public land (with dependants if desired - but such dependants
are the citizen’s full responsibility),
2.
Access to the society’s information system (for reading this access will be complete but
there must be limits on writing),
3.
A monetary account with our given time varying debt and credit limits (in fact this account
would be associated with the information system),
4.
Facilities to work in the society (i.e. the right to become a member of a firm - the working
co-operative),
5.
Facilities for registered ownership (either individually or co-operatively as a member of a
company),
6.
Legal facilities (either as an appellant or as a witness),
7.
The right to rent land,
8.
The right to progress to the judicial level of citizenship,
9.
The right to stand for election for an element of the society’s executive.
This variety of rights may then be limited or extended when we need to deal further varieties of
citizenship dealt with in later sections (i.e. ‘student’, ‘visitor’, ‘participant’, ‘welfare’, and ‘judicial’).
Finally we must make a decision of the subject of ‘multiple’ citizenship. Although a person will
have several citizenships corresponding to the different levels of society (i.e. family, village/parish,
town/shire, city/state, nation and world) I think we shall need to restrict citizenship at any one
level to just one society. Thus a person may only belong to one city/state society. There are several
reasons for this (although none of the reasons is very definitive). They are:1)
Our land population functions (see 3.5) and our land entitlement (see chapter 19) will
depend on the number of citizens and if a person has several citizenships at the same level then such
a person would be over represented.
2)
There is a large amount of work involved in obtaining citizenship, maintaining the
information pertaining to a citizenship and judging whether a citizenship should be continued. If
a person holds several citizenships at the same level then this work will be increased for no clear
benefit.
3)
If a person held several citizenships at the same level then they could loose one such
citizenship with impunity. Thus our judicial system would lose some its bite. In our system if a
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person lost their citizenship then they could proceed to try to gain another citizenship at the same
level. However they would then have to go through the normal acceptance procedures and then
alternative society may be a bit wary about giving citizenship to a person who has just lost a similar
type citizenship elsewhere.

5.4

THE MONETARY SYSTEM

The fundamental nature of our monetary system is mostly defined already by
-a.
the principles (as outlined in chapter 2),
-b.
the structure of land and
-c.
the general form described in the last section.
Thus:1)
Independent Monetary Systems
Each level of society (village/parish, town/shire, city/state, nation and world) must have its own
independent monetary system. {This comes from our consistency of levels rule. Fortunately it
is much easier to set up a monetary system than you might realise.} We can assume that such a
system will be a debt/credit type system (e.g. a paper money where a $50 note says that society
(represented by their government bank) owes you $50 of goods) rather than actual goods (e.g. a
pound’s weight of silver).
2)
One Society “Bank”
Our egalitarian society must try to limit debt and credit (as discussed in our principles). There must
be debt and credit as we demonstrated in the previous section but the society must try to control
and limit this debt and credit as much as possible. To carry out this function then the society must
have its own bank with an account for each of its citizens. Furthermore there can be no other banks
because the society must know a citizen’s complete debt and credit commitments (strictly there
can be other banks but the society will not recognise their debts and credits and the judicial system
will not enforce such commitments). This might temporarily fill you with horror to imagine all our
current banks as one giant government monopoly. However its function would be extremely simple
and it would in fact be just a small adjunct to our information system as I shall describe later.
3)
Public Knowledge
If each citizen’s account is in the society’s information system then every citizen will be able to see
the state of balance of all other citizen’s accounts. This is as it should be - when you have dealings
with other citizens you need to be assured of the safety of their financial standing. People would
also probably have some of their assets as ‘shares’ in companies or in physical assets so this does
no imply a complete public knowledge of individual wealth. {But privacy is limited here as well as I said in the principles chapter, in many ways our society will have much less privacy than you
expect. There are indeed shades of the nastier aspects of More’s “Utopia” here.}
4)
No Interest
Our society’s ‘bank’ will give no interest. As discussed in the last section the degrees of debt and
the required credit are the same for all individuals (and for all time) so there is no point in giving
interest because we all must go through the same process. Also our society does not desire people
to be too much in credit and so there is no point in giving them an incentive to increase their credit.
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If an individual wants some return on their excess wealth they must buy shares in a companies (and
there are inherent responsibilities associated with such things - and our egalitarian society would not
allow such responsibilities to be avoided).
5)
A Defined Monetary Unit
We require that the unit of our monetary system be very carefully defined. Current monetary
systems now use undefined units. Thus $50 will buy you $50 of goods at the moment but you do not
know what it will buy in 10 years time - this would depend on a future unknown rate of inflation.
The monetary system we are defining is specifically for debts and credits ranging over the order
of 50 years. Thus if a person does some work for their old age, they must feel absolutely assured
that the value of that work will be recognised in the same way in 50 years time (when they want to
receive the benefit).
The fixed nature of our monetary unit and the fact that there is no interest rate, will then take
away most of a government’s tools for tinkering with a society’s economy. We will show in our
industrial system that such tinkering is no longer necessary and would in fact be inappropriate.
This then is the fundamental nature of our monetary system and so all we have to do now is to
specify the practical details and define our monetary unit. Surprisingly defining the unit is much the
hardest task.
A.

The Practical System

The basic system would simply consist of a series of accounts in the information system for all
citizens and all the other legally recognised bodies (i.e. companies, firms, co-bodies, governmental
departments, students and visitors). For services rendered then all these bodies may debit their own
account and credit another account. The balance is kept for all these accounts (that all may see) and
the society checks that the balances are kept within those limits it considers to be appropriate for
various bodies (for individuals that would be as discussed in the last section). So this is like a simple
bank account, where there is no cash, no interest, a defined amount of debt and credit is allowed and
transfers are made via cheques.
The first thing that will strike you probably, is that it seems a bit tedious to write a cheque to buy
a bar of chocolate. Not necessarily - if you have small personalised cheques where you just write
the amount numerically and sign by a finger print (by far the best way of doing this) which is
quicker ? - To write “.95” and press your finger or to search in your wallet for 95p of change. One
would image that people would also have a citizenship card and then all the usual direct billing,
access and transfer would also be available. Because it is important that the exact amount of debt
is always know, we probably need to make it a rule that, to be valid, cheques must be input into the
information system on the same day that they are issued. Thus we may need some automatic cheque
input machines as well.
Although the society may only make public the individual balances, one can see that an enterprising
person could probably work out what the transfers were that gave these balances. If people were
determined to hide their transaction details this could be arranged by using a large hiding company.
Thus they might regularly pay money (i.e. give credit) to such a company and the company would
pay the person’s debts (and the transfers could not be traced). Knowing all the financial transactions
between bodies will generate a very honest system so it seems best to give priority to the open
system and then let people go out of their way to do any hiding if they desire. However there should
be no requirement for a body to ever give any reason for a particular transfer.
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B. Defining the Monetary Unit
Some defined monetary units that have been used to date are:1)
a gold sovereign (of fixed weight),
2)
a pound of silver,
3)
a day’s labour (for tax in medieval times)
4)
cost of living index (using the currency value when started).
Thus there seem to be two very different types of unit that could be used and one first needs to think
about the relative merits of these different types.
a)
Goods
This is the most traditional method and 1), 2) and 4) are all of this nature. If such a unit was to be
used it would probably best to be the cost of goods associated with a normal individual’s physical
needs for a day e.g. 1/2 kilo of flour, 1/4 kilo of meat, 10 kilowatts of electricity etc. Thus it would
be a more specific form of a cost of living index. The problem is that there are many different ways
of fulfilling one’s basic needs and it is not easy to keep such a unit consistent.
b)
Labour
This is also a traditional method. If the unit is to be used then the value of an average citizen’s work
for an hour, would seem to be most appropriate. This would be rather convenient because 1/100 of
the unit should provide sufficient accuracy for most practical purposes. Again there will be great
problems of assuring that the actual amount of work done during an hour is consistent over time.
I think labour is in fact the most meaningful unit to use because it is easiest to visualise that this is
what one receives and this is what one gives. Thus all people can understand what it means (although
the technical definition may be rather tricky - as we discuss later). So this is what I will use - a
			
CIT-HOUR
defined as the work done by the average citizen of the society for one hour.
The first thing that we need to realise is that the value of these units would not be the same between
societies and in particular would not be between levels of society. Labour at the higher levels of
society would be of a more sophisticated nature requiring greater levels of education. Thus relative
values might be in terms of a village/parish CIT-HOUR:Town/shire
1.2
City/state
1.4
Nation
1.7
World
2.0
where normal supply and demand would define the exchange rate (as in the current world).
People can work either fast or slow so we will define a CIT-HOUR to be done at that rate of work
that can be maintained at 40 hours per week for a long period of time without any stress on an
individual. (i.e. if a person is regularly doing 60 hours per week then the value of their hour’s work
is suspect). Work does not include travel, eating or any other activity not pertinent to the job to be
done. This will be discussed at greater length in the industrial system. We will define a ‘man-year’s
work’ to be 1600 CIT-HOURS i.e. 40 hours per week for 40 weeks per year. I am expecting that an
individual’s basic needs might cost only about 10 CIT-HOURS per week (i.e. 500 CIT-HOURS per
year).
There is a very awkward problem associated with maintaining the value of this unit and it is very
hard to know what the best solution might be a priori. First clearly each society will need an
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economic department whose prime task would be to check that a consistent value of this unit is
being maintained. Thus the department must check the levels of work done per hour and see if the
average pay is a CIT-HOUR per hour. They must also investigate the purchasing power of the unit
and check that there are no unexplained discrepancies. If citizens are not being paid at the correct
unit according to such an investigation then an adjustment needs to be made. All citizens could
be ordered to be paid at a higher or lower rate but this would be difficult to implement. Another
solution is to have two different units - a temporary unit which is only converted into the permanent
CIT-HOUR unit when the results of the economic investigation are available. The whole thing is a
messy but it is not an insuperable problem and I think can only be solved with practical experience.
Unfortunately we of the current world have a delusion that we should be paid at known a priori rate
of pay in units which will buy a fixed amount of goods. Such an expectation is unrealistic - we do
not know before hand how successful our job will be so, if we are all taking equal risk, we cannot
know what our rate of pay should be until the job is concluded. The problem is more difficult than
we wish to recognise.
In the last paragraph I introduced a topic I was not clear about so now is perhaps the appropriate
time to introduce three other subjects about which I am not clear. These are:1)
We can also give an account for the society as a whole but now it is unclear what the
society’s credit/debit limits should be. Clearly this will have an inflationary or deflationary effect. It
is possible that this limit could be used to maintain the value of our CIT-HOUR unit.
2)
I am uncertain what the range of credit/debit limits needs to be to give sufficient flexibility
for the whole commercial process to operate effectively. In our current world we clearly allow
much too much flexibility. Thus we allow credit and debt to grow allowing inequalities of wealth to
increase because we don’t want to upset the apple-cart where some people work too much and some
people work too little. Our current world system is simply slack. However what the limit levels of
debt and credit should be that allow sufficient flexibility of operation but not allow inequalities to
grow, is difficult to know. Moving the general limits up or down will again have an inflationary or
deflationary effect which again may possibly be used to maintain the value of the CIT-HOUR unit.
3)
The current world allows free transfer of funds between societies. I believe each society
should be reasonably independent and so transfers should be monitored and controlled fairly
carefully. However what the degree of control should be, is not clear. The sort of control that might
be appropriate could be that when a person wants funds transferred from one society to another then
they first give a ‘testimony’ (see next chapter) level statement as to the reason for the transfer and
then the transfer is not made till 3 months later (i.e. allowing for due consideration).
Summing up then it can be seen that the system that I have proposed is very open. Thus people
will know precisely what all people’s balances and transactions are at all times. Furthermore all
people’s future debt and credit is can be seen. However people may not like this clarity. In our
present system the fact that, when you give a wage rise to part of the community, you are effectively
decreasing the rest of societies wages, is not obvious. Likewise people probably prefer to remain a
little vague about their total credit and debt situation. ‘Clarity’ may be an unpleasant ‘virtue’.
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5.5

EDUCATION

I have a feeling at this stage that you might think that I don’t know the meaning of education - that
I might think that it is just preparing people for citizenship when in fact it comes from the word
“educe” meaning ‘to bring out’ with much more enlightening overtones. In fact I went to one of
those glorious old schools that understand these things perfectly - let me show you.
Mine was a great school. No one worked too hard - we learnt what was necessary and but both
students and teachers had a nice slothful time. We even enjoyed a pleasant little animosity between
Jewish and gentile kids. Looking back the thing I appreciated most were the hymns every morning.
My favourite teacher was our physics master who we affectionately referred to as “Puddin’ Head”. I
still remember his definition of a force. He was away for a couple of weeks and we had this stand-in
teacher who spent two whole lessons defining a force - ‘that which tries to change the motion of a
body in velocity or direction’ or some such thing. Puddin’ Head came back, looked up the syllabus
and saw ‘meaning of force’. “Ah”, he said, “its a push or a pull, lets go onto something more
interesting”.
Anyway the whole school was queued up for dinner once, Puddin Head was in charge and I was
talking in the queue. “Silence Allen”, he roars - then grabs me physically by the nose, brings me out
of the queue and leads me by the nose, in front of the whole school, to the end of the queue. So we
knew what “bringing out” was all about. Alas this simple forceful attitude to its meaning seems to
be lost these days.
More about ‘bringing out’ later. We first need to work out what are our society’s requirements will
be as regards education so that our society can effectively function. Remember our society will
not necessarily be of our western type where an individual’s first 15 to 20 years are spent purely
being educated. There is something to be said for ancient and third world cultures where young
people are integrated with the work force at a younger age. Also I should remind you that in our
society there are no higher echelons of power but all citizens are deemed to be capable of carrying
out all functions. Thus there are no separate judges, policemen, media people, politicians, lawyers,
managers or directors - so a normal citizen may be required to carry out some of the functions
associated with these types of activities at some point in their life. I will consider then our education
requirements under the following four headings:1)
Society Essentials
The most essential requirement is of course that a citizen can communicate. In all societies (above
the simple family) this communication must be via the information system which means reading
and writing. {Even if at some time computers can transcribe a verbal form to or from a written
form, there is a difference in style and formality in the written form that must be learnt.} Because
all other citizens must understand what has been written, we must all write in the same language.
This is not as easy as its sounds. Even if everyone’s base language is English, as English is basically
a mixture of several languages, it has a huge vocabulary. It is clearly asking too much for a Village/
Parish citizen to master this full vocabulary (and asking too much of me as well). A subset must be
defined and then a person writing in the village/parish information system cannot use words that
are not in its vocabulary (because another citizen may not understand it - unless the extra words are
defined in the base language at the start). Writing in a clear manner using a defined vocabulary is
not easy.
The next essential is that a citizen knows the laws of the society. This is not as bad as it would
seem to us of the current world because, as we shall describe in the judicial system, we will place
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enormous emphasis on keeping the laws understandable, simple and consistent.
The final essential is that a citizen should understand how all the society systems work i.e. the
monetary system, the education system, the welfare system, the judicial system, the information
system, employment mechanisms, the land system and transfers, the distribution system (transport
etc), forming co-bodies (e.g. marriage), and the co-operative industrial form (the executive, voting,
meetings, companies and firms). To understand these systems a certain level of numeracy is also
clearly essential.
2)
Society background
It is reasonable that a society should require its citizens to have some background knowledge of the
society. Thus the history of the society and its physical geography should be known to some degree.
A general knowledge of the society’s culture in terms of its own literature, music, art and dance by
all citizens is probably a lot more important for the successful working of a society than we might
realise (it gives people things in common).
3)
Work Skills
We said in section 2 that a citizen should have some work skills pertaining to that level of society.
However to what extent these skills should be obtained through the societies education system or
obtained in the work force itself, is a very moot point. My proposed industrial system is designed so
that all people at all levels of skill can be involved in it and so they can gain work skills by practical
experience. In my own skills area, I have taught computer programming at a university level and
I have also worked with people both without any initial programming knowledge and also with
university degrees in the subject. Those people without any initial programming knowledge picked
up the skill without any difficulty at work and programmed just as well as those with university
degrees. So I have a bias in favour of work experience. Education via work experience may be more
difficult in the case of doctors because patients don’t want to suffer their mistakes. However the
education here could be just a private concern.
4)
Reliability
Our other requirement for citizenship was that a person be reliable. This has two aspects. The first is
that they must be reliable as regards their monetary dealings and specifically this means they must
stay within the limits of debt and credit as set for them by society. The other aspect concerns the
veracity of a person’s entries in the society’s information system. This is probably a more important
aspect and certainly much harder to judge. However for neither of these aspects does one need
any special education. What is required to check reliability is that a person operates in the society
(e.g. they join the work force) for a substantial period of time (e.g. 5 years) and then the normal
operation of our information system and judicial system will indicate whether such a person is
reliable or not.
5)
Defensive Technology
This not a subject I want to talk about because the situation will depend too much on the particular
level of society (and also the need at the time - e.g. is there a current threat). On the other hand I
don’t want you to get the impression that I feel that science and technology are only of interest in
as much as they support employment (which tends to becoming the dominant view in our present
world). No - there is a clear independent reason why these subjects must be pursued - however it
would confuse the issue to talk about it here.
Before going any further it is worth describing two aspects of present day education systems which
we will not require. They are:-
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1)
Testing Work Capabilities
Many companies these days hire graduates not for the knowledge they have gained but because they
have ‘proved’ that they have intellectual capabilities. This is important in our society because, after
a person joins for example the civil service, it is very difficult for outsiders to make an objective
judgment about such a person’s abilities. This situation will not occur in our system. Thus in our
information system for each citizen, we will maintain a ‘recognition facility’ which at all times will
allow external objective judgments to be made (the details of course are complex and dealt with in
the “Employment Mechanisms” chapter). Thus education courses that simply prove an individual’s
capability, are unnecessary in our system.
2)
Indoctrination
By indoctrination I mean ‘educating’ people to act in a manner that society feels to be socially
beneficial. Thus for example I was at an early age indoctrinated to save money (and my savings
have never really benefited me). A social worker friend of mine that deals with juvenile delinquents,
thinks that most of their problems would be overcome by ‘proper education’. I would call such
education ‘indoctrination’. ‘Indoctrination’ is unnecessary in my system because the judicial system
is sufficiently strong so that socially beneficial actions are strongly rewarded and anti-social actions
would never be of benefit to an individual. I should be ashamed of my system if an indoctrination
process was needed to make the system work.
The aspect of education that I have not talked about so far is what might be called ‘personal
development’ (i.e. perhaps the ‘leading out’ of ‘educe’). This would include such things as fundamental knowledge, wisdom, health, nutrition, the aims of life, mental and physical fitness etc.
There should be no doubt that this is the most important aspect of education but who should supply
it - the society’s education system or just life? For myself I suppose I mostly received this type of
education in the scouts (- see I still remember - trusty, loyal, helpful, brotherly, courteous, kind,
obedient, smiling and thrifty, clean in body and mind - sounds a bit more like indoctrination, doesn’t
it). I will leave the subject till we go further into the problem of ‘educational debts’.
Comparing these educational requirements for my system to our present system, we see that:-a.
there will be more education associated with how an individual can integrate themselves
with the working of society as a whole,
-b.
there will probably be a similar degree of education associated with general knowledge and
personal development and
-c.
there will be much less education associated with work skills (because this would be
obtained in the work-force).
If we now are to assume that the various levels of society are of a reasonably similar nature (i.e.
all vaguely similar to what I have given here) then the work of integrating oneself in a new level
of society will decrease for the higher levels of society. Thus are educational requirements will be
similar present western levels for the early years (i.e. up to age 10) but less for the later years.
At this stage perhaps we should consider the broader picture. We of the western world tend to
assume that our education systems are the best. However this question is open to doubt. Third world
countries (and our own countries a few generations back) accept children as useful members of
society at a much earlier age and let them share in the work (some such societies don’t even have a
word for work). Their people become appropriately educated with much less juvenile delinquency
than we do. The debt/credit time graph for such people would look something like that given the
following fig 5.5.
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‘DEBT/CREDIT’ FOR A NON-WESTERN PERSON (fig 5.5)

The debts and credits are now much less and people tend to have paid off their support and
education costs by about age 20 (as opposed to western societies where this occurs around age
40). I clearly, as an egalitarian, prefer such a system because the equality between different ages is
better maintained. The levels of support for education given in section 3 (fig 5.4) then were with
our present western world in mind. More appropriate total education support limits (which give a
balance between western and non-western forms), are now given in the following diagram (fig 5.6).
PROPORTION OF DEBT BETWEEN SOCIETIES (LESS WESTERN) (fig 5.6)

However unfortunately, although I maintain equality between the family, village/parish and town/shire
societies, the city/state, nation and world societies then come off lightly. It seems hard to avoid this.
The debt, besides being of practical use, provides a logic as to how and by whom children shall
be controlled and hence solves our ‘personal development’ problem. While people are in debt
then the societies to whom they are in debt, have a clear interest in such people remaining healthy
and productively oriented so that they will stay alive and want to pay off their debts. Clearly a
society would not accept an unhealthy, drug-dependant individual as a student and so, if a family
and village/parish wants their debt to be paid off, they have to make sure that the individuals they
present to the town/shire at age 10 are healthy and well adjusted people. Thus it is appropriate that
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they educate them to some degree in the ‘personal development’ topics of health, fundamental
knowledge, discipline, wisdom, nutrition etc simply so that their debt may be repaid. However if, as
in my first scheme, students to the world society are probably without debt, then they do not need
‘personal development’ education from society (they get this education from ‘life’). This probably
simply puts a logic to what we intuitively feel to be true in the first place.
People still under debt may also be required to refrain from engaging in dangerous pursuits, wear
seat-belts, not take drugs and not be allowed to commit suicide. Their visiting rights to other
societies may also be restricted unless the society they are visiting guarantees their return (or pays
their outstanding debt). Thus an individual cannot be truly free until they are debt free.
As to whether the education process should be publicly or privately run, clearly a private system
provides more freedom and choice. However the society itself must set the examinations and this
must a thing of great public concern. Thus the various sub-society representatives must see that
the requirements of citizenship are being achieved and also check that no bias is being introduced
against their student entries. A student may think that they do not need to go to an educational
institution at all but just simply sit for the exams. This is fine if they are without debt but, if they
have debt, then the societies to whom they are in debt (in proportion to their debt holdings) will
decide what they should do (i.e. receive a bit of ‘personal development’ or even ‘indoctrination’).
You will note that I allow a very substantial amount of debt to accrue in the very first 5 years to the
family. Thus, if a person wished, they could make a full time profession of bringing up children
and be paid for it. So if a person brought up 6 children, they would receive 12 man-years of benfit
and so,as I shall describe in the next section, this would provide sufficient income for 30 - 40 years.
I don’t think it would be the easiest way of earning a crust but at least you could earn a crust (as
opposed to our present society where you get nothing).
All this leaves the question of “if we work when we are young what do we do when we are old”.
This is the main question of my concluding section on ‘an individual’s life’. However at this stage
I should mention that I am expecting that all serious in-depth learning and research would be done
‘for fun’ (hopefully in association with amateur (but recognised and respected) world clubs and
societies). This is the way it has always has been done until the present century, when we thought
we ought to be paid for it (and then of course society directs what you should do). Thus Socrates,
Galileo, Newton and Einstein all did their major work for nothing (but of course money is not the
only incentive in this world).
To conclude I have to admit that there is a certain amount of self-interest and personal justification
in all that I am proposing. Thus:1)
I am a climber and have no desire that society should tell me or anyone else as to whether
they should be allowed to engage in dangerous pass-times. Thus I personally wish people to get rid
of their debt obligations as soon as possible so that society has no right to stop them going climbing
(a dangerous sport).
2)
At this very moment at age 55 I am slacking, writing up this esoteric project which the rest
of the world thinks is utterly useless. My idea of people not working but doing their own thing in
their latter days (when their debts are paid off and some provision for the future has been made)
justifies my current existence perfectly.
Clearly there is self-interest here - but then - can you justify your life style in the same way
that I have justified mine ?
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5.6

ASSETS AND DEBT IN PERSPECTIVE - INSURANCE

‘Insurance’ can be a means of providing ‘welfare’ and so, before discussing ‘welfare’ (which is the
next section), we need to consider how ‘insurance’ might fit into the scheme of things. However
to understand ‘insurance’ one needs a clear perspective of the relative importance of the various
financial responsibilities in life (and the worst possible person to give such a perspective is an
insurance agent). This clear perspective is also important in the question of gaining or losing
citizenship (and this can occur when a citizen decides to move to different society (at the same
level). In fact perhaps this section should have been included the introductory chapters instead of
being hidden away here.
My very approximate estimate of a person’s various costs, capabilities, assets and debts is given in
the following table:A person’s life work capacity
Total costs for a western comfortable life
Dwelling value (excluding the land value)
Personal assets (western style)
Society and industrial assets (not land)
Cost of gaining one level of citizenship
Debt of education
Credit for old age care

50
25
1
.5
.5 - 2
1-2
2-3
3-4

man-years
man-years
man-year
man-year
man-years
man-years
man-years
man-years

These figures are based on our western culture. I am not an expert in these things but let me explain
how I have derived them.
1.
The first figure of 50 man-years of course simply assumes a person works from 15 to 65.
This could be done comfortably without stress. A man-year is only 40 hours per week for 40 weeks
per year and although many people prefer to stop before age 65 many prefer to continue longer.
{I have been reading this article which says that Japan has two terrible problems. These are:-a.
there will soon be too many old people in Japan for the working force to support and
-b.
all the old people want to work.
It seems to me that if you add these two terrible problems together then you get no problem at all
(apart from having to change a stupidly rigid industrial system). As such a terrible system should
have been got rid of years ago, in fact our two terrible problems add up to a blessing.}
2.
The second figure of course is the hardest to justify as it implies a person only needs to work
for a half the time to support them-selves. The first thing we need to recognise is that our current
work levels bear no relation to what is necessary. Our current work levels are simply a result of
Parkinson’s law:			
“ that work expands to fill the time available.”
During the second world war about half our work force was engaged in the war effort and there
was less work related stress than now (apart from those injured in the war). Since then we have
introduced many labour saving devices but our work load has increased. I think my system would
probably give a work load much less than this but this is my estimate for the current system.
3.
A couple of years ago the total physical assets of Australia were valued at 900 billion
dollars. This is about 2.5 man-years work per person. It seems a bit low doesn’t it. For houses
about half of their value is simply the unimproved land (which I at the moment am not interested in
because it cannot be destroyed). Bearing this in mind then the next three figures in my table add to
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a value higher than this (so I should be over estimating their value). I expect the valuation did not
include the real value of things like roads, drains, rail-ways etc (which are very hard to estimate).
4.
The remaining figures have or will be covered in other sections and are not very much in
doubt.
The important thing to realise from these figures is how small the total value of assets is in
comparison with our extra work capability (25 man-years over a person’s life). Thus if all of us in
Australia were to work at our maximum comfortable rate, we could reproduce the value of our nonland assets in 7.5 years. Even if we were to double the asset value estimates (and then they would
definitely be higher than at present) the asset values are small in comparison to everything else.
We live in an asset oriented society and, as a result of this, we tend to have a distorted view of its
significance. Specifically then in relation to this work, these figures emphasise that:1)
The work involved in a person gaining their citizenships, is probably more than the value
of all essential physical assets that pertain to them. Thus for a person, the loss of citizenship is
probably more important than the loss of their assets (e.g. their house).
2)
The value of one’s associated physical assets is less than the credit needed for old age.
3)
If then one also allows all the levels of society (and individuals as well) to own those assets
that are clearly pertinent and essential to their existence, then there simply cannot be enough asset
value left to fund ‘care in old age’. Thus the major funding for old age must come through the
society controlled ‘debt from the young people to the old people’ and not by asset ownership (which
in our case would be through ‘company’ co-operatives).
4)
The destruction of any physical assets can normally be easily made up during a person’s
working life.
Point 4 then is the relevant item as regards insurance. Private insurance is in conflict with the basic
principles of my system because:1)
My system does not allow private debt but the whole of insurance is basically a complex
system of debt between a group of people as to how a person shall be recompensed should an
accident occur.
2)
Insurance can provide welfare facilities and in particular life endowment can provide for
‘care in old age’. However if society also provides these facilities then it is difficult to co-ordinate
the different benefits. This same problem arises in the current world.
3)
Insurance relies on there being a very large number of people involved so that the random
nature of the process can be overcome. For our smaller societies there would not be enough people
and, if a larger external group was to be included, then the independence of the society would be
infringed.
4)
Finally - the calculations associated with insurance are very complex and it becomes very
difficult for people to understand what is going on (i.e. it is against my clarity principle).
{My personal gripe against insurance is that it wastes too many good mathematicians time - they
should be doing something useful i.e. doing a project like this.}
Two further fundamental objections to insurance are:1)
It allows people to think that they don’t need worry about an insured item when it is socially
correct that they should worry about it. If a person insures a house then there is a tendency for such
a person to not take sufficient precautions to ensure that it is not burnt down or is brocken into. It is
socially correct that people should worry about such things.
2)
Insurance is terribly liable to fraud. When I was a research student at Sydney University
I insured my push-bike for $40 for $2 per year on the basis that the chance of it being stolen was
greater than 1 in 20 (and sure enough it was stolen). This, as I learnt when I had to do the insurance
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exams at GIO, was a fraudulent activity - you are not allowed to calculate against the insurer i.e it
is a sin to think. In general when a loss occurs it is so difficult to check that justice has been done
that the whole subject always has been (and always will be) terribly open to fraud (and the cost of
the necessary checking and legal costs to make sure this will happen as little as possible makes the
process very inefficient).
So if you do not have insurance what do you do ? The answer I think is very simple indeed (and
we are finally coming to the significance of point 4 - as previously mentioned). In the case of
misfortune, society should temporarily increase such a person’s debt limit. Thus if a person’s house
burns down then that person’s debt limit should be increased in a manner similar to the following
diagram (fig 5.7):DEBT INCREASE FOR A ‘CALAMITY’ (fig 5.7)

The advantages of such a procedure are:1)
The person involved in the misfortune would not suffer hardship. The person would have
to increase there level of work by probably only about 10% and as they have 50% spare capacity
this should be no problem. At the most they may have to delay some of their ‘fun’ activities. {My
industrial system allows complete flexibility as to the level at which people may wish to work.}
2)
The system integrates with our system of debt limits already set up.
3)
The system is very simple and easily understood.
4)
All people will still have a full incentive to look after their assets.
5)
There are no fraudulent possibilities.
You may notice that the person’s debt limit has been increased only by the ‘cost of a normal dwelling’
and not by the ‘cost of the dwelling actually destroyed’. In an egalitarian society, one should help
people to return to a equal state - but one should not help people to return to an unequal state.
For individual disasters, even small societies should have no difficulty in providing the extra
credit. However if a disaster strikes a whole society (e.g. a flood or earthquake) then there will be
problems. In this case the appropriate thing to happen is for the supernal society to allow a debt
limit increase to the whole society and then the society can provide increased debt limits to all the
individuals affected.
You may think that my last five years of being bored silly working for an insurance company may
have affected me adversely against insurance. Not really - I have always considered most aspects of
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insurance to be stupid. My time with GIO was quite fun at times - the people there were really good
- infinitely better than academics. No - I consider insurance to be just a sort of worship of the “status
quo”. The sooner that this sort of thing goes the better. It is basically good for us to realise that life
may change and one should not image that such changes can be avoided.

5.7

WELFARE

‘Welfare’ in my terms is strictly what happens when a person exceeds their ‘debt limits’. However,
as I said in 5.3, the given debt limits of fig 5.3 were possibly too restricting as to a person’s right of
choice. Thus I need to deal with this problem first.
I think the simplistic credit limits of fig 5.3 need to be replaced by the somewhat more complex
form of the following diagram (fig 5.8). It will need a bit of explanation:NORMAL AND OPTIONAL DEBT LIMITS FOR OLD-AGE (fig 5.8)

I have now put in a lower absolute debt limit. It might be thought that this new limit could now
simply be zero. However I think the limit needs to be slightly positive as this enforced finishing
credit can provide an income to the ‘citizenship system’. This income can then be used to pay for
real ‘welfare’, expenses etc - as we will be discuss in the next section. A normal person’s actual
credit will then lie between these two limits as shown. However I then introduce a further feature
in the form of a ‘optional debt limit’. At any point in time we will allow a person to choose this
higher debt limit which would steadily decrease to cross the normal debt limit at the person’s ‘life
expectancy’ point (as shown in the diagram). This would provide a steady income for the rest of the
person’s life - if the person dies earlier than their “life expectancy” the society makes a profit and if
they die later the person makes a profit. In the given example they die later so that the person made
a profit. In my example case in 5.9 I demonstrate how a person might take out two such limits so
their could be more complex versions.
This system is really just an ‘annuity’ as provided in our present world by a ‘life insurance’
companies. However, as in other ‘insurance’ products (as described in the last section), our system
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is simpler, easier to understand and integrates well with our already set up debt limits. Basically this
proposed system provides the support that is necessary with very little fuss.
We now come to ‘welfare’ proper which in our terms means “what happens when a person exceeds
their ‘debt limit’”. The first thing to realise is that this should very rarely happen. Thus in my
system:-a.
the given credit limits are sufficiently wide to deal with any normal accident,
-b.
the basic requirements of life can be obtained with a relatively small amount of work and
-c.
my industrial system allows a person to work as much as they desire.
Thus I would imagine 95% of people will never use ‘welfare’. However if ‘welfare’ should be
required, it would not be a simple on/off decision. Thus I can detail a sequence of 7 different stages
at which ‘welfare’ may be encountered. In order of the least important to the most serious, these
stages are:1)
Participant with temporary loss of citizenship
This case would occur if by some chance a person exceeded their debt limit but, in the opinion of
the Citizenship Dept., they should be able catch up and get back into credit and so become a normal
citizen again. Thus this would correspond to the ‘insurance’ case of the previous section. The
Citizenship Dept. would give the person an extra temporary debt limit until full citizenship could be
regained. During this period of time some of the person’s rights would be limited (i.e. perhaps the
person could not have judicial level citizenship or be a member of a company).
2)
Participant
This case would occur when a person exceeded their debt limit but where they might still be useful
to the society (as judged by the Citizenship Dept.). However there is no longer an expectation that
the person could repay their debt. The following diagram (fig 5.9) demonstrates how this case
would differ from our previous case:DIFFERENT KINDS OF CITIZENSHIP LOSS (fig 5.9)

In this example the ‘temporary loss’ of citizenship occurs at age 33. The Citizenship Dept. gives a
new limit of debt which joins the normal limit of debt at age 43. The ‘participant’ citizenship case
occurs at age 53. The Citizenship Dept. gives new limits which are increasing but will not meet the
debt limit. If the Citizenship Dept. decided that there was not an expectation that the person would
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be useful to society (i.e. their debt would increase - as shown in the diagram for the welfare case
starting at age 46) then they would not be granted participant status. The rights associated with
participants would probably be less than in the ‘temporary loss’ case (e.g. participants might be
excluded from renting federal land or taking part in the society’s executive as well).
3)
Gradual loss of citizenship and participation
Although a person may be deemed not useful in one society they may still well be useful at other
levels of society. Thus as citizenships are rescinded (without any welfare) then the other levels of
society determine if the person will remain useful to them. Finally, however, all the various levels
of society may give up (i.e. rescind their citizenship) and the last society to do this is left with a true
‘welfare’ case on their hands. {Of course some people may never be able to gain any citizenships in
the first place and so a ‘family’ may have a ‘welfare’ case on their hands from the start.} However
even for these single society ‘welfare’ cases there are four distinct situations to consider.
4)
Unrestricted ‘welfare’
This is the case when a person, although not useful to society, can still successfully operate in
society. Thus the person may not be capable of gainful employment but can still operate in society
and is no bother. The Citizenship Dept. may then give such a person a steadily increasing debt to
cover their expenses but thereafter they look after themselves.
5)
Restricted ‘welfare’
This is the case when a person is not capable of acting in the society (or it is too dangerous for
society to give the person such freedom). In considering unrestricted freedom one has to remember
that a society not only pays for any damage that such a person may do in their own society but also,
should they escape outside the society’s boundaries, they pay for any damage to other societies as
well (in the same way as you would pay for the damage caused by an escaped cow). Such a person
would be given a steadily increasing debt to pay for their up-keep but such an account would be
used by the body with responsibility for their surveillance as well.
6) 		
‘Exit made easy’
In welfare cases a society may regard it as a blessing if such a person was to leave them (and as
there is now no other society to go to, this implies ‘exiting from this world’). Thus the next stage is
to make such an exit as easy and pleasant as possible. Narcotics are cheap so they should now be
freely available.
7)
‘Exit enforced’
In the last resort a society may decide it can no longer cope with a particular person and so ‘exit
is enforced’. However this should be done as pleasantly as possible. The sort of thing that I think
should happen is that first a representative of society would tell such a person that:“Sorry, after the next year we will no longer be able to support you and so you must ‘exit’. How
would you like this to be done.”
For me, my answer would be:“That’s OK - don’t do anything for the first 6 months and I will indulge a bit more freely on
the opiates. If after 6 months I am still around, you can randomly introduce something into my
atmosphere at night so that I don’t wake up. I don’t want to know when this will occur, so, start with
a small probability of it being done and then increase the probability so I must be gone by the end of
the year.”
Thus the degree of anguish can be reduced.
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Finally we come to the question of when and to what extent these degrees of ‘welfare’ should be
given. Fairly clearly each society will be different in this respect. However in such decisions the
four following aspects would need to be considered:A)
Costs involved
You cannot escape from the fact that the costs of each individual case must be taken into account.
This would include a) the total costs so far, b) the yearly cost and c) the total expected cost when the
case is finally closed at death. Our system makes it very easy to see what these costs will be. Clearly
the total costs of all the cases must be less than what the society can afford to pay.
B)
Degree of Responsibility
The degree of responsibility must come into the calculation because a society will be much more
willing to support a person that suffers through no fault of their own rather than a person that suffers
because of their own decisions. The four levels that I think need to be distinguished are:1)
Fully responsible
This would include cases like a thief, a person that commits murder for financial gain or a person
that commits perjury.
{John, my philosopher climbing friend, who believes in the concept of ‘evil’ would probably call
these people evil. However the concept of evil does not mean much to me. People that act in an
anti-social manner may have a wrong idea (probably that they can get away with it) but then we all
harbour some wrong ideas (even John). In the canonical gospels the term ‘evil’ seems to apply to all
of us (i.e. “an evil and adulterous generation” etc and we all seek after “mammon”) but John, paid
by the government, certainly is not saying that most people are evil. Even the idea of sin is seems
rather amorphous to me. The sins that I think I have committed never seem to be the same as the
sins that other people seem to think I have committed. So when I pray for forgiveness of sins, is it
the sins that I think I have committed (which are small) or the sins that other people think I have
committed (which are large). However I am red hot when it comes to knowing the sins that are
committed against me.}
Also in this category would be those people that do not bother to buy ‘optional limits’ because they
expect to use society’s ‘welfare’.
2)
Temporary loss of responsibility
This would include people that commit an emotional murder or injury. Most drug addicts would
come under this category because it was probably just a temporary miscalculation that caused their
permanent problem.
3)
Chance responsibility
This case occurs when a person voluntarily indulges in an activity which has a possibility
of a ‘welfare’ problem resulting. Thus when I go rock-climbing I could end up as a ‘chance
responsibility’ welfare case should I have an accident.
4)
No Responsibility
When a person suffers from cancer they normally have no responsibility for their condition.
C.
Comparison with Other Society’s Costs
If one particular society was slow in rescinding citizenships then they might find that they were
shouldering considerably more than their fair share of ‘welfare’ cases. Thus suppose a person
committed a calculated murder and was detected. Then, not only would the society where the
murder was committed, rescind that persons citizenship but the other levels of society might
very well do so as well. The last society to rescind that person’s citizenship would be left with
the ‘welfare’ problem. A society then may be happy to support any ‘welfare’ people that have
spent most of their time in their society but not people that have spent most of their time in other
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societies. Therefore a society must keep a sharp lookout on other society’s welfare costs to see if
whether they are doing more or less than their fair share of work in this direction.
D.
‘Voting with one’s feet’
The majority of people in a society may be happy to support a high degree of ‘welfare’ but they
must be careful that a significant number of people are not leaving the society because of these
costs. Thus if in a society the old people (who are in the majority) want more welfare but the young
people leave because of these costs then clearly such a society has a potential disaster on hand.
The general welfare system would therefore be as follows. First the society as a body (i.e. the subsociety representatives) decides on its general policy. Thus for example the society’s policy might
be to:1)
Support ‘welfare’ at the same levels of costs as the other levels of society (per person).
2)
Review these levels if their is any significant ‘feet’ voting because of this welfare.
3)
Accept ‘Welfare’ cases on the basis of the least ‘total expected cost’ when this cost has been
weighted by a ‘responsibility’ factor.
{This is not a ‘good’ set of rules - it would take too long to define a ‘good’ set of rules.}
The Citizenship Dept. would then implement these rules for all the particular welfare cases.
This is sufficient on the subject of welfare. I think it should be clear that my system can
conveniently support an adequate degree of welfare and my system makes the decision process is
very clear. However many people have not thought through all the logical problems associated with
welfare and so a situation that makes the situation clear, may be most unwelcome. Thus I have gone
far enough and will not proceed any further.

5.7

THE CITIZENSHIP DEPARTMENT

The citizenship dept. will carry out most of the functions described in this chapter and so, in listing
its functions, I am in effect summarising what has been covered. However there are three further
functions that we have not yet covered. Also I need to demonstrate that this citizenship dept. will be
subject to very careful scrutiny itself and so it will not be able to act as a “big brother” to all people.
The functions of the Citizenship Dept. that we have already discussed are:1)
Setting the requirements and the exams for citizenship.
2)
Accepting new ‘students’ and giving them ‘debt limits’. {Normally a society would simply
accept the new citizens of their sub-societies.} They would also need to check yearly that these
students are progressing satisfactorily towards citizenship.
3)
Choosing the educational establishment in the supernal society for their own citizens that are
students in the supernal society (only for those that are in debt).
4)
Giving ‘temporary citizenship’ to accident cases and setting the new debt limits.
5)
Giving ‘participant status’ to appropriate people and setting their debt limits.
6)
Giving ‘welfare’ to those people in need according to the guide-lines as set out by the
society and setting the debt limits for these people.
7)
Choosing those bodies that will have responsibility for the ‘restricted welfare’ cases.
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The three functions not already discussed are:1)
Citizenship for people exercising ‘right of choice’
The major benefit of our land structure is that it allows people to move to live in different societies.
Thus a citizen of shire A may wish to move to shire B. {Such a person would normally have at least
‘studentship’ rights in the supernal state.} The normal process of gaining citizenship to shire B by
‘studentship’ would be a little tedious because the person’s work experience and reliability at that
level have already been checked in shire A. A sensible arrangement then would be for this person to
sit for society B’s citizenship exam but society B would accept society A’s records for deciding on
reliability and work skills.
2)
Visitors
The Citizenship Dept. must decide who shall be given ‘visitor’ status and what their rights
should be (presumably a little less than the rights of ‘participants’ e.g. probably such people
might be restricted from becoming members of co-operative firms and so they would have very
little opportunity to ‘work’). For those people with supernal citizenship and without debt, such
acceptance (and the associated rights) would be fairly automatic.
3)
Non-financial loss of citizenship
Up till now we have assumed that loss of citizenship is caused by a person exceeding their credit
limit. This would normally be the case but there are some other circumstances when society may
wish to rescind a person’s citizenship. This might occur when:-a.
a person threatens another person’s life,
-b.
a person commits perjury (false testimony in my terms).
-c.
normally when a person commits a serious crime (e.g. murder) the restitution procedures
will mean that such a person will exceed their debt limit. However should a citizen murder a
‘welfare’ person such an action is to society’s financial gain. Naturally however a society may
decide that such an action should still not be condoned and hence the person’s citizenship should be
rescinded.
All these cases imply many difficult decisions for the Citizenship Dept.
In considering the control of the Citizenship Dept. itself, the first thing to remember is that this
department is subject to exactly the same conditions as all the elements of our industrial system.
This whole subject will be covered later in our industrial system but the important features for us to
recognise now are:1)
The complete personnel of the Citizenship Dept. will be changed at least every 5 years and a
new department may reconsider the decisions of a previous department.
2)
As all of the work of the Citizenship Dept. is strictly in the public domain, all its decisions
(and all the information pertaining to these decisions) will be in the society’s information system for
all citizens to scrutinise.
3)
The decisions of the Citizenship Dept. will be analysed by the society’s ‘Post-Exec’ many
years after the event (as described in chapters 13 and 22). Thus the correctness of a citizenship
decision will continue to be analysed perhaps as long 40 years after the decision was made.
The whole of the welfare process may become very costly but our system will keep the costing
procedure very clear. Thus:1)

The total cost of every ‘welfare case’
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The total cost of each ‘welfare’ case is simply their account balance. Thus either the person uses the
account themselves for their expenses or the body that is looking after them uses this account for
their expenses.
2)
Each citizen’s individual cost
We can now insist that all the citizen’s accounts and the cost of the Citizenship Dept. itself should
balance to zero. This means that the costs:-a.
of citizens dying while still in debt,
-b.
associated with the losses of a citizen becoming a ‘participant’,
-c.
associated with ‘welfare’ cases,
-d.
with the Citizenship Dept. itself,
must be balanced by the positive debt limit we insist on all citizens when they die (see fig 5.8). The
debt limit (from age 50 to 80 as we have it (and probably of order 1 man-year when summed up
over all levels of society) is then continuously adjusted to meet ‘welfare’ and related expenses. Thus
each individual will know precisely how much ‘welfare’ is costing them individually and how it is
changing.
Both these effects taken together mean I think that no one will be rushing out to run the Citizenship
Dept. because of the power they might wield over individuals. It would tough task but it can be
well controlled. {I myself would require to be very well remunerated before I would take on such a
horrible job.}

5.8

AN INDIVIDUAL’S LIFE

In this section we summarise all that we have covered in this chapter by considering an individual’s
life as they proceed through the various levels of society and the normal stages of life. The
important thing we introduce here is what the normal person might do in their own spare ‘fun’ time
(of which as I indicated in section 5.6 there will be plenty).
Our person will be Angela and her total debt/credit over her life is shown in the following diagram
(fig 5.10). The reasons for all the various dips and bumps is explained as we go through the details
of her life.
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ANGELA’S DEBT/CREDIT OVER HER LIFE (fig 5.10)

In this diagram the debt/credit limits are not precisely as we had before because the various levels of
society have a degree of choice as to what they choose. Also although the diagram gives the sum of
her debt/credit for all levels of society it does not represent the exact value. We have not considered
the different exchange rates for a CIT-HOUR at the different levels of society.
The first 5 years of Angela’s life is spent in her family and her level of debt is not strictly defined.
Her family are quite willing for Angela to have no debt to them. However if this was the case they
would be foregoing their control and, as they consider young Angela needs firm control, they ask
for the maximum amount of debt of 2 man-years (3,200 CIT-HOURS) when Angela is accepted as a
student in the village.
Angela spends 4 years mainly at the village school and passes her village citizenship exam and
then spends a year helping a little in the village bakery. At age 10 she is accepted as a citizen of
the parish and as a student in the shire. Similarly then she spends 3 years to pass her shire exams
and then 2 years working to become a citizen of the shire and a student of the state. Finally then
she spends 2 years to pass her state exams and then 3 years working to end up at age 20 with
parish, shire and state citizenship and student status in the nation. The bumps in her debt graph are
associated with the study and work periods.
Angela then gets married and has two children. They have a small house put together on the family
land where they live and Angela does a small amount of work in the village bakery as she did as
a kid. When the children are just getting off her hands, she has a bad accident while skiing. This
occurs at an unfortunate time because with the costs of two children she was getting close to her
debt limit. The state increases her debt limit for a year and for the six months it takes her to get back
above the normal limit she becomes a ‘participant with temporary loss of citizenship’ in the state.
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Angela had passed her nation citizenship exams at age 22 but with two young children did not have
time to record work experience in the nation to qualify for citizenship. Now however she works in
the national capital and gains citizenship at age 30. At this stage her credit is going up very quickly
because not only is she working full time but her children are paying back their debt. At age 31 she
becomes debt free and at age 35 she hits her credit limit.
Angela now has become estranged from her husband. She wants two more children but does not
want the ties of marriage. She has two more children looking after them herself, her credit goes
down for a few years but rapidly does back when she starts to work again and the children start
to repay their debt. By age 47 she is back at her credit limit. She decides she will get an ‘optional
limit’ which would give her a fairly frugal existence if she decided to stop working.
Angela’s work experience has been in bakeries and serum laboratories and this with a little ‘fun’
background reading means she has a working knowledge of ‘biochemistry’. With her spare time
now she decides she will try and join the ‘world biochemistry society’ the entrance qualification for
which is equivalent to one of our current day higher degrees in biochemistry. She first gains world
citizenship and then joins the ‘world biochemistry’ student body. By studying with these people
eventually at age 55 Angela becomes a member of ‘world biochemistry society’. For the next 10
years she helps with various experiments associated with how to form independent life systems. All
this work is unpaid (but good fun). She continues to do some paid work in her nation. She also is a
‘judge’ for one of her children’s marriages and for 5 years she is the ‘Post-Exec’ (see chapter 13) for
her parish.
At age 60 she organises a second optional limit in her shire and this would now give her a good
retirement income. However, as you can see from the diagram, neither of these options would have
made any difference (this would often be the case). At age 75 she gives up her world citizenship
(citizenship requires at least one yearly visit and at her age this is becoming tedious). At age 80 she
dies having lived a full and fruitful life (as we hope all people would do in our society).
It can been seen then that ours is not a wonder system that will remove all the cares and problems
of life. However it does in a simple and easily understood manner, provide the basic essentials
necessary for people to live secure and productive lives. At the same time people always retain
a very strong incentive to act in a manner which will be to the benefit of society as a whole (the
problem with our present-day welfare systems).
Well I am glad this chapter is over. It was not really quite as ghastly as I thought it was going to be there are even a few things I quite like in it.
However it is much longer than I was expecting. Perhaps I should move some of the work to other
chapters but I can’t see how at the moment.
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6.		

THE INFORMATION SYSTEM

A few years ago I was rung up by a couple of people telling me that there was this article in the
Sydney Morning Herald that said that Dick Smith had made the first ascent of Ball’s Pyramid. As
they knew I had made the first ascent they thought I should do something about it. I first got the
paper and read the article. On studying the article carefully one realised that it did not precisely say
that Dick Smith had made the first ascent but it clearly gave that impression. Naturally I duly wrote
to the paper - and the letter was duly ignored. So this was my introduction as to how our present
society’s system works when an adjustment needs to be made because of some false information.
In considering this incident, there was no question about the facts - the same paper had given a front
page spread to our whole first ascent 15 years previously. However Dick Smith was a big advertiser
so presumably the paper did not want him to get his nose out of joint over what they may have
thought was a just trivial false impression. What I found personally particularly infuriating was
that there was no way that I could even demonstrate that my letter of complaint was actually even
sent to the paper i.e. at a later date the paper could claim that no one had informed them about the
misinformation. As this was a very simple case I hate to think how I have been misinformed about
complex issues where I don’t know the facts.
Naturally then this chapter will be closely involved with this problem of how an information
system should try to give a reasonable approximation to the truth (and of course as an egalitarian
system, this must be achieved without assuming that some elite people are more likely to be able
to judge what is the truth than others - as usually happens in the present world). This then will tend
to be a very complex problem. However the main thrust of the chapter deals with a much simpler
question - simply whether a society should have a complete unified information system in the first
place (that would be accessible to all - both reading and writing). So the most significant part of this
chapter deals with a much easier problem. Furthermore this is a very suitable time to consider such
a question because now, for the first time, we actually have the technology to implement such a
system i.e. something like the present internet.
This is one of the last chapters that I have worked on, which, on looking back, I find rather
surprising - because it is so essential. Thus many of my other chapters are very dependent on the
existence of a good information system. I am sure the reason for doing the work so late is simply
that I was following the current normal practise of never considering the ‘information system’ in
its entirety. I, probably just like you, just accepted the way the system currently works at present,
whinged a bit when it didn’t work and suggested minor alterations. It wasn’t till all the other
chapters pointed so clearly to the need for a unified information system that I set about the task.
This is also surprising because, if we think of a society as an organism (which it clearly is to
some degree), then obviously one of the key essentials of an organism is its ‘brain’. Clearly then
the ‘information system’ approximates to the ‘brain’ of a society - and ‘brains’ usually need to be
unified to work.
As I have said many times before, by my “Supreme Justice of God” law if we gain something
somewhere then we are bound to lose something somewhere else. Thus if my information system
succeeds in giving a complete unbiased and accessible information to all people (which I claim
it will) then there is bound to be something that it will take away. Thus I had better forewarn you
about what it will take away - this is ‘entertainment’. In the current world much of what we hear,
see and read about is - ‘info-entertainment’ - and this can be great fun. The stricter laws of my
system may take away a lot of this fun. We can still have our entertainment but much of the pleasure
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will be lost when the bounds between fact and fiction are clearly defined and the laws of privacy
apply to all people e.g. thus there may be limits on the degree by which we may be entertained by
the activities of Charles and Diana. Alas the truth is sometimes boring.
Should you be a person looking for a problem to work on then in fact I think this chapter leads on
to some of the clearest and most significant logical problems that still remain to be solved. Thus
my complex section 6.3 on veracity (i.e. as described in the first two paragraphs) is by no means
complete and there are still many logical problems of a very challenging nature that need to be
solved. I at least would like to see a much more complete and detailed solution (but it would be
a lot of work). This whole problem is also related to the need for the existence of a more precise
fundamental language for the more formal factual and testimony application areas of information
- i.e. possibly an amalgamation of natural and computer languages. Thus some one needs to start
trying to define an unambiguous language. So much work still needs to be done (but I think I have
gone as far as is appropriate for this work).
Finally this chapter is closely associated with two further chapters. The first is the next “Judicial
System” chapter. This chapter then will expound further on the nature the ‘judicial level’ entries
(the control of ‘judicial level’ entries in fact will tend to be rather similar the control of ‘testimonial
level’ entries in this chapter). The other association is with chapter 15 (Meetings). Thus the meeting
chapter will extend the work of this chapter as regards more inter-active communication activities.

6.1

THE SCOPE OF THE PROBLEM

I usually like to start a chapter with the specific problems of the present world system. However in
this case, as you have probably not yet envisaged what I mean by an ‘information system’, I had
better start with something that will show the nature of what we will be involved with. Thus in this
case I will leave the comparison of my system to the current system until the conclusions section
(and this will imply what the problems of the current system are). The following 5 points then
indicate the problems that we will be involved with.
1)
The Need for a Unified System
I will consider the information system of a society to be “all the means by which a person knows
what is going on in a society”. Thus in terms of the present world, it would include:-a.
Government information - the constitution, laws, parliamentary reports, births/marriages/
deaths, departmental reports, weather reports, public transport timetables, telephone directory,
statistical surveys, land ownership, maps, company detail, legal cases etc.
-b.
All public library information,
-c.
Papers and journals,
-d.
TV and radio,
-e.
Advertisements,
-f.
Public meetings,
-g.
Word of mouth (very essential because most of the above is inadequate in our present world
e.g. it does not contain essential individual information pertaining to how competent is your doctor
or how reliable is your baby-sitter).
The question then is - what would the advantages (or disadvantages) be if all this information
was unified so that a person could access all this information in a simple and consistent manner.
Presumably this would be done electronically via computer terminals i.e. an ‘internet’ type of
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system where everything was present (but where there would very likely be a much tighter control
over the structure of this information). As in a ‘internet’ system, people would not just access the
given information but they could add (i.e. write) information themselves (relevant to the various
topics).
Finally on this topic we have the question of how do we make sure that all the necessary
information that a person needs to operate successfully in society, will be present in such a unified
system.
2)
Would It Work
One can see that, with all this huge amount of information, it could very easily happen that a person
could be swamped with all this data and so not find anything they want at all (as is tending to
happen at present in the internet as it gets bigger). The problem needs very careful thought.
Clearly in devising such a practical system, we must also be very sure that certain people
cannot let their view points be seen more readily than others (and so gain an advantage). {As
happens in our present world where the people associated with the ‘media’ have much greater
power to project their opinions - and thus have an unequal affect the ultimate decision process of
society.}
3)
Veracity
This is the really tough problem that I suggested at the start of the chapter with my Ball’s Pyramid
example. It is a problem that the current world has not really come to grips with yet. Clearly the
ultimate solution is going to be quite complex.
4)
Privacy, Public Knowledge and the Structure of Land
In the present world most people do not have a consistent opinion on what the laws of privacy
should be (i.e. they want more privacy when it applies to themselves but less when it applies to
other people). Clearly the amount of privacy must not only depend on what we want but also on the
degree of public knowledge that is necessary for a society to effectively and justly function. In our
case the situation will be even more complex because there are the several levels of independent
societies i.e. village/parish, town/shire, state etc. {However it is possible that this more logical
structure might then provide us with a natural rationale for a solution.}
5)
Payment, Recognition, Reference and Patents
Finally we come to the problem of how the providers of information should be ‘paid’. Such
‘payment’ could either be in terms of strict ‘cash’ or, less formally, in terms of ‘recognition’ (via a
reference). ‘Patents’ then fall naturally into the same class of problem.
The following 5 sections of this chapter then follow more-or-less these 5 designated problem areas.
In general the sequence is the same except that we place the “System Details” section (which
corresponds to “Would It Work”) at the end (rather than second). The reason is that we need to
know all the required features before we can define the full the system (and only then can we know
whether it might work). As I go along I will try therefore to also provide a variety of reasons why
the system I am proposing will have a good chance of working.
These sections cover the main problem areas but there are problems related to such things as
‘Freedom of Speech’, ‘Censorship’, ‘Libel’, ‘Slander’ and the degree to which we should allow
‘Advertising’. It might appear therefore that these problems are not covered. In fact the next section
(The General Form of a Unified Solution) deals with the first 4 problems and the ‘Advertising’
problem is covered in the following “Veracity” section. I would claim that, if you have a good
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system, then a lot of problems will naturally fall out in the wash. I believe this happens in these
cases.
Finally you will note that most of the essential fundamental stuff has been covered in the next
section. Thus you could just read this section and then skip the rest of the more complex and less
significant work.

6.2

THE GENERAL FORM OF A UNIFIED SYSTEM

The following diagram (fig 6.1) describes the general physical form of my proposed information
system.
THE INFORMATION SYSTEM FORM (fig 6.1)

As the diagram indicates, one envisages that there would be just one central information storage
facility where both public and private information is stored. All serious public information must be
put here and probably the majority of private non-serious information (i.e. entertainment) as well.
This information would be accessed in the normal way by terminals. Three different classes of
terminals need to be distinguished:1.
View Terminals
These would be terminals owned and controlled by the society’s information department. All
citizens could use these terminals for viewing the information.
2.
Write Terminals
Clearly great care must be taken to ensure that a person only inputs information under their own
name. Thus at terminals used for inputting information, the society must have facilities for verifying
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the author. The terminals could be publicly or privately owned but it is probably more convenient
for them to be publicly owned. In this case the ‘write terminals’ could be the same as the ‘viewing
terminals’. The monetary transfers (as referred to in 5.4) then would be input here.
3.
Read Terminals
These would be privately owned terminals used for reading the information. However as a read
operation would consist of copying the information to the terminal (the terminal would have its
own storage facility i.e. a computer), the person using the information could re-read or discard the
information without the knowledge of the central information system. As is normal, such terminals
could ‘write’ as well but the authorship would need to be verified before entry into the information
system. {It is the lack of author verification that means that ‘internet’ type systems can only deal
with trivia.}
As one would imagine all citizens would want to have their own ‘read’ terminals, this system could
form the basis for a complete communication system for the whole of the society. Not only could
one-to-one communication facilities be provided but one-to-many and all the other communication
forms that are involved with public meetings. For the time being we will just presume that the
system can be expanded in this manner but leave the details to chapter 15 on meetings. The same
situation is happening already in the current world with Telecom (in Australia) becoming not just a
communication network but the link for all information supply.
Clearly as this project is based on freedom, we do not wish to rule out the existence of independent
information systems as well. However there can be problems associated with the correction of
false information which we will talk about in the next section. Thus when-ever correction is not a
problem (i.e. entertainment) independent systems can exist. Mouth-to-mouth and private meeting
will always exist so, in one sense, there will always be independent private systems.
We will now assume that our central information will have a ‘data-base’ capability in the sense that
it will provide access to the information in a variety of different ways. Thus people may want to
read items in the order of:-a.
the person that wrote the items,
-b.
a person that the item refers to,
-c.
the subject of the item,
-d.
date of input etc.
To allow this facility, each item would need to start with a header page specifying, in a very fixed
format, all this essential reference information (i.e. date, author code etc). Section 6.7 will give my
proposed form (when the extra facilities for the other sections have been defined).
The information system can now also be constructed to give a substantial amount of extra
information such as:-a.
which terminals have copied a particular item,
-b.
which other items refer to a particular item (a citation list),
-c.
the total time spent viewing a particular item.
Fortunately electronic systems have advanced so far that all these facilities could be provided
reasonably cheaply (even for the massive volumes that we will be considering). Certainly this
system would cost far less than what our current societies spend on advertising
This then completes all we need to say about the physical nature of our unified information system.
The two other subjects we need to cover in this section then concern 1) the presence of all the
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relevant information and 2) the control (i.e. who decides what should be there). Although at this
point in time you will probably be more worried about the control problem rather than the presence
problem, it is more convenient to deal with the presence problem first because the control problem
must extend on into such questions as ‘freedom of speech’ and such like problems (which will take
a bit of time).
The problem of assuring that all the necessary information is present in the information system is
fairly extensive and later chapters will extend what we have to say here. In particular our chapter 10
on Employment Mechanisms will be based on the concept of ‘recognition’ and this will imply that
all information pertaining to all jobs, must be present in the information system. However the main
reasons that we can be reasonable assured that all relevant information would be present, are the
following:1.
First we can clearly insist that all governmental information be present in its entirety.
Furthermore we can insist that not only the reports be present but all the information that was
used to derive the reports be present as well. Thus not only would all weather reports at all times
be present but every bit of meteorological data that was used to prepare these reports be present
also. Similarly we can assume that the complete justification for any decision would be present
in the information system in its entirety. In particular this would apply to the gaining and loss of
citizenship and so people’s - exam results, their work experience details, the detail pertaining to
their reliability, etc - must also be present.
2.
We can require that all information that is relevant to how member societies vote, should
be present in the information system. This situation can be made even stronger by requiring that
members must justify the way they voted only in terms of information that is actually present in the
information system (as we will describe in chapter 14, members will sometimes have to justify their
voting decisions).
3.
We can require that all the detail concerned with every legal action must be present in the
information system in its entirety. {The following chapter describes how this would occur quite
naturally.}
4.
All people, as we have said, will have write access to the system. One would then expect
media writers to write into the unified system in the normal way (because only items in the
information system can be used to effect a political decision (as in points 1 and 2)). However
most normal people would very likely give their own personal opinions in the same manner. My
education system is specifically designed to give people this expertise and so, as most humans have
a natural desire to have their presence felt, there is every reason to believe that they would enter
items freely. The problem might then be to dissemble this vast conglomeration of opinion. {I have a
feeling that future generations might be tempted to instate a law saying that only those people keen
enough to punch up their items with their noses, would be allowed to enter information.}
Coming now to the control of all this information, clearly we must have Information Dept. that
would create and control the physical facilities and create the necessary features of the data
base. However I believe this department should have absolutely no control over the information
content at all. Thus the users would provide all the information (and the government executive and
departments would be the most significant users - particularly the Citizenship Dept.). Clearly the
Information Dept. will charge the users for the use of these facilities and hopefully these charges

121

would help to prevent people from overloading the system. Thus the Information Dept. would have
very little power and as such would be quite different from the Citizenship Dept. that I talked about
in the last chapter.
As regards the form of data I believe we must first have a very simple fundamental rule - that no
item of information can be altered at all (e.g. an item cannot be deleted). Any change (or deletion)
of an item is much too open to abuse. Thus our system would look just like ‘hard-copy’ in the way
it cannot be changed (i.e. it would be permanent in the same way that a newspaper is permanent).
In the following section I will describe a system of attachment where-by an item may be attached
‘before’ another item and using this method alterations and deletions may be suggested (but the
original remains). Fairly clearly there must be an archival system for those items of information that
are no longer being used. Also there must be a variety of back-up systems. As individual citizens
will often have copies of various items on their own independent terminals, it would be fairly
inconceivable that any body (even the Information Dept. itself) could successfully tamper with data
and this infringement go undetected.
The general physical form I have given already tends to imply that there could be no kerbing of
‘freedom of speech’, in terms of ‘libel’, ‘slander’ or ‘censorship’. However I think it is convenient
to pause for a moment and think precisely what my principles (of chapter 2) must imply on this
subject.
My principle of ‘freedom’ says that a group of people may do what they like provided it does not
interfere with other people. This means that a group of people may, by mutual agreement, talk to
each-other on any subject because in general this will not interfere with other people. Thus my
‘freedom of speech’ simply becomes the right of all people to give and accept information between
themselves. However it most certainly does not mean that a person has the right to speak if another
person does not want to hear them because then that person is interfering with the other person’s
freedom (contradicting the principle of freedom).
If we accept that this is what ‘freedom of speech’ means then the problem arises on our information
system as to how a person will know before-hand what they want to hear or read. Thus once an item
has been read, a person will have already possibly wasted their time reading the item and it may
still have had some affect. Thus if the item turned out to be pornographic then the person’s sexual
emotions may have been aroused - and these things cannot be immediately turned off. The problem
does not tend to arise so much in personal conversation because one usually knows who one is
talking to and what they are likely to say. Thus because of this problem, I think our information
system must have one very fundamental law and a further more problematical rule.
The fundamental rule is simply that all items in the information system must start with the
originator’s identifier. Given this then people would tend to only read items by people whom they
know and trust. Furthermore if by chance a person reads something that they do not like then they
will make sure that they do not read anything by that same person in the future. The general effect
will be to cause people to think very carefully about what they write because what they write may
well reflect more on themselves than what they actually write about (given the data-base type
facilities where-by people can easily check on what other things a person has written about and also
what other people have to say about that person’s writings). Thus on this subject I always feel that if
a person A calls a person B, a ‘genius’ then this will tell us very little about person B but it tells us
a lot about person A and their relationship to person B. So if a person writes too many outrageous or
libelous items we will tend to regard them as rat-bags and won’t read their articles any more.

122

The second more problematical law would be that an item must start with a formal title describing
the subject of the article and its general nature. So this would help to prevent people from doing
things like reading pornographic literature by mistake. The difficulty with this law is that it is much
more difficult to say to what extent the title has correctly described the subject or its nature. We
will consider this subject further in our system section (6.7) (after our veracity measures have been
described in the next section).
Given these measures then I don’t think we need any censorship (and giving censorship powers to
a group of people is not very egalitarian). {However censorship may still necessary for students
or citizens that are still under debt. However I will ignore these cases for the time being.} Also
given these measures and our veracity procedures of the next section, we probably do not now need
to worry about slander or libel. {Dangerous libel or slander in the current world tends to occur
only when a person with great propagating power expresses a view against a person with little
propagating power e.g. a journalist against a private person. When all people are equal there is
much less of a problem.}
However as we still allow independent systems, all the problems of our current world can still arise
on such systems. Thus people could circulate libelous or false material on independent systems
and then people would see or hear these items without choice and without knowing who originated
the item. Advertising is the obvious example but our current systems abound with methods of
giving false impressions. One does not wish to rule out independent systems completely and so the
simplest rule is to simply say that if any false impression is being derived from an item external to
the unified system then the item must be brought into the unified system.
In the current world people are allowed to advertise in public places on hoardings etc. In
my society all this must now naturally be ruled out because it is inconsistent with my concept that
people should only have to receive information if they wish to. It is convenient to refer to this type
of infringement of personal freedom as ‘FORCED RECEPTION’. You may note now that I did
not worry about such ‘FORCED RECEPTION’ in the case of private information systems. This is
because in this case, people now have the choice as to whether or not they wish to use such systems
in the first place.
One aught not too wax to self-righteous on the subject of information because we all cheat to some
mild extent. Thus I wear my T-shirts proclaiming this project and so I am sure a few people will
have been sucked in to read a sentence or two about a subject on which they would have preferred
to remain in ignorance. However, at least in this case, it is clear who was the originator. The desire
of my system is simply to try to prevent excessive cheating by a select few.

6.3

VERACITY MEASURES

As this problem is significant, substantial and difficult, this section is very much a favourite of mine.
If I were you then I would now pause a bit and think how I (you) would try to solve this problem
without consideration of what I (me) have done. Good problems need to be mulled over - you don’t
want to rush in and lose the opportunity to solve a good problem ‘on sight’ (to use a climbing term).
Also you must remember that what I have done here may in no sense be ‘correct’ - this problem is
much too large and complex to have a simple ‘correct’ solution. Nevertheless I think much of what I
have done in this section will at least pertain to the majority of reasonable solutions.
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Firstly it must be remembered that my fundamental requirements of the last section (that 1. an
item remains for every and cannot be changed and 2. every item must start with the originator’s
identifier) will clearly help in the veracity process (because all can see what was said previously
and who said it). Besides this I am now going to introduce three other mechanisms that will
help in the veracity process. I will be convenient to describe these mechanisms first and then
afterwards demonstrate how they can be combined together to define a complete process. The three
mechanisms are then:A.
An Attachment Mechanism
We will allow under certain circumstances that particular items may be ‘attached’ to other previous
items. This would mostly be for correction, disagreement and ignore purposes. This operation may
be done either by the originator or, more controversially, by an opposing body. Such attachments
may be made either after the item or, much more seriously and contentiously, before the item. The
effect of an attachment is that when a person desires to view or copy an item then the attachments
would be automatically viewed with the item (however there would normally be an option to
disregard ‘after’ attachments).
B.
Levels of Formality
Each information item will have a ‘level of formality’ associated with it which will represent how
seriously the item has been conceived (and hence how seriously it should be taken). The four levels
I have used are the following:1)
Non-factual
Most ‘fun’ items like novels, TV and radio shows, advertisements etc, would be of this type. Such
items would hopefully continue as at present and could be on the ‘private’ information systems.
However they could usually be more conveniently placed on the society’s information system.
2)
Factual
Scientific papers, news, government reports etc, would be of this type. This is the main level for
serious information that is relevant to the society’s well-being and so all items that are required
to be on the system (see points 1. - 4. of the last section) must at least be of this level. As items
become more serious they also become more formal and so ‘factual’ items would have to be written
in the society’s language and there may be rules about their format. Each item would probably be
required to state its nature and purpose at the start (i.e. my problematical law of the last section).
Certain indefinite forms of language might be ruled out e.g. perhaps items could not refer to the
indefinite ‘they’.
3)
Testimony
This level, as in the current world, is starting to enter the judicial area. However a simple cheque
(signifying a monetary transfer) is of this level. As the seriousness increases, not only does the
formality increase but also each item becomes more specific. Thus each testimony item would
probably be of a certain ‘type’ and each ‘type’ would have to conform to a strict format. {The
society’s law would have to specify the types allowed and for each type specify the information
required and its format.} Thus a cheque would be a specific ‘type’ of testimony with a specific
format requiring:- the date of transfer, the giver’s and receiver’s identifiers and the amount. When
language is used then it should probably be a more precise sub-set of the society’s language e.g.
perhaps the use of pronouns would be ruled out. {My term for this level is of course very male
chauvinistic (in its original sense only males can give testimony) - however it is hard to think of
another suitable word.}
4)
Judicial level
The judicial level would mostly be for the judicial functions described in the next chapter. Not only
would each item have to conform to a specific type but each type would be only invoked by the
appropriate bodies for a specific task.
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{I have described these levels of being of increasing ‘seriousness’ but this should not be confused
with ‘truth’. The bible tells us that “on the day of judgment men will render account for every
careless word they utter”. Quite right too - we reveal the truth about ourselves much more in our
“careless words” than any amount of carefully considered ‘testimony’ statements. Likewise I
have used terms like ‘fun’ and ‘entertainment’ for the lowest level but nothing we do on this earth
is strictly for ‘fun’. It is just that the purpose of ‘fun/entertainment’ items is much more subtle
and sometimes it is only at the sub-conscious level that their purposes can be understood. Even
as regards this whole work, although it is clearly of a serious nature, its scope is too broad and
its purpose is too hard to define to put it anywhere but in the ‘non-factual’ basket. However the
individual chapters, if they were written in a different style with clear cut purposes at the start,
might make the ‘factual’ level. In fact most philosophical type works would have to be considered
to be non-factual.}
C.
Measures against ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’
Our final measure will be an action against a body giving ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’ (i.e. perjury as in
the current world). This measure would consist of:1)
If a person has a ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’ judgment against them then, in all future
TESTIMONY level items, such a person will have a flag set that will point back to this previous
FALSE TESTIMONY case.
2)
In any future cases when is conflict of testimony, the person with a ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’
judgment against them, will be considered to have the weaker case.
3)
When a person receives a ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’ judgment against them then the
Citizenship Department will automatically review their citizenship. {For a minor infringement such
a review could be quite cursory.}
These measures then make ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’ a very serious offence. It also implies that only
citizens can enter testimony items (because students, visitors, co-operatives etc, would not have any
citizenship to lose).
At this stage then the best thing to do is to demonstrate how in a simple example, the use
‘attachment’, ‘levels of formality’ and ‘false testimony measures’ would interact to persuade people
to tell the truth. Such a case could be:1)
Citizen A (or student, government department, company, firm etc) enters an item as ‘factual’
in the information system.
2)
Citizen B, who contests the veracity of this item, enters a ‘TESTIMONY’ level item of
‘type’ ‘ERROR IN FACT’ with the relevant details in the prescribed format. This item is ‘attached’
to citizen A’s item.
3)
If citizen A contests the facts in citizen B’s ‘ERROR IN FACT’ then they may instigate a
charge of ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’ against citizen A. {A ‘charge’ is ‘judicial level’ of formality and
is automatically ‘attached’ to the specific item.}
4)
A charge automatically calls for a judicial citizen to give judgment (for details see judicial
system). The crucial feature of the ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’ charge is that the judge has only 3
options. The judge may say:-a.
A has given ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’,
-b.
B has given ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’,
-c.
A and B have both given ‘DOUBTFUL TESTIMONY’. {‘DOUBTFUL TESTIMONY’
is similar to ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’ but weaker. In general two ‘DOUBTFUL TESTIMONIES’
would be considered equivalent to one ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’.}
This judgment, which is naturally of the judicial level, would automatically be attached to the
‘FALSE TESTIMONY’ charge.

125

Each stage of this process can be seen to be an escalation in the seriousness of the situation and
we can check that, at each stage, both parties would try to avoid escalating the process any further
(unless it was absolutely essential).
Thus citizen B would not in fact introduce a ‘TESTIMONY’ attachment unless they were sure of
their facts and had already tried a more conciliatory approach. If a person introduces a ‘testimony’
item it means they could have a ‘FALSE JUDGEMENT’ against them. Thus people would only
enter ‘testimony’ items when they were absolutely sure of their facts (or circumstances had forced
them into a corner). Thus citizen B would normally ring and try to persuade A to put in a correction
themselves before doing anything else.
The A party will also be extremely loath to instigate a ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’ charge because the
nature of this charge (specified in its ‘type’ details) is not just that you think that B is wrong but
that you can prove your case. If you cannot prove your case then you are stuck with a ‘FALSE
TESTIMONY’ judgement against you. {In fact A would have to get a judicial level citizen to
represent them in this action - or else be at this level citizenship themselves.}
Thus neither A nor B would escalate this process unless they felt it to be absolutely essential.
Alas circumstances are never as simple as in the example we have just out-lined. Thus in my Ball’s
Pyramid case, we see:1)
The article gave a false impression but did not actually state an incorrect fact.
2)
It was a reporter and not Dick Smith that wrote the article and it would be very hard to know
as to who was responsible for the false impression.
3)
The article may have been entered as an entertainment ‘non-factual’ item in which case I
can’t complain about incorrect facts.
4)
The precise position of ‘attachment’ is of crucial importance. If it is attached after the article
it might not be read but, if it is attached in front, Dick Smith will be much more irate.
The precise solution to these types of problem must depend on the details of the society’s laws
and there are too many possible variations for me to try and attempt to define them (but I would
dearly like to see what other people would regard as a complete set). In my general system these
details would be contained in the ‘types’ of ‘testimony’ and ‘judicial’ items that are allowed and
their associated required information and format. However, using this Ball’s Pyramid example, I
can demonstrate how my system could cope with the problem in general. First I need to define the
sequence of attachment.
Normally an item, marked for attachment, will be attached after the pertaining article. If there are
several attachments the order is in terms of level of formality (closest to the article) and after this
in date order. Attachments may be made to attachments so there could be a complex hierarchy
of attached articles, following the original article. However a few special types of ‘testimony’ of
fundamental importance, may be attached in front of the article. In particular the charge of ‘FALSE
TESTIMONY’ would be attached in front of the ‘testimony’ item it refers to and the ‘judicial’
judgment on this ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’ would be attached in front of this. Almost certainly there
would be one type, perhaps called ‘FUNDAMENTAL ERROR IN FACT’, which could be attached
in front of a ‘factual’ item. Also there must be ‘RETRACTION’ and ‘CORRECTION’ types of
attachment, allowed only to the originating author, which would also go in front.
Before continuing with this discussion (which is very important because we never have time to
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read everything - so what comes first tends to be what is read) there is a facility associated with
“Meetings” (see chapter 15) that is relevant to this discussion. A body may designate an item
as ‘required reading’ for a specific group of people. Thus, even if my letter correcting the false
impression given in the Ball’s pyramid article, was attached after the article, I could designate it
as ‘required reading’ for anyone that reads the article. However very clearly each body must have
a very strict quota on the amount of reading they can require other people to do (otherwise people
might have to spend all their time doing ‘required reading’). Thus I may be loath to use up my
precious quota of ‘required reading’ on this bit of false impression (which was no fault of mine).
Suppose then that the Ball’s Pyramid article had been entered by the reporter in our information
system as non-factual. I object and I look through the list of possible testimony types and luckily
find one called ‘FUNDAMENTAL INCORRECT FACTS BEING GAINED FROM NONFACTUAL ITEMS’. This type requires me to specify the facts and demonstrate that a significant
number of people are gaining wrong facts from this article. I do this (specifying in detail those
people that gained a false impression of fact) and this testimony item is then attached in front of the
article. On the other hand there may be no such type (society feels that if people are stupid enough
to get a fact from non-factual items there deserve to be misinformed). In this case I would then just
fill out a ‘RELEVANT FACT’ testimony (a type of this form is bound to exist) which would be
attached afterwards. However by making it very short (e.g. one sentence) I could make it ‘required
reading’ without it taking away too much from my ‘required reading’ quota.
If the article has been entered as a factual level item then I stand a much greater chance of being
able to attach the correction in front. However it will be very dependant on the stated purpose of the
article (and the title of the article is assumed to be an approximation to the purpose). Let us consider
3 different titles to the article:1)
‘The achievements of Dick Smith’,
2)
‘The adventures of Dick Smith’,
3)
‘The activities of Dick Smith’.
If the title is “achievements” I am almost certain to be able to find a ‘testimony type’ that will
give me an ‘in front attachment’ because whether or not Dick Smith’s ascent was a first ascent or
not, is crucial in qualifying his achievements. If the title was “adventures” I am on weaker ground
but I could argue that whether an activity is done for the first time affects to what extent it is an
adventure. If the title is just “activities” I would have very little case for an ‘in front attachment’
(but then it is a weak sounding title and no-one might bother to read the article). Note in this
case the testimony would concentrate more on the facts (as opposed to the evidence of people’s
impressions as for the non-factual case).
Finally there is an enormously complicated question associated with quoting other people (as
the reporter quoted Dick Smith in my case) and the general problems of ‘hearsay’ (general but
unsubstantiated reference - however the world is not in my dictionary so maybe I have it wrong).
I won’t attempt to solve this problem but as regards this Ball’s Pyramid case my suggestion would
be:1)
If the article is entered in as non-factual then the article is OK as it stands.
2)
If the article is entered as factual, then the form of article should not be acceptable. The
society laws should force either:-a.
The article to refer to a recording of the original interview (which would be entered into the
information system) or
-b.
Dick Smith to write a brief article which the article could quote or
-c.
Both Dick Smith and the reporter to enter the article together and both take responsibility for
its veracity.
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The basic rule must be that, at the factual level, it must be clear who is responsible for all
information in its entire context. {And at the testimony level only citizens of course can enter
items.}
There is a whole range of further interesting problems. Thus at the testimony level it becomes very
important as to the precise words you use and there must be a strict sequence of precedence as to
how a conflict in ‘testimony’ is resolved. Thus if you have the case:		
A says - B said ………...... and B denies
then if there is no further relevant evidence B can charge A with ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’ and win
because B must know what he said better than A. On the other hand if
		
A says - I heard B say ……...... and B denies he said that
then there is no conflict of testimony (perhaps A needs his ears washed out or B needs elocution
lessons) and A cannot be charged. Similarly to “I saw” and “I did”. If you say I think I said then this
has lower precedence in witness than if a person says I heard.
As I said at the start of the chapter there are a whole range of exciting logic problems of
great significance that go on forever.
People can of course misuse the information system in a variety of ways (i.e. not write in the
society’s language). However this misuse is very easily seen. The responsibility for checking this
misuse should not be the responsibility Information Dept. but the Citizenship Dept. because the
correct usage of the information system is a citizenship matter. Thus there needs to be a section
of the Citizenship Dept. that checks the form of items in the information system and, if they are
not of the correct form, then the citizenship exams might need to be adjusted. In extreme cases a
citizenship might have to be rescinded.

6.4

PUBLIC OR PRIVATE ?

In our current world, what should be regarded as private and what should be regarded as public, is
a very vague subject indeed. Mostly we accept the status quo situation and just kick up a fuss if it
should alter. The land structure I introduced in chapter 3, can now give as some quite strict logic
on how to determine what should be public and private (based on a logic of a ‘need to know’).
However we won’t like the answer and I can’t say I even like the answer myself. We will all vastly
prefer our current vague situation.
What is public is of course relative to a particular society. As our structure has levels of society
which are quite independent, what is public to a city/state may be private to its village/parishes,
town/shires, nation and the world (besides other city/states of course). I shall consider privacy then
with respect to 1) the public federal area of a society, 2) other levels of society and 3) the private
federal area of a society. The logic for each of these cases will be quite different.
1)

The Public Federal Area

By the public federal area I mean all the federal area except that which is sub-rented for private
concerns. Thus the public area would include - the distribution system to the sub-societies, the
government facilities, federal access facilities, parks, governments departments (citizenship, etc)
etc.
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My rule for this area is very simple - there should be no privacy at all. Everything in this region
is of public concern and so: where people are (in particular those people present in the public area),
the results of citizenship exams, monetary transfers, etc; should all be publicly known. The reasons
for this are:a.
Everything done in the public area is of public concern (if only for law and order purposes).
b.
If a piece of information of public concern is known by a person or sub-group then this
person or sub-group could have a dangerous advantage. Thus if the details of a students exam paper
are known only by the examiner and checker then there exists the possibility of collusion between
the student, the examiner and the checker. It is much safer and fairer for everything to be known
publicly.
c.
If people want privacy all they need do is enter a private area.
{It might appear that this rule could not apply to public toilets. The rule would indeed rule out the
possibility of the general male/female toilets we have at present. However these tend to be unsafe
and subject to dubious practice in any case so this should be no great loss. Individual toilets as they
have on the continent, are fine because then a person would hire the cubicle for personal private use
for a short period of time. However the details of when and by whom the facility was used, should
be publicly recorded and known. If this was the case then people would tend to leave such places in
a better order.}
2)

Other Levels of Society

My rule for other levels of society is also very simple - in this case there should exist a right to
complete privacy. The reasons are:a.
As the various levels of society are quite independent there is no reason to have access to
their internal information,
b.
Such a procedure is much more efficient. A society has enough trouble sorting out its own
internal affairs and this rule would force its people to concentrate on its own responsibilities and not
to worry about other society’s problems (about which they can do nothing).
c.
The law is simple and hence is easily understood.
To some extent this rule will give a false impression. Of course most people will be members of
other levels of society as well and so as individuals, they will know what goes on at the other levels
(i.e. they presumably will have access to the other levels’ information systems). However what the
rule says is that this information, which they know personally, cannot be put on another society’s
information system (unless the original society gives them permission to do so). This could be
awkward but one would imagine that in most serious cases, a society would not insist on such
privacy. Thus suppose a person commits murder at a particular level of society. Then if the society
insisted on privacy then the other levels of society could not rescind that person’s citizenship on
the basis of this murder because they officially would not know about it (although the citizens as
individuals would know about it). However in such a case there would be no reason for the society
to insist on such privacy and so the matter could be public to all the relevant levels of society. {If
a society did try to keep essential information private then the other societies would retaliate by
likewise keeping essential information private from them.}
This rule could make the decision of whether to move to another society (i.e. exercising
one’s right of choice) more difficult. However people should always go and see for themselves
what another society is like before making any final decision. Also there would be a lot of external
evidence (e.g. growth or decline of entitlement etc) that would still be available.
3)

Private Federal Areas

This of course would mainly be people’s homes. However it would also include
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company’s or firm’s private operating areas as well as amateur society’s premises. The situation
is now more complex and our rule will basically be that the body that owns/rents the premises
(all land ownership is essentially renting in our system) may define their own degree of privacy.
However the following provisions should apply:-a.
The privacy provisions must be lodged in the society’s information system and people
entering the premises must clearly understand the privacy rules.
-b.
As we discuss in the next chapter privacy and justice (at least that justice implemented by
the supernal body) are incompatible. The more privacy you claim the less justice you can expect.
Thus if a couple goes to some premises and wants complete privacy then by the same token, if
either is unhappy with their association, then they will have no recourse to external justice.
-c.
Our industrial system requires that ‘work’ should mainly be carried out in the public arena.
The details will be given in my ‘Employment Mechanisms’ chapter.
One imagines that there would be some standard definitions of privacy that people could use and
most people would understand. However I won’t consider the details.
A fundamental feature of privacy must be that it cannot be used to hide unlawful activity. Thus if A
steals goods from B and B (or anyone else) sees the goods in A’s private area then the evidence that
supports this unlawful activity cannot be subject to privacy restrictions. Given this rule, although
we allow a great increase in privacy, because in each individual society there is so much more
public knowledge, it would be hard to hide unlawful activity. The same applies to the enforcement
of the privacy law itself. Infringement of the privacy law could be very readily seen and understood
and so easily enforced. The natural penalty would simply be to state the privacy infringement in a
very prominent manner on the relevant information systems and then people, on seeing this notice,
would be less likely to give such a person entry to private premises (or visitor’s rights to a subsociety).
It can be seen that a society that obeys these rules (and so a detailed knowledge of themselves is
easily accessible but they themselves do not look into other society’s affairs) may be in a weak
position in regard to other societies that obey no such laws. Thus another society might know all
about them but they might know very little about this other society. Of course the society could
retaliate by not allowing visitors from societies that do not have similar laws. Never-the-less it does
seem to be a fundamental fact of life that a healthy, just society must be open and this openness may
put it at a slight disadvantage against a society that is not so open. The advantages that openness
gives in increased ‘health’ and ‘justice’, however, will always outweigh this slight disadvantage.
{But of course we won’t have all our good spy stories.}
Looking back over this section I think it might have been more sensible to have conveniently
forgotten the whole subject and missed out the section all-together. The rules (although I think they
are correct) are still very much open to doubt, they upset our present ways of thinking and it is not
very essential to the rest of this work. I just find it hard to omit things.

6.5

REFERENCE, PAYMENT AND PATENTS

When I was an academic I thought this subject was very important and devoted some time to it.
Since returning to the real world its importance seems to have diminished so I have relegated it to
the end. The section is closely associated with the system details (next section) and with this respect
I should remind you that each item starts with a header page with the essential information (in
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particular reference and payment details). This header page is not regarded as part of the item and is
always accessible to all.
The first thing to mention is that the system can and will provide for each item a list of:1)
who has copied the item and when,
2)
who has viewed the item, when and for how long.
Thus the usage of an item will be well known. The usage of a ‘viewed’ item will be know much
better than for a ‘copied’ item although the usage of copied items will presumably be higher than for
viewed items. It would certainly be nice to know what the viewing time was for ‘copied’ items as
well and when I first worked on this subject I devised a complicated system by which this could be
done. However it does impinge a little on the independence of sub-societies so now I ignore it.
Items can naturally refer to previous items and, given a list of references, the system can come up
with a citation list. Again when thinking about this in my academic mode, I thought this inadequate
and considered the subject should be better quantified. I wanted items to specify their fractional
derivational from other items and then the system give the derived usage (a quantified citation). I
now think that such situations are rarely applicable.
As in the current world some people (or companies of firms) will be professional creators of
information and entertainment items and naturally they will wish to be payed for their work by the
people who use their items. This charging must be restricted to ‘non-factual’ items or perhaps to
just a few non-essential ‘factual’ items. Certainly ‘testimony’ and ‘judicial’ level items could not be
charged for.
As our system provides the information as to who has copied or viewed an item, this
charging could occur independently. However it is probably more convenient if the system does the
charging. This would mean that the header page must contain the details of charges and then, when
the item is copied or viewed, a monetary transfers would occur automatically from the user to the
originator of the item. Charges might not be just for one location but for a whole area. Thus a town/
shire might buy an item from its city/state and the item might be used throughout the town and the
sub- parishes. Clearly a more complex payment system must now apply.
As electronic media can be copied very easily, it might appear that there would now be
tremendous scope for copyright infringement (as occurs today with computer packages and games).
This need not be the case. Although people may be able to copy easily, it is also very easy to check
if people have illegal copies. Thus many people would have access to many different information
systems and it is very easy to check if the various items are on the copy list on the originating
information system. Furthermore our legal system (described in the next chapter) is designed so that
these minor infringements are very simply and easily brought to justice. It should be no problem (at
least in comparison to the problems of ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’ of the last section).
The final element of this section deals with patents. What I would like to do is to give a logic to this
activity that integrates the subject with copyright (i.e. charges for information) that all people can
understand.
I will say therefore that people in general may describe an idea of theirs (there no longer
needs to be a physical representation) and if people use this idea, then they pay for it. However as
regards the general rules of this activity, as I support the free flow of information, I will tend to
favour the user rather the originator of the idea (i.e. the patent owner). The rules should be:1)
The specification of the idea must be done at ‘testimony’ level of type ‘PATENT’ and the
originator would be required to specify how they derived the idea themselves (i.e. if this is false
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then they can face a ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’ charge).
2)
If a person uses the same or a similar idea then the onus is on the originator to demonstrate
that they used their idea. Thus a person does not ‘own’ an idea. People may independently come up
with the same idea (as we all do) and then they should be free to do as they please. However, if they
clearly have copied the ‘patented’ idea, then they should pay.
3)
The charges associated with a patent should be consistent with the work involved in deriving
the idea.
It might appear that these rules would take away the incentive ‘to invent’. I doubt it. People invent
for fun and also for the recognition that they get when their idea is used. Monetary gain is minor.
This patent system will mean at least that it is easy and simple to demonstrate who had an idea first
(i.e. the originator gains recognition). However to clearly demonstrate that someone has used your
idea will always involve a difficult and complex legal process. Normally it would not be worth the
hassle.

6.6

THE SYSTEM DETAIL

In giving the system details I will be revising what has been covered in the previous sections. It is
convenient to start this revision process by giving the contents of the information system at the four
different levels of seriousness.
JUDICIAL
1)
the society’s constitution and its ‘judge’,
2)
the society’s members (i.e. sub-societies) - entitlement, area etc,
3)
the society’s laws,
4)
the society’s departments, laws and the current occupants,
5)
details of the current executive,
6)
legal entities - citizens, companies, firms and co-bodies.
7)
judgments - FORCED RECEPTION, FALSE TESTIMONY, PRIVACY INFRINGEMENT etc,
8)
charges.
TESTIMONY
1)
private jurisdiction - the area and the laws of privacy etc,
2)
monetary - accounts and transfers,
3)
ownership - details of items belonging to an entity,
4)
patent detail,
5)
wills,
6)
co-body detail - membership entitlement, representatives, contact etc,
7)
citizenship detail - exam results, when obtained etc
8)
presence - when people entered the public area and where they are,
9)
testimony items - i.e. ERROR IN FACT etc.
FACTUAL
1)
work - the ‘recognition facility’ as described in ‘Employment Mechanisms’,
2)
goods and services details,
3)
government reports,
4)
news items and commentary,
5)
sport detail,
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6)
7)
8)

scientific papers, factual books etc,
weather detail, timetables, phone directory etc,
letters of complaint etc.

NON-FACTUAL
1)
novels, films, music etc,
2)
non-serious news items,
3)
philosophy and most general works.
The system detail is mostly defined by the form of the header page and so this section basically
boils down to the details of the header page. The header page itself in formality and in seriousness
(i.e. the degree of care a person should take to not make a mistake) should be regarded as of
‘testimony’ level. The elements to enter must be:1)
Date/Time
This will be when the item is entered into the system. Thus the system can specify this.
2)
Originator’s Identifier
It is absolutely crucial that every legal entity (i.e. student, citizen, firm etc) has a unique identifier
that does not change. If a body is allowed to change their identifier then all previous reference
to them will be lost. {I talk about identifiers in the chapter on ‘Co-bodies’.} I think it best if the
‘Date/Time’ and the ‘Originators Identifier’ together form the item reference rather than have an
independent reference.
3)
Attachment Item
If the given item is to be attached to another item, the attachment item is specified here (the ‘Date/
Time’ and ‘Originators Identifier’ in my suggestion). When a person requests to view or copy an
item the ‘in front’ attachments would always be automatically included but there would be choice as
to whether ‘after’ attachments would be included.
4)
Level of formality
One of our four levels of formality must now be specified. In actual practise one would imagine that
there would be a different form for each of the different levels because each level requires different
information. Thus the ‘judicial’ and ‘testimony’ levels require ‘type’ definitions, ‘factual’ requires a
title and ‘entertainment’ may have sophisticated charges. However for here I will just assume that if
an element of information is not relevant, it is ignored.
5)
Type
This would mostly apply to ‘judicial’ and ‘testimony’ items and the types would be as we described
in section 3 (a ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’ charge, ‘RETRACTION’, ‘RELEVANT FACT’, etc). There
must be many of these types and a large part of a society’s law would consist of specifying the
allowed types, the format and what they must contain and also their effect.
6)
Title
The title should give a brief idea of the purpose of the item and its nature. For some ‘factual’ items a
longer purpose may also be necessary (i.e. an abstract).
7)
Subject
The subject must be a list of codes that allow items to be automatically collected for a particular
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topic. The most important code is of course just another citizen’s identifier (e.g. you want to tell the
rest of society that this character makes too much noise in the middle of the night).
8)
Reference
The list of items that this item refers to.
9)
Media Form
Whether the item is text, film, recording etc and how long.
10)
Charges
The charges for viewing and copying by the various possible legal entities.
Fairly clearly the information system will provide facilities so that all the information can be
viewed in any order that is desired. Thus for example, people would clearly like to be able to look at
all the items that refer to a citizen, in order of (1) the level of seriousness and, within that order, (2)
the latest date.

6.7 CONCLUSIONS
To summarise I will now compare this given information system to the information systems of the
present world (as I said I would do at the beginning). It is convenient to do this under the following
5 headings.
1)
Equality
The most definite advantage of my system is that all people are clearly treated equally and so no
group of people will have a more power to propagate their views than another group. Thus the
power of media barons, journalists or the rich to unduly influence public opinion will certainly no
longer exist.
2)
Content
This system clearly gives all people much better access to more relevant information and also to a
far greater diversity of individual opinion.
3)
Veracity
I suspect that you are rather dubious about my veracity system. However, although the detail of
my veracity system might be wrong, a unified system with the facilities I am proposing (levels of
formality, attachment etc) will at least allow a veracity procedure to develop. With our current world
systems such procedures are simply not possible.
4)
Freedom
In certain instances my system will reduce freedom e.g. freedom to express your views when people
do not wish to listen. If you look at my system in a strictly logical sense then you will realise that
it gives as much freedom as is possible. However we carelessly feel that freedom should allow us
to do ‘what we like’ and ‘what we like’ is usually to continue to do what we do at the present. Thus
any suggestion that alters the present situation, will appear to take away our freedom. Such is life.
5)

Will it Work
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The crucial question is whether my system will work. You will very likely feel that my system will
become so huge and cumbersome that no-one will be able to find anything. Whether it will work
or not will depend on a great deal of detail and there is certainly plenty of scope for getting that
detail wrong. Thus if citizens did not have unique identifiers and were allowed to change them at
will, then my system would almost certainly be an unworkable disaster. I think the system I have
described will work but it could very easily be corrupted into something that would not work.
However one must remember that people would belong to many information systems and it would
be easy to make a comparison between those that work and those that do not. One would recognise
the bad systems and get rid of them.
Thus I think all societies must move in the general direction that I am suggesting and obtain unified
system that are not biased to give greater propagating power to one section of the community.
However the details of how this is done will need a lot of careful thought i.e. you cannot trust my
detail.
Thinking on a broader scale, I have presented here an information system that will form the basis
for a society to come to all its decisions. Traditionally we use meetings to come to decisions (as in
the Greek city/states) and I think it is worth emphasising some of the advantages of the written form
of an information system as opposed to the verbal form of a meeting system. The advantages are:1)
It is harder to write than to speak. In a contradictory way this is a great advantage. At
meetings people speak far too much. Because it is harder to write - there will be less of it, it will be
better considered and it will be put more concisely.
2)
The written form is automatically recorded and so its veracity and consistency with other
writing, is more easily checked.
3)
When a person speaks you have no option but to devote the amount of time that the person
is speaking, to absorbing the information. For a written passage, one can either read carefully, skim
or ignore altogether. Thus one has many more options on the amount of attention we give to the
item.
4)
At meetings only one person can speak at a time and hence there must be a sequence
problems and this can introduce bias. The written form has no such problems.
As this chapter will lead on (at a much later stage) to our chapter on meetings, it is worth bearing in
mind that a written information system is a very appropriate basis for a meeting procedure.
Finally a little personal gripe against the nature of our current information/media system. The
present media always tries to set up an antagonistic situation. Take the current Charles/Diana
situation. {Of course in my system my privacy laws would prevent us talking about Charles and
Diana altogether. However we do at present live in a global village and Charles and Diana are
our known talking point figure heads. My privacy laws would limit the extent of the global village
concept but clearly each society would then develop their own talking point figure heads.} I
watched Diana’s interview and thought she was terrific - a splendid performance - of course I don’t
know how genuine she was but then I often don’t know how genuine I am myself, let alone a person
about whom, the little information I have, has been contorted by the media. However the media
pressed the antagonistic situation that if I accepted Diana, I must damn Charles. No - Charles is fine.
Perhaps a little awkward and inept at times but he has a simple honesty about him and has a good
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sense of duty. I would far rather have him as the head of state than any number of clever politicians.
{I have often thought that the perfect job would be to be Charles’s personal secretary. I could feed
him all my ideas and he in his simple honest way could publicise them.} Thus both Charles and
Diana are fine. {One commentator found Diana very sexy but I could not agree with that. As one
that has gone through two divorces, the sight of such a spell-binding adversary and thinking how
that brilliance might be used against me in the future, would put me off sex altogether.} I suppose
making a situation more antagonistic can make it more exciting but I don’t like it. If we want to be
excited we should leave Charles and Diana alone - we should simply go off climbing.
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7.		

THE JUDICIAL SYSTEM

Until four years ago I had very little to do with the law - making my will, inquests over a couple
climbers deaths, the usual conveyancing - and that was about it. In my first divorce I basically gave
everything to my ex-wife so there was no legal hassle. {I did see a solicitor when I couldn’t see the
children and he spent an hour of his time for free, giving me the superb advice of “ - don’t worry,
they always act like this to begin with - take your time and she is sure to call you in to help with
the children sooner or later”.} However in my second divorce I realised that, for the benefit of your
children, you must obtain your fair share of property, - so this divorce was contested and I did it
myself. It was great fun and as I think it makes a good story, I’ll give it now. However it does go on
a bit so you may prefer to skip it.
First about the decision to do it myself. It was not my intention to do it myself initially (I am too
lazy to indulge in unnecessary work) but I did want to be in control. Anyway I received this letter
from Jane’s solicitor, demanding the earth (the normal thing to do as I found out later), so I went
to my solicitor and told him how he should reply. He said “hey - this is not the way I work” so
we spent the next hour waffling on about generalities and then I left while he did some ‘research’
into child support. When his letter on child support finally came, I already knew what it should be
(all you have to do is ring up a section of the tax office, they type in your code and, in about one
minute flat, they tell you precisely what you have to pay). As the solicitors ‘research’ came up with
the wrong figures, I naturally decided that he wasn’t much use. So then I thought I had better get a
solicitor that specialised in family law. I rang around a bit but most refused to take me on when I
told them, quoting my previous experience, that I wanted to be in charge (i.e. I should decide what
should be done). Finally a guy agreed to give advice at a rate of $105 per hour - but this was not
taking my case - I was on my own. He was OK - I usually came with a specific list of questions and
he had a tendency to ramble on and one had to cut him short. But he was OK if you kept him to the
point. {He seemed very keen to receive cash in hand.}
In the initial stages you receive counselling and then you start writing things down in a series of
applications and cross-application affidavits. What struck me was - how beneficial it is to be forced
to write something down in a formal manner. The very act of writing forces one to think carefully
and not overstate your case. The law and the general procedures seemed very sensible. It takes a bit
of time but the decision of how to divide two peoples labours for 8 years must take time. The one
thing I thought was useless was the new-fangled system of a pre-hearing with a minor judge. As this
hearing was informal and unrecorded, it rapidly degenerated to the usual wild allegations slanging
match.
Anyway we couldn’t come to an agreement and so it finally came to the full hearing. At this stage
I found that, as I was not represented by a solicitor and as only solicitors can hire a barrister, I had
to go to the hearing unrepresented. Thus the system forces an all or nothing approach. However my
advising solicitor filled me in on what would happen and specifically told me:1)
The judge will not have read your paper work before hand. Either he will go out and read
it for the first hour or he will get you to read it out aloud. Be sure to read it out yourself because if
he goes out, you cannot be sure he will read it properly. {I’m sorry about the ‘he’ reference all the
time.}
2)
When the opposing barrister cross-examines you, they will often subtly suggest a false
impression to the court - don’t worry - you have a right of reply at the end when you can correct this
false impression.
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So the big day came and our case was given two days. I would have been quite happy for the case to
have been judged purely on the paper work but if this was the system, it was fine by me (as it wasn’t
costing me anything). Thus we arrived, witnesses and all, but they put a minor case on first that was
supposed to take 10 minutes, to get it out of the way. This minor thing in fact rambled on for ever,
so eventually we were sent home to start again with a new judge the next day.
So we all turn up next day and our new judge was a very different sort of character. The previous
one was pretty dosey but this one seemed to have sparks coming out of his eyes - one of the heavies
as I found out later. He first pitches into us really strongly because the children had not been given
their proper say as to what they wanted. What had happened was that at a previous pre-hearing,
Jane’s barrister had requested that the children be not questioned. I agreed to this because parents
can pressurise children to say what they want and the pressure is tough on the children. However I
did think that this was against the law but as the judge accepted it, I went along with it. The current
judge said, in no uncertain terms, that this was against the law but of course the person he should
have been telling this to was the previous judge and not us. At one stage it looked as if the hearing
was going to have to be postponed until the children’s wishes had been considered but when I
said “well if that is the law, it is fine by me” he suddenly realised he was putting Jane at a strong
disadvantage. Another hearing with further solicitor’s and barrister’s fees would be expensive for
her but would cost me practically nothing. Clearly the most heinous crime a judge can commit is to
disadvantage those people that are contributing generously to the legal profession - so he had to do
a quick about turn and the hearing was on.
At the start of the case I was in a bit of a daze because I was expecting the paper work to be read.
It turned out he had read it before hand (contrary to what my solicitor said) but I only really
understood this when I was asked if I wanted to cross-examine Jane - which obviously I didn’t.
Then my turn in the witness box and I took my notes with me because, in the sequence of paper
work, Jane had had the last reply. There were about 20 little points I needed to explain. However
you are not allowed to take your notes to the witness box. This is OK if you have your own counsel
because they have notes and from these, they ask the right questions which remind you of what you
have to say. But without notes it is hard to remember 20 items - however I suppose I remembered
the main things.
Then it was my turn to be cross-examined and a sequence of questions was:Janes counsel: “Do you have some money in NZ”, me: “Yes”
..
“Do you receive income from it”, me: “Yes”
..
“Have you entered this item in my income”, me: “No”,
end of questions - leaving the impression that I have falsely stated my income. However I didn’t
mind because I remembered the solicitor had said I could put the matter right when it was my turn
to reply. However when my turn for reply came, the judge simply said that I had no such right. Well
I was furious and put on such I turn that he was forced to listen to me and I explained the situation
which was that the money had been put into the children’s accounts (which they could see). It
would appear that judges have the right to define what the procedures shall be.
The whole hearing was over in an hour an quarter - but it was pretty intensive when it was on.
In the final judgement I did as well as I could probably hope. The main thing I was interested was
joint custody of the children and I had put the case that this was best for the children (which is the
primary object of the law as written). However the current interpretation of the law (by the judges)
is that custody will go to the primary carer unless you specifically prove they are not capable. My
argument was ignored.
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The property settlement was 50-50. Some arguments that I put forward (that my original
solicitor said were not acceptable) were in fact accepted.
Strangely the maintenance was not specified. Perhaps this was because it had never been a
point of contention. Jane and her solicitor were most irate about this and said they would take the
matter to court again. I just continued to pay what the child support agency says I should and the
matter has died away.
The majority of this chapter was worked out about 4 years ago which was while the paper work
of this case was going on but before the actual hearing. Thus the work was stimulated by the
realisation of how beneficial it is to write something down in a formal manner (particularly if this
subject has previously been highly emotive). I would like to think that I would have devised the
same system even without the court case but I can’t be sure. The weakness’s of our current system
that this case emphasised, were:1)
Our current system provides no incentive for people to act well. Thus people that make
sensible claims (as opposed to those that make outrageous claims) should be rewarded in some
manner. {One suspects the reason that this is the case is because, if people were rewarded for
making sensible claims, the legal profession would have less work to do.}
2)
Our current system does not force people to prepare for future problems. Thus if people
were more precise about who owns what in a marriage and where the children are to be brought up,
most of our marriage break-up problems would disappear.
3)
Our laws and legal systems are very imprecise - thus at times the only thing you can do is
yell and scream - which goes very much against the grain for me.
4)
Our system of solicitors and barristers make our legal system very expensive - for no great
benefit as far as I can see.
5)
Judges are just normal people and must be treated as such. They must be judged like
everyone else and not be a law unto themselves.
I think it is enormously beneficial for all of us to understand the fundamental problems of any
judicial system. It is one of those things that helps us to grow up (like settling our children’s
disputes). However in the context of the rest of this work, this chapter is not so important. Thus the
rest of the work is not terribly dependent on it. The chapter is supposed to be fun. {I was hoping
that this pre-thing would be fun but it has not turned out as light as I had hoped. When I look back
on the case I seem to automatically enter the mode for writing cross-applications etc and that mode
seems to lie heavily on this pre-thing.}

7.1

EXPECTATIONS

The purpose of our judicial system is of course to implement a legal system which gives equality
and justice to all people. {Normally our requirement is also that the system is consistent with our
land structure and the autonomy we give to the different levels of society. However in this case
the levels of society interact in only a minor way, so each societies’ judicial system can mostly be
regarded as being fully independent.}
To give equality then we specifically require that:1)
The powers of all people be the same and thus all people (citizens in our case) must have the
same powers as that which we presently only give to judges, lawyers or police.
2)
The treatment of the rich and the poor must be the same so this means that money should not
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be able to ‘buy better justice’.
For freedom we specifically require that a group of people does not have to pay for something that
had nothing to do with them. This means that if two people are having a quarrel then the entire
expenses of this quarrel must be borne by the two people having the quarrel. Thus society cannot
financially help the poor person in the quarrel (to give equality) because in doing so they would be
contradicting our concept of freedom.
Basically then we are forced to create a judicial system which is easily understood, simple
and is basically a ‘do it yourself affair’.
I am justifying my approach simply on the basis of equality and freedom but of course in doing this,
we are also correcting things which we all already know to be wrong. Thus:1)
Our police forces have always been the most corrupt part of our society. Captain Midnite
gives the obvious explanation - “a young man who has already learned bad habits might feel safer if
he became a police-man”. The best way to eliminate this corruption is to get rid of the police.
2)
We know that the legal profession (like all other groups of people) organises the law to its
own advantage. One can never give a monopoly of power to one section of a community.
3)
The law of a society is fundamental to all people in a society and so all must understand
the law. This means we all must work at the problem of keeping the law simple, consistent and
understandable by all. However there are advantages in this involvement - we see the different sides
of a particular problem, we get rid of our false expectation - we grow up.
It might appear that to provide this equality and freedom we would have an almost impossible task.
Surprisingly this is not the case at all. It is relatively straightforward to give a workable system with
equality and freedom. The real difficulty is our own internal problems because we all harbour two
false expectations which clearly can never be met. These are:1)
We do not wish to face the fact that justice and privacy are incompatible. For a society
to give justice it must know what is going on and clearly it cannot know what is happening in
a private situation. If you want to do something in private then society cannot protect you. This
message needs to be spelt out loud and clear - but have you ever been to a marriage service where
the marriage couple have been so warned (and of course it is a very well known fact that the most
probable person to injure another person is that person’s spouse). In the third world villages there is
much less crime simply because everyone knows everyone-else and sees what they are doing. If our
western world wants less crime, then its people must forego some of their privacy.
2)
We as humans find it very difficult to face the fact that sometimes we simply do not know.
Thus the “open finding” in the Azaria case was hailed with dismay but how could we possibly know
for sure what happened 15 years ago in a case where there were already two completely opposing
verdicts (and both supposedly beyond reasonable doubt). We always wish to judge a situation
in spite of Jesus’s wise advice of “judge not that thou be not judged”. We have to accept the fact
that a society often cannot know (and hence judge some situations). In these cases a society must
simply act for the common good (in a probalistic sense). In the Azaria case fortunately, society
clearly does not need to do anything because if the Chamberlains did kill their baby then they have
hurt themselves more than society. {And at this stage no one is suggesting we need exterminate
any more dingos.} Normally of course in cases of uncertainty one would have to do some nasty
probabilistic calculations. {Fortunately as our system has no punishment (see citizenship), such
calculations are much more acceptable.}
It is worth pointing out at this stage that recent technical advances have made the problems of
justice much easier. Thus there are now many simple and cheap recording devices in the form of
cameras, cine films, tape recorders etc and hence it is possible to know what happened in the cases
in question, much more objectively. The current world does not use these facilities as much as they
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could (perhaps because the legal profession is not interested in making the problem easier) but they
should make life much easier. Our already defined land structure, citizenship, monetary system and
information system also make the problem of justice much easier as we detail in the next section.
Thus the problem of justice is already much easier than in the current world.
To further make the problem of justice easier we do the following:1)
Clarify all situations. Thus for example all people are required to specify their ownership.
This makes theft much more difficult.
2)
Witnesses are paid. The current world expects all people to act as witnesses for nothing. In
our system witnesses are rewarded as they deserve.
3)
We give a clear incentive for all people at all stages to act for the common good.
4)
We simplify and clarify the law.
Thus with these facilities the basic problems of justice are quite reasonable. The difficulty is to get
people to throw away their false expectations.

7.2

THE ELEMENTS OF THE SYSTEM

In the current world, the functions of law are carried out by police, lawyers, judges, courts and the
department of justice so in this section I am detailing how all these various functions shall be spread
among the community and the various departments. Before doing this however I need to re-cap on
the implications of our land structure and what the Citizenship and Information departments do in
connection with justice.
A.

Land Structure

The land structure is naturally also the jurisdictional structure and as our land structure gives a
large degree of freedom, this means that each jurisdictional area (the federal lands of a society)
may have completely independent laws. This structure also provides the logic for our concept of
‘no punishment’ (detailed in our citizenship chapter). Besides each level of society being fully
independent, we also allow a great deal of independence to rented sub-areas (i.e. such areas may
largely also have their own laws). This was talked about in our ‘privacy’ section 6.4. Thus the
problems of jurisdiction (i.e. recognising the boundaries when laws change and being assured that
the people involved clearly understand these changes) are of great importance.
One of the advantages of this structure is that jurisdictional areas will tend to be much
smaller and as each jurisdictional area will clearly wish to know who has entered or left their
area, in general the location of any one person will be known much more precisely. Thus in our
system the least precise situation would occur when a person was in the public area of the world
jurisdiction (i.e the federal land) and this would occur only for people holding world citizenship
(which would only be very responsible people). As opposed to this for example, in the current world
a common thug might be anywhere in the whole of the USA.
B.
Citizenship Dept. etc
Because our system cannot have punishment, the gaining and loss of the various levels of
citizenship now becomes very important. As the ultimate deterrent is loss of citizenship, the
Citizenship Dept. becomes the essential control of crime. The features that are relevant to our
judicial system are:1)
The education system is specifically designed to prepare people for citizenship. Thus each
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citizen can be expected to be trained in the application of the laws of a society.
2)
There are many graduations in the process of gaining or losing citizenship and so a person
will at all times retain a clear incentive to act to the common good. {As opposed to the current
world where, if a person falls to the bottom (i.e. they become dependent on welfare or receive a
long jail sentence), then they tend to have no incentive to act well.}
3)
Our monetary system has no cash and so the simplest form of theft (i.e. the theft of cash)
cannot occur.
C.

Information Dept.

Our society will maintain an information system where all people can see everything that is
occurring in their society (and add their say if they wish - see last chapter). This system becomes a
secondary deterrent against crime because, if someone does something wrong, everyone will hear
about it. In the case of a reasonably minor infringement, this may often be a sufficient deterrent.
For example if a person infringes another societies privacy then, if other societies are correctly
informed, other societies may restrict this person’s visiting rights. Specifically important to the
judicial system are:1)
All people will largely be able to see where people are at all times.
2)
All people will be able to see who owns what.
3)
All financial dealing between all bodies can be seen by all.
4)
The laws associated with libel, slander, censorship, copyright and patent are simplified and
can now be understood by all.
5)
There are levels of formality which are specifically designed to facilitate the judicial
process.
The law that we will essentially be covering in this chapter will primarily be OWNERSHIP,
CRIMINAL and TORT because other chapters will deal with the other types of law. Our system
of no debt and open information makes fraud almost impossible to occur. Also with ownership
so clearly specified, it becomes very difficult for theft to occur. Thus our law is very largely just
associated with personal injury and property damage.
As I have said the functions of police, lawyers and judges are all done by citizens (or judicial
citizens which is just a slightly higher level of citizenship) and how this is done is detailed in the
following sections. However I think it convenient to have the three following public bodies:1.
Emergency Dept
This would include the usual fire and ambulance functions but also the police type work associated
with emergencies. This work is mainly what I will refer to as ‘witnessing operations’ which
basically means recording precisely what happened (so that the cause may be established). It is
clearly convenient to have these functions in one department because many emergencies involve all
three activities. Constraining a person that was deemed dangerous to society, would also be carried
out by the emergency department (in the same way that they might be called to constrain a wild
bull that had got loose). This would be just a temporary measure until the Citizenship Dept. decided
what should be done. Thus the functions of the Emergency Dept. are immediate, physical and on the
spot.
2.
Public Prosecutor
This is the body that would represent the society as a whole (in cases where this is necessary). Thus
in a murder case where it was perceived that the rest of society might be at further risk, the public
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prosecutor would be the body that might instigate an investigation. Likewise the public prosecutor
might instigate charges when it was felt necessary for society’s benefit.
3.
Judicial Dept.
The main function of this body would be to maintain the consistency and clarity of the society’s
laws. However this body would also be responsible for granting or rescinding the judicial level of
citizenship and for appointing judges if appellants could not agree. In general the time-scale for this
departments activities is very long term.
Our actual judicial system needs to be specified before the functions of these departments can
be defined any further. As these departments must be partially funded by public monies it might
appear that I am re-negging on my freedom promise and I will be forcing people to pay for facilities
that they do not use. However the Emergency Dept. will be funded by those bodies causing the
emergency so this is no problem. The Public Prosecutor and the Judicial Dept. will be very small
bodies (much smaller than current day police departments etc) and their concerns will in fact be of a
general society nature.

7.3

INJURY, RESTITUTION AND WITNESS INCENTIVE

Up till now we have had two incentives to encourage people to act well (public information and loss
of citizenship). In this section I will introduce a third incentive which is financial restitution to the
injured party (and other parties as well as we discuss later). This section then forms the basis for the
normal process of law. Our purpose is to give a simple and consistent logic to this process so that all
people will understand the law without any difficulty.
Unfortunately we are only going to be partially successful in this process and so my first rule is
going to be that, if there is no clear logic for financial restitution, then it should not occur (i.e. we
just rely on public information and possible loss of citizenship to persuade people to act well).
We have already come across this case in ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’, ‘FORCED RECEPTION’ and
‘PRIVACY INFRINGEMENT’ and now I will list three other types of occasion:1)
Threats
It is clearly a very serious matter if a person threatens another persons life but there is no logic for
financial restitution. Thus we must rely on making the fact public and possible loss of citizenship to
stop such practice.
2)
Contravening Conventions
If a person walks up the street without any clothes on, then rest of society might not like it very
much but it is hard to find a logic for any financial restitution.
3)
Dangerous activities
If a person exceeds the speed limit on the highway then this activity must be discouraged but if
there is no accident there can be no restitution.
Thus these cases need no restitution to an injured party. However there may be witnesses
that need to be recompensed and this will be discussed later in the section. Clearly then there must
be laws defining a society’s conventions and specifying what is deemed to be a dangerous activity.
The obvious basis of law is that if one party injuries another party then the guilty party should
restitute for the cost of the injury. Before going though the details we first need to consider the
possible forms of injury. They would be of two types:143

1)
To property
This could be damage, theft, breach of copyright, or pollution in the form of acid rain, leaving
rubbish etc.
2)
To person
This could be injury, murder, rape, psychological injury or pollution in the form of excessive noise
etc.
The first problem is how to quantify the injury. In some cases this is relatively easy. Thus ‘theft’
would be the price of the object and ‘injury to person’ the amount of money that the injury prevents
the person from earning. However in most cases there needs to be a series of laws which simply
specify how each injury shall be quantified. Thus the injury associated with rape might be quantified
as one cit-year.
I now need to demonstrate how difficult this all might be. Thus this whole work is based on the
principles of ‘equality’, ‘freedom’ and ‘that the system must work’ but unfortunately these three
different principles will tend to give slightly different degrees of restitution. Let us consider the
following example. Suppose a person is carrying a precious fragile antique bowl in their hands up
the street and a runner carelessly knocks into them and the precious bowl is smashed.
1)
Then if you use the ‘freedom’ principle you will say that the runner should restitute the
person for the full price of the precious bowl because he clearly interfered with this person activities
and so the person must be recompensed fully.
2)
If you use the ‘equality’ principle you will say that the runner should recompense the person
to the degree at which he was at fault in running carelessly up the street but not up to the full
price of the bowl because there is no reason for an egalitarian society to support the continuation
of inequalities in wealth (the person owning the expensive bowl must presumably be abnormally
wealthy).
3)
If you use the ‘that the system must work’ principle you will say that both parties are at fault
(the runner for not looking where he was going and the person for not protecting a fragile item more
carefully) and so the runner must recompense the other person in the proportion at which he was at
fault.
The situation is very complex and there are even more complex situations because in
this case it was at least clear who caused the damage. When both parties are moving (i.e. in car
collisions) it is not always even clear who caused the collision.
Clearly then a society must have some rules specifying how fault shall be apportioned and these
rules will be very difficult. One of the problems is that if you have specific rules then almost
invariably there will be circumstance when these specific rules give a ‘wrong’ result. Thus if you
have a rule saying cars should not travel above 100 mph then there will be emergencies when it is
appropriate that they should. One probably needs to start with a general overlying rule such as ‘all
people must act in the best interests of society and are at fault in as much they are not doing this’
and then within this general framework there are specific guidelines.
Finally we come to the circumstance where I have something definitive to say. This is when ‘injury’
occurs to a party but it is uncertain if the culpable party will be found. Thus in the case of theft or
murder (where clearly injury occurs) it is often not possible to determine the culpable party. It can
be seen that if restitution only occurs when the culpable party is found then the culpable party may
have an expectation of making a profit. Thus for example if a thief restitutes (and no more) only
when they are found out then the times when they are not found out will be pure profit. {In the
present world we overcome the problem by ‘punishing’ the culpable party. However my society
structure does not give this option.}
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Clearly we cannot allow a party to make a profit by carrying out an anti-social action and so, to
prevent this, we need to increase the restitution they make by dividing the restitution by the chance
of the culprit being found. Thus if the chance of theft being detected is in general 1 in 5 then if a
thief steals an object worth a $100 then the thief must restitute $500 to be assured the thief has no
expectation of making a profit. {Strictly my wording is not quite correct. If a person parks in a no
park zone and if the cost to society is $10 and the chance of being caught is 1 in 4 then the offender
should pay $40. It is possible that the offender might still make a profit from this activity (they
deem it worth-while to occasionally pay $40 to be able to park in a no park zone) but if they pay the
associated costs, it is not an anti-social action.}
The problem is then who to give the extra $400 ($500 minus $100 restituted to original party) to.
We might for example give it to:1)
the original party,
2)
other parties that have suffered theft that have not been recompensed (because the thief was
not caught),
3)
society as a whole.
It is in this decision that I shall differ from any known practise or suggestion - I believe this extra
money should go the principle witness that allowed the offender (the thief in this case) to be caught.
My reasons are:1)
It is a lack of a witness that allows the offender to go undetected.
2)
Proper witnessing involves work and so should be paid. Most of our current police activities
are essentially witness activities and by paying for the activity one encourages private independent
individuals to take over this role. Thus there might be independent operators patrolling our roads
that would be paid by this means.
3)
This system gives the correct incentive. Thus if one recompensed people that suffered
previous theft then such people might not protect their goods as well as they might. Paying the
witness a substantial amount means people will be keen to do what needs to be done.
Clearly the person that suffered the injury might often be the chief witness in catching the offender.
I have suggested so far then that the amount a witness should be recompensed should be in inverse
proportion to the chance of the offender being caught. In general this chance will be difficult to
determine so clearly our Judicial Dept. should give a series of laws saying what a witness should
be payed for a particular offence. Thus for theft they might receive 4 times the value of the goods
stolen. These rates would vary depending to what extent a certain offence is a problem. Thus if
dogs fouling footpaths becomes a problem the Judicial Dept. might double the rate. This will have a
double-sided effect on the offence:1)
offenders have to pay twice as much and
2)
there is twice as much incentive for witnesses to catch them.
{The rate might go down if the problem disappears.}
Summarising then we will have the following sets of laws:1)
laws specifying conventions and unacceptable dangerous activities,
2)
laws specifying financial quantification of injury,
3)
laws specifying degree of fault for an injury under different circumstances,
4)
laws specifying the ‘witness’ reward.
Then:A.
if a party contravenes the conventions and unacceptable dangerous activities laws they pay:-1.
the judges costs and
-2.
the witness costs according to the ‘witness’ reward laws.
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B.
-1.
fault,
-2.
-3.

if a party injures another party they pay:the injured party the financial quantification of the injury in proportion to their degree of
the judges costs and
the witness costs according to the ‘witness’ recompense laws.

It can be seen therefore that I have only been partially successful in trying to keep the nature of
law simple. This is not so much my fault but just that circumstances can be very complex. There
is a tendency therefore to believe that if you want good justice that you must hire specialists (i.e.
trained lawyers) to implement the system. I do not think this is true. Firstly there is no such thing
as ‘absolute justice’ as my example for fault demonstrates. Admittedly a few specialists might be
capable of administering laws slightly more consistently than if everyone acts as a judge. However
this will not help society if the normal person does not understand the logic that they use. The
purpose of the law is to persuade people to act to the common good and this aim cannot be achieved
if people are vague about the nature of the law. There are circumstances where the operation of the
law will always be a little imprecise and this is an unpleasant fact that one has to accept. {I wish I
could persuade my children to accept this fact.}

7.4

THE JUDICIAL LEVEL OF CITIZENSHIP AND THE JUDICIAL DEPT.

I find it convenient to introduce a ‘judicial’ level of citizenship but this level is clearly somewhat
arbitrary in nature. This arbitrariness must now pervade the rest of this chapter. The creation of a
higher level of citizenship also tends to re-enforce the idea that citizens should be represented in
some manner in the government and have some degree of say on internal matters. In particular
perhaps they should elect the Judicial Dept..
The purpose of the judicial level of citizenship is to:1)
carry out judgements,
2)
instigate charges and
3)
give requests for immediate witness (as in police questioning - see next section).
It might appear then that I am introducing a legal profession similar to the current world. This is
only partially true. My judicial level of citizenship is not to be deemed as a specialised professional
qualification but rather just another level of citizenship that most people could acquire if it was
convenient and useful to do so. It is convenient to introduce this level not only because such people
would have slightly greater knowledge and powers but because it can be rescinded if these powers
are not being used correctly.
My suggestions for qualifications for the judicial level would be:1)
5 years experience as a citizen of the society and being active in the society for the majority
of this time.
2)
Reasonably active in witness activities during this time i.e. perhaps a 100 testimony level
entries (totalling a 100 pages) in the society’s information system within this period.
3)
Re-pass the citizenship exam at a slightly higher level. {As mentioned previously all people
would be able to see the detailed results so in choosing a judge they might choose someone with
better results.}
4)
Have no debt.
5)
Hold supernal citizenship (or for world retain all levels of lower citizenship).
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These requirements would not be difficult to obtain and would be easier than the initial obtaining
of supernal citizenship. I am expecting that between 20% and 50% of citizens would be at the
judicial level and most people would be at the judicial level at the level of society at which they
are primarily active. Thus this is not an elitist or a professional classification. One would imagine
that all the various offices in the society would be held by people with judicial citizenship and there
might be a law requiring that this be so.
I will go through the three specific functions of the judicial citizens in the next two sections but
for the moment I need to introduce the idea of ‘BAD JUDGEMENT’ which will apply to all three
functions. Any judicial function is subject to a ‘BAD JUDGEMENT’ charge and if this is supported
then normally the person concerned will be stripped of their judicial level citizenship. Clearly this
is not as important as the loss of citizenship but it may be conceived as a bit of a dishonour. {‘BAD
JUDGEMENT’ then is rather similar to ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’ but would apply to a different level
of citizenship.}
In the present world, there is normally a hierarchy of courts that one can appeal to if one believes
that a ‘bad judgement’ has been made. Naturally my system will not contain such a hierarchy however a similar effect can be obtained by using larger ‘teams’ of judicial citizens. My general
procedure for ‘BAD JUDGEMENT’ case then would be the following:1)
A charge of ‘BAD JUDGEMENT’ will be brought against a specific judicial action. This
charge must be supported by a larger ‘judicial team of citizens’ than were engaged in the original
activity.
2)
Judgement is passed on this charge by a ‘judicial team of citizens’ that is larger than the
team involved in the original action and the team involved in the charge combined. In a similar way
to ‘FALSE WITNESS’, this judgement has only three options:-a.
the original action is given ‘BAD JUDGEMENT’,
-b.
those bringing the charges are given ‘BAD JUDGEMENT’,
-c.
all are given ‘DOUBTFUL JUDGEMENT’ (where it is deemed two ‘DOUBTFUL
JUDGEMENTS’ make one ‘BAD JUDGEMENT’).
This limitation will form a strong disincentive against escalation (as I demonstrated in the case of
‘FALSE WITNESS’ in the last chapter).
It can be seen that for a very contentious issue this process might escalate several times. Thus:1)
2 person judicial team might instigate a charge of ‘BAD JUDGEMENT’ against a particular
one person judgement,
2)
4 person judicial team might give judgement,
3)
5 person judicial team might challenge the 4 person judicial team verdict,
4)
10 person judicial team might give judgement on the 5 person charge,
- and this might continue escalating until there were no judicial citizens left to carry out the
process. This then leads us to the role of the Judicial Dept.
The purpose of the Judicial Dept. is:1)
To maintain the clarity and consistency of the society’s laws. Specifically this means they
maintain a book which completely defines the law (as opposed to our system where innumerable
previous cases define the detail of the law). This is a very difficult task because to keep it simple
enough for all citizens to understand but complete enough to cover all cases, needs a lot of careful
thought. Thus if the government wanted to introduce a new law they would have to present it to
the Judicial Dept. first. The Judicial Dept. would write out in detail how this would affect their
law book and then if and when it is passed, all people would know precisely what is implied. {As
opposed to current day practise where politicians introduce fine sounding laws but whose detailed
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working is undefined or worse still is inconsistent with fundamental principles. The final result is
that the law becomes an inconsistent mess.}
2)
To give and rescind the judicial level of citizenship. If the rules for the choice of judicial
citizens are as I gave and the sole reason for loss is ‘BAD JUDGEMENT’ then this whole process
becomes quite automatic and so requires very little work.
3)
To choose a judge when the citizens involved cannot agreed. Again this operation can be
quite automatic and so require very little work.
It can be seen now then that any ‘BAD JUDGEMENT’ case must be a strong reflection on the
Judicial Dept. because either:1)
it would be caused by unclear laws or
2)
it would be caused by inadequate judges
and the Judicial Dept. is responsible for both these circumstances. Thus as the Judicial Dept. will
be mainly judged on the number of ‘BAD JUDGEMENTS’ that occur during its term of office (or
result from the department’s actions in the future), they will have a great incentive to make sure that
‘BAD JUDGEMENTS’ occur as little as possible. Thus if an escalation process started to occur (as
given in our example) the Judicial Dept. would rapidly step in and clarify the state of the law (by
extending their book of law). Another slightly more minor aspect that the Judicial Dept. would be
judged on would be the number of judges. This should not become too small (which would occur
if the law becomes too complex and then insufficient numbers of people feel they can adequately
master it). The Judicial Dept. thus has a fine line along which it must tread.
The precise definition of what constitutes ‘BAD JUDGEMENT’ is rather difficult. I will define it to
mean either:1)
a definite mistake or error in implementing the law or
2)
interpreting the law so badly that they should be deemed as unworthy of judicial citizenship.
It most certainly does not mean that a better judgement could have been made.

7.5

QUESTIONING

Before we can finally define our judicial procedure we have a difficult problem to solve - how
much questioning do we allow and by whom. In our current system this occurs in several different
places i.e. 1) police questioning of suspects 2) barrister questioning of witnesses and 3) general
questioning by judges. Clearly however the same logic should apply to all circumstances. Most of
the famous ‘good’ judgements (e.g. Solomon and the mother of the baby, - Daniel, Susanna and
the false judges) are derived from ‘clever’ questioning so this must have an important effect on our
judicial form.
Before tackling this difficult problem, I will deal with an important (but easier) related question.
When a serious crime is committed it is important to know where everyone is at the time of the
crime. At present this is done by police questioning but with our information system and simple use
of computers we can clearly do much better than this.
If a serious crime occurs we will say that either the Emergency Dept. or the Public Prosecutor has
the right to call for a ‘Presence Request’ and this means that all people in a specified area over a
specified range of time have to enter testimony level items in the information system stating:1)
precisely where they were during this time,
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2)
the other people they saw (and when) during this time.
Assuming all people have unique identifiers a computer can now:1)
check that all these statements are consistent with each-other (and with the known presence
data - see information system chapter),
2)
indicate those people that have alibis (i.e. they could not have been present at the crime at
the time).
When this function is carried out manually at present by the police, the cost and difficulty of the
operation means the area covered must be quite small. However when the operation is carried out
by a ‘Presence Request’ on the information system, the area covered may be much larger. Under
many circumstances it would be best if the area is simply the whole of the society’s federal area
because then everyone will know where everyone is and there would be no loose ends. Where there
are conflicting items then some people must end up with ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’ or ‘DOUBTFUL
TESTIMONY’ charges (instigated by the public prosecutor). If someone ignores the request then
we must introduce a ‘NO TESTIMONY’ charge which would lie somewhere between ‘FALSE
TESTIMONY’ and ‘DOUBTFUL TESTIMONY’ on a sort of iniquity scale.
Such a procedure would be very effective. Best of all all people would be treated equally and
so there is no problem of specific people being singled out for questioning. Furthermore if the
Emergency Dept. or the Public Prosecutor called too many ‘presence requests’ then as public bodies
they would be judged accordingly. Thus no one could complain about this form of questioning.
I will start the general consideration of ‘questioning’ in a case where it is clearly a ‘good thing’.
When several people commit a crime then they can often be found out by independent questioning.
In these circumstances inconsistencies in their several stories may often indicate that their evidence
is fabricated. The standard example is the biblical Susanna story where one false judge says she
committed the adultery under the mastic tree and the other false judge says she committed it
beneath a holm oak. However this story assumes gross stupidity on behalf of both the judges (it is
inconceivable that two judges would not collude to give a consistent story and even if they didn’t,
why would they let themselves be questioned by Daniel who was a nobody). A more reasonable
case would consist of two people suspected of a crime and immediately afterwards they are
questioned about the details of what they were doing. The crucial item is that the questioning
must be done immediately because then the suspects would not have had time to collude to form a
consistent story (and also to avoid the stock reply of “I don’t remember”).
To allow this facility, the obvious feature to add to our system is that citizens of judicial standing,
if the circumstances are appropriate, should be allowed to request people that are likely to have
a particular knowledge of events, to supply full details of their knowledge (what I referred to as
‘requests for immediate witness’ in 7.4). If this action was delayed until a public dept. could be
referred to, the operation would lose the advantage of immediacy (hopefully there would be a
judicial level citizen around). Clearly an ‘immediate witness request’ is rather like ‘questioning’ but
to decide precisely how close we need to consider some details.
Firstly we need to consider the form of the request and here we have to decide if the request should
explain the reasons for the request or not. This may make a considerable difference - thus if the
false judges had understood the reason for Daniel’s question was to demonstrate an inconsistency in
their story then they would have clearly tried to avoid the question.
Well I claim the request should give the reasons for it. My reasons are:1)
it means the person can understand the question properly and hence give a better answer.
2)
it is just that a person should know the reason for the work they are being required to do,
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3)
not giving the reasons will tend to advantage the clever experienced rascal as opposed to the
normal innocent person because the experienced people would understand the reason to begin with.
{As I have said the Susanna story is plainly stupid in this respect.}
I am sure a lot of clever people will disagree with me on this point but remember I am devising a
judicial system that gives justice to the ordinary inexperienced person.
Secondly we have to consider to what extent a person is to be forced to reply. Clearly one
cannot force a person to do anything and it is better that they say nothing than give ‘FALSE
TESTIMONY’. Thus all one can do is charge them with ‘NO TESTIMONY’ and assume the worst.
Clearly then in the Susanna story if the judges had refused to say (or said they had forgotten) where
the adultery was committed then this would be insufficient to have them put to death. However on
the other hand their evidence would now be insufficient to have had Susanna put to death. Probably
there would now be sufficient doubt in the judge’s evidence that they would no longer be called to
act as judges. In general I believe that this process is sufficiently good to make society work (which
is our prime desire) but is not sufficiently good to assure people as to what actually happened
(which as I said before is often a false expectation).
Finally the questioner should not be allowed to dictate the nature of a reply. Thus the questioner
should not be able to demand a ‘yes’/’no’ answer. A person, when they understand a question and
the reason behind it, should be allowed to frame their answer as they feel best approximates the
truth.
If we now extend these concepts (that a question must give the reason and the answer has the right
to answer as they see fit) to all other circumstances (the cross-examination of witness etc) then
there is no doubt that the questioning process is weakened. However I think that this is the correct
form. The gains and losses would be very hard to estimate without an enormous amount of practical
experience. We all instinctively tend to visualise the questioner as the ‘goody’ and the replier as the
‘bady’ and so by limiting the powers of questioner, we may be helping the ‘bady’. I question if the
questioner is always the ‘goody’ or the replier is always the ‘bady’.
Summarising the practical aspects of this process then I am saying:1)
a judicial level citizen may (in appropriate circumstances) request a person (normally a
citizen) to give witness (usually ‘immediate’ but not always),
2)
the detailed reasons for this request must be given (the possibility of inconsistent evidence
for a particular crime is a reason),
3)
the person in giving their answer may take their time but there must be no possibility of
collusion with other people,
4)
if the person’s reply is insufficient they may face a ‘NO TESTIMONY’ charge,
5)
item (2) will be entered in the information system as a judicial level item and item (3) will
be entered as a testimony level item,
6)
if the request was unjustified or the reason given for the request was incorrect then the
judicial level citizen instigating the matter may face a ‘BAD JUDGEMENT’ charge.
7)
if the ‘witness request’ item is subject to witness recompense (see 7.3) then this recompense
goes to the judicial citizen who instigated the request. {The judicial citizen needs an incentive to
carry out this action and people need to know that, if they do not voluntarily give witness (where
they would be paid) then they might still face a request for this witness (where they would not be
paid).}
Clearly there may be laws detailing the nature of ‘appropriate circumstances’ more precisely.
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7.6

PROCEDURES AND EXAMPLES

Now that we have dealt with the questions problem, we are in a position to introduce a judicial
procedure which will be both simple and cheap. In general the procedure would be:1)
witness items and ‘immediate witness requests’ are first introduced independently onto the
information system,
2)
a charge (judicial level) is introduced,
3)
a reply (testimony level) is given,
4)
successive replies are made until a party does not wish to make a further reply (these replies
then include ‘questions’ and ‘answers’),
5)
further ‘witness requests’ might be made by other external bodies (improbable),
6)
both parties either agree on a judge or else ask the Judicial Dept. for a judge,
7)
on the basis of this paper work (i.e. all these information items), the judge gives judgement
specifying who has to pay what to whom.
This procedure will be relatively cheap because:1)
a physical court is not used and people do not need to assemble at a physical spot at a
specific time,
2)
there are no barrister costs,
3)
solicitors (i.e. judicial experts) may be used for help in producing the various replies but this
should not be necessary and in general they would not be beneficial,
4)
the system allows a bargaining process to occur to find a judicial citizen who will give
judgement at minimum cost (the work involved would normally be in proportion to the amount of
paper work involved and so as this is known, a judge can make an estimate of their costs).
The crucial feature of the system is that judgements may themselves be judged. As everything is
precisely written down, at a later date other judges may estimate how good the judgement was (as
opposed to our current system where some of the information is verbal or visual and thus it is not
recorded).
It can be seen that this given reply process may continue indefinitely. Furthermore there needs to
be a clear incentive for all people to present their case in its entirety from the start. With this mind I
now place the two conditions:1)
Only primary witness items may be recompensed (as described in 7.3). {The primary
witness items are those items stated before the case opens and not associated with the various
replies.}
2)
The judge in giving their costs for the two parties, apportions that which is associated
with non-relevant matter (or that which caused an unnecessary reply) to the party that caused the
problem (irrespective of the outcome of the case).
{Note either party may stop the reply sequence by simply ceasing to reply.}
Coming now to the precise details of judicial procedure there must be many different forms
because, in accordance with our freedom principle, we must allow people to resolve their problems
in any way to which they all mutually agree. I will just consider three main classifications.
1.
Private
This would occur when the parties wish to keep the details of their disagreement as private as
possible. In these circumstances the two parties could produce their paper work privately (but in the
order I have generally outlined) and choose a judicial person to give judgement (the process could
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be just oral). If both parties produce testimony level items stating that they agree to this procedure
then the society should recognise their judge’s judgement. However this private procedure cannot
occur if:1)
the society itself is involved (e.g. if a ‘convention’ or an ‘unacceptably dangerous activity’ is
involved) as the society must know the details,
2)
a witness needs to be recompensed (because society will then wish to see the relevant
testimony item).
A crucial feature of this form must also be that the judgement cannot be subject to a ‘BAD
JUDGEMENT’ charge (as the precise form of the evidence will be open to doubt). Clearly if
applicable, this is the cheapest and easiest method of resolving a dispute.
2.
Public but by mutual consent
This form is appropriate where there are public concerns and both parties need independent
judicial advice. However the parties are happy to agree on the form of the proceedings. This is the
typical sort of situation in a multiple car crash. The procedure would be as I have outlined except
there would be no charge (but both parties agree on when to reply - see charge details). The final
judgement can be subject to a ‘BAD JUDGEMENT’ charge.
3.
No Agreement
This is the case where the protagonists can agree on nothing. It would also be the form used
whenever the Public Prosecutor (representing society as a whole) was involved. The form is the
general form as given but I will now specify the details associated with the charge, the primary
reply and the judgement.
The charge, which is introduced by a judicial citizen (or Public Prosecutor) who would not
normally be (or represent) the injured party, must specify:1)
the body that caused the problem (i.e the body being charged)
2)
the body injured (this might be society itself).
3)
the nature of the injury (if this is society this could be the laws contravened),
4)
when and where then incident occurred,
5)
the primary witness items referred to,
6)
the proposed reply period (i.e. how long each party has to make a reply),
7)
the nature of the primary reply.
I have thus made a charge a judicial activity (subject to ‘BAD JUDGEMENT’) because it will
require the body being charged to do some work and if this work was not necessary then the body
that caused this work, should be penalised.
The reply which is done by the accused as a testimony level item, then will normally say
whether they did or did not do what they are accused of (according to the ‘nature of the primary
reply’), agree or propose a different reply sequence (if different this must have judicial support) and
give any witness or say anything else they want to.
{The reply sequence now continues as before.}
The Judge’s final judgement will then specify:1)
the logic they have used in coming to their result (i.e the laws and principles referred to),
2)
the relevance of all the associated witness items,
3)
the consistency of the various witness items and hence suggest any ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’
charges that should ensure.
4)
the witness compensation charges,
5)
the injury charges,
6)
their own charges.
With our given monetary system (see 5.4), these charges can then be immediately implemented and
so no enforcement agency is necessary.
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One form of procedure which I find very appealing but which does not fit into my general scheme
of things, is the following:1)
we require both parties to summarise their cases by saying precisely what the judges verdict
should be i.e. the six items as given above,
2)
the final judge then simply chooses one or other of these two opposing (presumable)
judgements in its entirety.
The advantage of this scheme is that it forces both parties to be very reasonable in their demands.
Thus they would know that any outrageous claim would simply mean that the whole case would go
to the other party. Nice but I can’t see how to fit it in.
I will now consider five very different cases and demonstrate how these procedures would be used.
A.
The runner and the precious bowl
This is that awkward case I used in 7.3 to demonstrate how difficult it is to apportion fault. In this
case there is no disagreement about what happened (so there is no witness problem) but there is
difficulty in interpreting the law. This is an obvious case for a private procedure so both parties look
through the list of judicial citizens and find one that has dealt with cases like this before. They then
enter testimony items saying they will abide by this judge’s decision. They then have a meeting with
their chosen judge giving the particulars. The judge then gives judgement and this whole thing (i.e.
including the injury charges and their own costs) is entered as a judicial level item. The charges are
then automatically implemented. Thus the system is very simple (and presumably cheap if you have
checked the judge’s costs in previous cases) - but there is nothing you can do if you don’t like the
judge’s judgement.
B.
Speeding
In this case we consider a person who makes a part-time profession of catching people for speeding.
As a professional naturally they record everything that they do so when someone is caught. This
recorded evidence is entered into the information system (testimony level). As this would be a very
standard occurrence, normally both parties would agree on a routine judge and there would be no
further witness items. The offender then would pay the catcher the standard fine (as according to the
witness compensation laws) and also pay the judge’s costs (which would be small).
C.
A dog fouling the footpath
This case differs from our previous example in that the person that saw the event was not a
professional witness and the event was not recorded. This case is much more subtle.
The witness enters a witness item which simply says “I thought I saw --- with their dog and
at time --- place --- and their dog fouled the footpath and the mess was not cleared up”. The person
finds it embarrassing to resolve the matter ‘by mutual consent’ so she goes to the Public Prosecutor
who instigates a charge. The offender receives the charge and they are in a bit of a quandary. The
primary witness is clearly very weak so if they denied that they were responsible and this was
they only evidence, then they would clearly get off. However further evidence might be supplied
proving they were guilty (e.g. a photograph might have been taken or someone else may have seen
the offence). Then in this case if they have said that they did not do it then they would be up for
a ‘FALSE TESTIMONY’ charge (because their reply was a testimony level item). As a ‘FALSE
TESTIMONY’ charge is much more serious than paying the costs associated with the fouling, they
find it safer to admit to the offence. In a similar manner in many cases people will be forced to
admit to an offence even thought there was not in fact sufficient evidence to prove they actually did
do it.
In the judgement the offender will have to pay:-
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1)
the witness for her witnessing (according to the witness compensation laws),
2)
the society for the problems associated with fouling and the cost of cleaning it up,
3)
the judge for their costs.
{The Public Prosecutor is not paid because it is in societies interest that society’s footpaths be not
fouled.}
D.
Rape
In this case we will assume X accuses Y of rape and Y denies the offence because they say X was
consenting. There are no witnesses.
The parties desire the matter to be private and this is OK because society has not been
injured and no witnesses are involved. The judge gives judgement and as of course the case
is unproven, nothing can be done. There is a clear conflict of witness and as such the Public
Prosecutor accuses Y of ‘DOUBTFUL TESTIMONY’ which is upheld. Whether X should also
receive ‘DOUBTFUL TESTIMONY’ is difficult. Normally when there is a unresolvable conflict
of witness, both parties should receive a ‘DOUBTFUL TESTIMONY’ judgement. However in this
case only X has the option of bringing the case and if X thought they would be treated as badly Y,
X might not have brought the case. As it is to society’s benefit that the case be heard, I judge that X
should not be penalised (people can reserve their own doubts).
If you ‘believe in justice’ this result may appear to be very unsatisfactory. However if you
believe that the law is simply constructed to ‘make society work’ this is not the case. Thus with a
‘DOUBTFUL TESTIMONY’ judgement against them Y will make sure in any future sex there is
definite evidence that their partner is consenting. Likewise X will make sure that they are only alone
in privacy with people that they know and can completely trust in future. Thus this judgement is
sufficient to make both parties act in a better manner in future. Thus society will work and that is all
that we require.
E.
A murder case
The purpose of this case is to demonstrate how our system can provide the incentive that will ensure
that all the necessary work for a big important case will be carried out.
Clearly the first thing that will happen when the body is found, is that the Emergency Dept.
will be called who would do all the usual immediate things like photograph the situation, investigate
the body and take it away. They might also ask for some ‘immediate witness requests’ but most
likely this would be unnecessary because people would supply their own witness (to ensure that
they will be paid).
As soon as it became clear that there was the possibility of a serious crime being involved
the Emergency Dept. would call for a ‘presence request’. This might be just for the local area where
the body was found but as in our case we will assume that the murder has occurred just in a town,
it is easier and better if the request is for the whole of the town (over the period during which the
person could have died). The ‘presence request’ will pin point a relatively few number of people
that may have committed the crime.
From his point on the ‘public prosecutor’ will take a keen interest in what is going on but
very likely they will have to do nothing. All the various evidence would collect into the town/shire’s
information system for all people to see. Thus the people that the ‘presence request’ indicates could
have committed the crime will probably, on their own initiative, supply witness statements detailing
their whereabouts. Independent investigators might search out details or request some ‘immediate
witness’ in the hope of being rewarded for their efforts. If the Public Prosecutor feels that something
needs to be done on society’s behalf (that is not being done) then they will organise that this be
done. However very likely this would not be necessary. If the case is not being resolved the Public
Prosecutor might instigate procedures for the witness charges to be increased.
When sufficient evidence has accumulated, a charge will be made which for murder would
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normally be done by the Public Prosecutor. However it could be done by a normal judicial citizen.
It is possible the Emergency Dept. might be called to restrain the charged person until a decision on
their citizenship is made.
The accused replies and then the paper work accumulates in the usual manner until a party
does not reply.
A judge must now be chosen and probably the Judicial Dept. should determine this. Clearly
such a case involves too much work and responsibility for one person so probably a 3 person team
is necessary. {There is a problem now if the 3 judge team cannot agree (and the same situation
would apply in ‘BAD JUDGEMENT’ cases). We probably need to require that specific teams of
judges register themselves with the Judicial Dept. These individual teams would have already
checked among themselves that they could agree to give a ‘unanimous verdict’. Essentially then
these teams of judges could be regarded as small ‘co-operative firms’.}
The judgement then will say:-a.
if the person did it (and the logic for this decision etc),
-b.
the charges for the death due to other parties (as the dead person cannot receive these
charges, very likely these charges will not be applicable),
-c.
the witness recompense charges. These would be very extensive probably of the order of 2 5 cit-years in total and must be divided among all the relevant witnesses. A considerable part of the
work of the judgement will go into determining these charges.
-d.
the emergency services charges (these are really just part of the ‘witness’ charges),
-e.
the judges own charges.
These charges are implemented in spite of the fact that this will normally imply that the murder
exceeds their ‘debt limit’. As I said in the citizenship chapter, it is presumably a fault in our original
citizen choice that has caused this murder problem. Thus the citizenship fund must bear the cost.
Clearly the Citizenship Dept. will then normally rescind the murderer’s citizenship (and most likely
some other levels of society will do likewise).
Hopefully these 5 examples have demonstrated how our system can work. These examples were
chosen as much as possible to cover a wide range of typical circumstances. However when I read
the newspapers there are some topical legal problems which, although possibly neither significant or
typical, are fun to discuss. Two such cases are:1.
Child Abuse Allegations
The cases I am referring to are where people, after receiving psychological counseling, accuse
parents or guardians of sexual abuse during child-hood.
The crucial thing here is that the witness items are much too old to be considered as
reasonable evidence. People’s memory is notoriously faulty over time - particularly after receiving
psychological counseling. More importantly the evidence cannot be checked because all the
relevant people will have forgotten the details.
These cases should never been brought to court under any circumstances. In my system at
least bringing a charge is a judicial activity and so subject to a ‘BAD JUDGEMENT’ charge. Thus
in my case we can penalise those people responsible for bringing up the problem.
In general the purpose of a judicial system is to make society work now and in the future
and is not a mechanism for scoring off perceived grudges of our distant past. If people think that
‘Child Abuse’ is a problem then they should put their energies into instigating procedures that will
prevent this happening now and in the future (rather than worrying about the unknown past). {And
I personally am very much in favour of anything that breaks down our very suspect ‘privacy of the
home’.}
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2.
Sexual Harassment
This is the topical problem and there was this very good article on the subject by Bettina Arndt in
the SMH a few months ago that started me thinking about the subject.
Bettina claims that social customs are changing and that there are some men who have not
understood these changes and these peoples are causing a problem in the present world (because
they are acting under old customs). This may be the case in general but for me personally I have
always occasionally made mistakes in my sexual interactions and these mistakes could be taken
to be harassment (and in my younger days they weren’t always mistakes). Thus, as far as I am
concerned, a certain amount of sexual harassment is part of life. However one’s judicial system
should curb these activities. {Thus “boys will be boys” but that does not mean that you should
allow boys get away with anything.} It is nice however that Bettina thinks us men are simply
‘illiterates’ rather than plain wicked.
So what should one’s judicial system do about the problem. As regards harassment that is
plain to all, there should be no problem. It can be regarded as a personal injury and the normal laws
apply and my judicial system is particularly suitable for these small personal problems. One must
have independent witnesses and so perhaps we need a law saying that no one can require another
person to be in a non-witnessable situation (i.e. alone together in a room). The difficulty arises
however in respect to actions that would be acceptable to some people but would be regarded as
harassment by others.
Our fundamental principle is that the law should be clear and so to support this, we can
first require that our society define what the normal accepted practice shall be. Then if a person
wants something different, this requirement must be explicitly stated as a ‘testimony item’ on the
information system (of type perhaps ‘PERSONAL SPACE’). There can still be a problem, however,
when a person’s ‘PERSONAL SPACE’ requirement is inconsistent with their observed activities
(i.e. the testimony says no touching but the person does in practice allow people to touch them
without complaint). This case clearly becomes dubious but the general principle should be that if
you wish to clearly win a ‘PERSONAL SPACE’ infringement case you must present to the world
a clear and consistent picture of what your desires are. Thus men should not harass but women
must make it clear to everyone what they want (it is not sufficient to make it clear to the person
concerned because, if they deny it, how does society know who is telling the truth).
You can see then that to deal with both these cases I have had to slightly extend the nature of my
judicial system.

7.7

SUMMING UP

The purpose of this chapter was to propose a judicial system that clearly supports the two principles
of equality and freedom. For equality I required that all people should have the same powers and
this meant that we had to get rid of police and judges as special people. To give freedom we had
to ensure that the burden of justice did not fall on those people that had nothing to do with it i.e. it
must be a user pays system. The combination of these two principles means that justice cannot be
too expensive (otherwise the rich would be advantaged over the poor) and this implies eliminating
(to a large extent) solicitors, barristers and courts. My judicial system has done all these things.
The crucial question now of course is ‘will it work’ (I am sure you think it won’t). Clearly this
cannot be known until one carries out a complete practical experiment. However I need to make
two points:156

1)
In certain aspects this system will work much better than present system simply because our
surrounding systems are better (i.e. tighter and more logical). Thus our monetary system eliminates
the easy forms of theft and our information system eliminates fraud (and makes the other forms of
theft very difficult to occur).
2)
In comparing this system with the present system we tend to assume that the current system
works. However how well the current system works we don’t know. It is very rare that we are given
sufficient information on a particular case to judge if ‘justice has been done’ (on the rare occasions
that we are, sometimes we certainly do know that justice has not been done). The fact is that a
judicial system can be quite bad (i.e. justice is often not done) and yet it can still be sufficiently
good to make society work. In the system I provide, all people will be able to study the full details
of all cases without any time delay. This will give all people the opportunity to know if justice has
been done. The consequence of this is that people may feel that ‘justice has not been done’ and
hence complain more than at present when in fact they are getting better justice than at present (but
they don’t know it).
I think in fact it is highly improbable that my proposed system is so bad that it would not
work. However this does not mean that people will like it. People like the nice warm feeling that
they get when they think that they are being looked after (even if they are not).
My treatment of the judicial system is somewhat incomplete. Thus I have not touched on the
jurisdictional problems (remember we allow sub-groups to have their own laws and hence it needs
to be clear under what circumstances different laws apply). Furthermore in several of my examples I
have had to introduce new concept for a new circumstances. Thus there must be a lot I have missed.
However, as I said in my pre-script, the rest of this total work is not very dependant on this chapter.
The work is done for the good of our souls - that we might appreciate the nature of the problem and
so develop a sensible expectation of what solutions are possible. I hope I have done enough for this
purpose. {I may introduce a section on ‘Jurisdictional Problems’ in this chapter at a later date.}
As opposed to my other systems, one thing about this judicial system is that it may provide a lot of
entertainment. I can imagine that a large number of people will relish seeing the latest witness items
appear on a topical case (and then they would swiftly sift through the background of the person that
has produced it). Others might scrutinise the latest judgements and ponder if they might support
a ‘BAD JUDGEMENT’ charge. Thus all people would be involved and so they could gain their
entertainment from real life (as opposed to reading murder mysteries as we do in the current world).
Finally let us consider the wisdom of Solomon. Two women go to Solomon claiming to be the
mother of a baby and they wish him to decide who shall have the baby. Solomon says ‘well I can’t
tell - so bring me a knife and I will divide the baby between you - is that OK ? ‘. One woman says
‘OK’ but the other woman says ‘No - give the baby to the other woman -I’d rather the baby lived’.
So Solomon wisely gives the baby to the woman that wanted the baby to live. Can my system
emulate the wisdom of Solomon.
No it cannot and I would not want it to. A judicial system must be definite and give the same
result for the same circumstance. If the given circumstance happened again clearly both women
would say ‘ No - give the baby to the other woman - I’d rather the baby lived’. So Solomon’s ruse
would be of no avail. The cost of having a consistent judicial system is that clever judgements and
procedures must be ruled out. Such is life.
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8

A ‘GREEN’ CITY/VILLAGE FORM OF DWELLING

In the story I have just finished, an incident occurs where a gentleman surprises a lady reading a
novel in the morning. The lady is most embarrassed because - “she had been brought up to believe
that to read a novel before luncheon was one of the gravest sins it was possible for a gentlewoman
to commit”. I personally do not have a rule like this but I think I should. The rule I rather weakly
try to stick by, is that a couple of days should intervene between finishing one novel and starting the
next. {I am in one of those horrible two day gaps at the moment.} The morning rule is clearly much
better than the two day gap rule because other people can recognise when you are sinning and this
tends to force you to stick to the rule better.
This chapter is all about ‘dwellings’ but its importance has nothing to do with this. The importance
of ‘dwellings’ is exactly the same as ‘novels’ - they are time absorbers. In the western world most
peoples extra spare time is absorbed in - ‘working to buy their home’, ‘looking after their home’ and
‘in traveling to and from their home’. However as opposed to ‘reading novels’, with ‘dwellings’ we
tend to forget that these labours were created by ourselves to absorb our time and instead believe
that all this labour is essential to achieve a reasonable life style.
Thus the purpose of this chapter is to remind you that all this labour is not necessary but, by living
in different forms of dwellings, we could achieve comfortable, equitable and environmentally
sustainable lifestyles with much less effort. Of course you won’t like my solution for the very
reason that my solution will not absorb your time. Thus if we don’t spend all our time absorbed
in our dwellings, we as a society will then have to think what our purpose on Earth should be.
However there clearly needs to be a balance in all things. The ‘gentlewoman’ limits her time
absorption by not reading novels in the morning and I limit my absorption by having a two day
break. By partially moving to the more efficient dwellings that I suggest, we can create a slight
break from ‘home absorption’.
This chapter is not then part of my political system but rather it describes a dwelling form that we
can create for the current world. The dwelling itself would fit into my political system but, in this
chapter, the implementation related detail is for the current world. The basic idea is very simple
and straight-forward so this should be quite a practical proposition. However at times I will digress
into too much detail. {As opposed to normal people who absorb themselves on their actual home, I
absorb myself on my hypothetical home. This absorption leads to too much detail.}
Most of the ideas associated with this work have been in my mind for the past 10 years. I vaguely
started to write the work up about 4 years ago as a semi-scientific paper. In that paper I put in a
some mathematics (the amount of sunlight incident on the various surfaces and integrated over time
is a fun mathematical subject). However the results are all intuitively obvious so I have skipped the
mathematics this time. However just in case you think that is all light weight stuff, just remember I
could have chucked in a bit of heavy mathematics.
You may, with a certain amount of justification, view my judgement on what is ‘comfortable’
with suspicion. One of the tenets of my life has been the saying of Tilman - “a true climber can
always make himself comfortable under all circumstances” - and I am a true climber. Thus I have
happily lived in small tents for many months and have lived in a 6’ X 4’ converted laundry for 2
years. I do my duty as regards maintaining the house I live in but I do no more. For one period of
my live we lived in this beautiful Edwardian house with stained glass windows, cedar doors and
pressed metal ceilings. I did indeed do the right thing and got the rust out of the ceilings, painted
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the ornamentations on the chimneys and did all the other tedious tasks. However when this period
of my life came to a close, I was not overwhelmed with grief in returning to a simple small modern
flat.

8.1

THE PROBLEMS AND OUR PURPOSE

One of the really nice things about this particular subject is that the fundamental problem is very
topical and well recognised. Basically if we live in the houses of our choice then we use too much
land and this gives the standard modern city sprawl. This results in:1)
High transport costs for people to get to work,
2)
High cost of amenities (sewerage, telephones, water, gas etc),
3)
High pollution because the only possible transport form must be a car which causes a lot of
pollution,
4)
Loss of agricultural land.
Every one now agrees then that we must return to the older denser forms of living we had before the
advent of the car tempted us into all our wasteful practices. If then we return to these denser forms,
the question then becomes - ‘how can we best retain some of the greenery, sunlight and space we
enjoyed with our 1/4 acre block houses’. Naturally as concerns this project, I am also interested in
a certain degree of equality. I would not be very happy with a solution where some people lived in
penthouses with an excess of sunlight while other people lived on the ground floor and received no
direct sunlight at all.
It is easy to create more space by increasing the number of levels in builgings but the amount
of sunlight is fixed. As sunlight is the crucial limitation we can therefore ask the question - “can
we organise our form of dwelling so that we do not waste any sunlight whatever”. That is what
this chapter is essentially going to be all about. If we do not waste sunlight then it must be used.
Sunlight in fact is normally used for growth, drying things and ‘sitting in’. Now as not much light
is needed for drying or ‘sitting in’ then principally the incident sunlight must be mainly used for
growth. If this is the case then naturally our final result must be a ‘green’ city (physically as well as
metaphorically). Clearly we would also want our dwelling form to be as non-polluting as possible.
However this is a more technical subject so my knowledge limits me in what I can propose (a
mathematician can easily do the necessary sunlight calculations but sewerage needs a detailed
knowledge of chemistry). I do the best I can with my limited knowledge.
Dwellings may occur as isolated homes and also in villages, towns and cities. Clearly a different
degree of density is appropriate for each of these cases and so each circumstance must have a
rather different solution. In this chapter I shall only deal with the city case and the reason for this is
primarily a specific technical detail.
Dwellings normally have to have a roof and this immediately poses the problem of how
we can use the sunlight associated with this roof area. For small buildings and/or when the density
requirements are not great, this is a problem because the area is small and the access costly (i.e. a
stair well). For larger building there is less of a problem because the area is larger and the cost of
the stair well is small in comparison.
Thus the primary reason for my just choosing the ‘city’ case is that there is a clean solution
to the roof problem. Besides this the city problem is the greatest and most pertinent to the western
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world. Finally I myself live in a city and I like to visualise how I personally would like to live.
In fact it is reasonable easy to envisage related solutions for town or village.
My solution will give a great deal of equality but you may feel that I am forgetting my ‘freedom’
principle. What has become of independence and choice - ‘green’ cities may be all very well but
what about the person that prefers brick to greenery. As regards those that prefer ‘brick’, I think
there are already sufficient ‘brick’ cities in the current world to accommodate them. Nevertheless
the accusation can be made that the form I present gives very little individual choice. However as
regards the independence of societies, it so happens that our city dwelling form can be coupled
with a independent village concept - and this may be a convenient mechanism by which more
independence can be introduced into the current world. I deal with this in section 8.5 and, although
this idea is peripheral, it is possibly the most important part of the work.
Thus so far I have hopefully explained my general purpose for trying to create a ‘green city/village’.
However I have yet to explain why I should have included this chapter in this work. This needs
rather careful consideration as it strongly affects the manner in which this chapter is written.
The general reason for these extra chapters is that they can institute a ‘lead-in’ from the current
world to my very complex new total system (as described in the ‘Over-View’ - (iii)). This is true
indeed of this chapter but we need to consider precisely in what way it would be a ‘lead-in’. Now a
‘lead-in’ can be of two types:-1.
a mental preparation i.e. a system that prepares us for the more complex calculations
associated with egalitarian systems and
-2.
a physical preparation i.e. a system that can be realised in the present world that will
introduce people to a more egalitarian type of world.
Now normally my ‘lead-in’ chapters carry out both these tasks. Thus for example ‘Egalitarian
Inheritance’
-1.
prepares people for the more complex calculations and process’s associated with more just
inheritance and
-2.
gives a useful physical implementation in the present world.
However I think this chapter will only be of use as regards physical implementation (i.e. it will no
use as mental preparation). I need to explain.
For a start the concepts associated with this chapter are all very simple and physical. Thus the
chapter does not in anyway represent a normal complex egalitarian type of system. A more
important point than this however is that the dwelling form that I present, will not be acceptable to
you. We in the western world are all very wealthy in terms of land and resources. A dwelling form
that does no use this wealth, will appear to be a ‘cheap-skate’ and we won’t like it. Thus you will
automatically reject this dwelling form. Thus it cannot perform the ‘mental preparation’ function.
However all people do not live in the western world. Thus the people of India, China,
Taiwan, Indonesian etc (whose expectations of how they might live are much less than ours) may
find my dwelling form very acceptable indeed (as it is indeed quite acceptable to myself). Thus this
dwelling form could be implemented in such countries to the benefit of all. In these circumstances
the total format of my dwelling form would then form an excellent physical ‘lead-in’ to my other
more complex true egalitarian systems.
However I myself belong to the western world and the only people that I can conceive of reading this
stuff, must also be of the western world. So the first thing I need to say is that, when you read this, do
not think of applying it to yourself but rather to some third world city that you know (e.g. for me this
would be Kathmandu or Bangkok). Then at least you might recognise that there is an application.
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However in writing this whole screed, I have been very much bearing this problem in mind.
The result of this is that I have made no attempt at all ‘sell’ my dwelling form. Thus, in a somewhat
abrupt manner, this chapter simply states what I think is the most efficient and practical dwelling
form. There is very little explanation of why that form should be the best. This is because I feel
that, whatever I say, you will reject it. However if you are really interested and persevere to the end
then, after due thought on the matter, you will realise that the solution that I give must be very close
to the optimum (in terms of - sun-light usage, recycle capability, lack of pollution and equality of
treatment). However I will leave you to do the thinking, I will just produce a ‘blue-print’ with very
little reasoning behind it. {Because the reasoning would take too long to produce (i.e. longer than
the ‘blue-print’) - and I do not estimate that this effort would be worth-while.}

8.2

THE BASIC FORM

The logic I use to derive my basic form is the following:1)
If no sunlight is to be wasted then the outside walls of one’s buildings must consist entirely
of balconies with growing facilities. These balconies must have glass walls at the back to let light
into the dwelling behind. The roof must be used for growth and drying (roofs have traditionally
always been used for drying).
2)
The buildings must be thick, tall and well spaced. Our modern tendency of building tall,
thin and densely packed buildings simply results in the lower levels getting no direct sunlight at
all. Thicker buildings are also much cheaper. {Previously I supported this bit of logic with some
mathematics but it is obvious in any case.}
3)
Individual dwelling units can only have access to one exterior wall (i.e. balcony etc) and the
entry corridor must go down the middle. It would be nice for each individual dwelling to be able
to receive both morning and afternoon sunlight but with large thick buildings this is not possible.
Bedrooms and TV rooms do not need access to direct sunlight so these could have interior windows
onto the central corridor.
4)
The normal balconies must face E-W and so the major axis of the building must lie N-S.
Again the mathematics of sunlight collection demonstrates this but it should be intuitively obvious.
5)
I regard it as fundamental that all people should, at all times, have the chance to sit in the
sun. As people in general will only have a balcony facing either east or west we will make the
ends of the building (i.e. N and S) to be communal areas (for each level) and so people by simply
walking to the end of their corridor can always sit in the sun (if it is shining).
This is my general logic and now I will put some numbers to this form and so demonstrate a specific
case. However these numbers are clearly rather arbitrary. Also for simplicity I make everything the
same. This will imply a regularity that you will find offensive. In practice many variations could
exist.
I will assume the building consists of small basic units but these units can be combined to form
larger units. The basic unit then corresponds to a small one bedroom flat but 2 or 3 such units could
form 2 or 4 bedroom flats. The exterior walls of these basic units form the structural members of
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our building (and hence our structural walls will be regularly spaced and on top of each other).
Internally each unit can be divided up in any desired manner by light walls. For simplicity I will
assume the building is a rectangular block with all levels the same. The floor plan then for a level
could be as in the diagram (fig 8.1) on the next page. You will note I have made the balconies and
corridors very large.
I suggest the units be very high - 4m perhaps. This will allow more light into each balcony and
allow for plenty of air circulation. If we now have 25 levels we will have 1000 structural units in a
building 100m high, 100m long and 30m wide.
We will need gaps between the buildings of perhaps 100m E/W and 50m N/S to give a reasonable
amount of sunlight at ground level. This means our building would need 2 hectares of land. Of the
1.7 unbuilt hectares we could designate one hectare for the building’s private use and .7 for public
use (roads and parks).
If we assume that one structural unit will accommodate at least one person, this will give a
population density of 500 people per hectare. Thus an area of 10km x 10km could hold 5 million
people.
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FLOOR PLAN FOR A LEVEL (fig 8.1)
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So far you can see I have been a cheap-skate. The building would be easy to build because although
it is fairly high it is quite thick in proportion to its height and very regular. There are no fancy
outside walls to be built or maintained. The high population density makes amenities easy to
provide and private transport should rarely be needed. However many of the extra facilities I am
going to suggest will not be all that cheap so I do really intend to provide a very comfortable form
of living. The Spartan form you currently see will not be maintained.
As an individual building will hold about 1000 people in close proximity, it is convenient to regard
it as a village and hence we should provide the usual facilities associated with a village within the
building. In section 8.5 these village type facilities will be extended even further.
A village will normally have some shops, a pub, a restaurant, hairdressers, a doctor, child minding
facilities and perhaps an infant’s school. It is naturally convenient to reserve the ground floor for
such activities. The lower ground floor can be for parking (mainly village owned vehicles for hire)
and service station facilities.
Our roof space will be needed partly for drying purposes (see services section) but there will still
be room for a large nursery and sunbathing facilities with a sun/fun swimming pool. Finally the
village’s hectare of land can be used for playing facilities, sport and a serious swimming pool. {I
suppose the gym is best put on the ground floor.}
Finally one item that I think is essential. There should be a safety net surrounding the entire
building at the first-floor level. This building is supposed to be safe for children and so children
should be able to fall off the various balconies without fatal consequences. The cost of such a safety
net would be very small in comparison to the peace of mind it would bring. {I don’t think it would
be over used - a 50m free tumble into a tight net will still be very unpleasant and still not entirely
safe.} The net must have a monitoring system to set off an alarm if a fall has occurred.

8.3

GROWTH FACILITIES

The building’s growing facilities are primarily on people’s individual balconies. There would also
be some facilities on the building’s roof but this would be a communal. Thus this section is mainly
concerned with the form of the individual balconies. I have always intended to use my current
balcony to grow things but I have been too lazy to organise it. Thus I want my building’s balconies
to be already set out so that even lazy people like myself, will be induced to produce food.
One does not want to use the whole of the balcony just for growth but the first place to use is clearly
the meter or so closest to the edge. I will therefore designate this area for growth and so we will
assume it is constructed with the following cross-sectional form (fig 8.2):EDGE GROWTH FACILITIES (fig 8.2)
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The slanting outward edge conserves sunlight for the level below. This form would naturally
continue around the whole of the building including the communal ends.
The next obvious place to include growing facilities would be along the separating wall that
faces the sun (the southern wall for Australia). Here I think it would be convenient to have those
hydroponics pipes where you grow things in the holes and the nutrients flow slowly through the
pipes.
This is probably sufficient for the normal lazy person. The keen people could have extra tubs or
even grow grass.
The next facility is dependent of the services facilities which is described in the next section. We
will assume that in some manner, we will be able to recycle our nutrients. Thus the hydroponics
nutrient fluid would be supplied by pipes automatically. Fertiliser for the soil could be supplied
either by nutrient pipes or by using dry recycled matter.
The final facility I want to include will not be cheap and it would not just for growth alone. The
basic purpose of a building (e.g. a glass house) is to provide a controlled environment. I believe we
should do this as well as possible and hence there should be a variety of screens that would open
and close automatically depending on weather conditions (or pest problems e.g. mosquitoes). My
plan for this would be meter wide screens running on runnels as shown in the diagram (fig 8.3):ENVIROMENT SCREENS (fig 8.3)
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There is a slight advantage in having several runnels together as they would give rigidity to each
other. I think there needs to be at least four screens which could be:1)
complete screen out i.e. thin metal sheet,
2)
clear to sunlight but no air exchange i.e. strong mylor,
3)
fly screen giving partial shade,
4)
netting to stop birds.
{Note (1) and (2) together would give reasonable heat insulation.}
There should be several control mechanisms for opening and closing of these screens. These could
be:1)
as directed by a building supervisor (i.e. via electronic message),
2)
according to a computer program set by the occupant or
3)
a manual over-ride.
Such screens would not only optimise growing conditions but would help keep the whole building
at an optimum temperature.
The roof can be used partly as a communal plant nursery to provide all the seedlings for the
individual balconies. Not only would people have easy access to this roof but a ground floor shop
might sell seedlings and people’s excess produce as well. Given these conditions even the laziest
inept gardener (such as myself) should be able to grow things without straining themselves.
So how much food could this system produce? Often agricultural production is limited not so
much by sun-light but by CO2 concentration. Given this environment has a greater surface area
for growing (in comparison to flat agricultural land) it is possible that such a city environment
could produce more produce than normal agricultural land (particularly as it would be used more
intensively). I would hope it would at least produce all things like tomatoes, capsicum, lettuce,
berries, flowers and mushrooms (i.e. the required humus). Most likely it could produce most of
the vegetables and some of the fruit as well. Such produce then would be grown perfectly fresh,
organically and without any transport costs.
This concludes what I have to say about growing things but as this section deals mainly with the
balcony, it is convenient to talk about three other minor balcony related subjects as well. These are:1)
Drying
Balconies are the natural place to do one’s clothes-drying. Fortunately our balconies now are so
large and inset that a normal clothes line would no longer be offensive to the image of the building.
However I have always found the pegging up of clothes to be a tedious chore. Our current electric
driers are convenient but wasteful of energy (very un-green). What I would like to see introduced
would be a large tumbler frame-work that could turn in the sun. The following diagram (fig 8.4)
demonstrates the idea:-
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A DRYING TUMBLER

The thing would be hung from the ceiling at a place and at an orientation to receive the maximum
amount of sunlight. {The tumbler would be pulled up to the ceiling when not in use.} A small
electric motor turns the tumbler frame but only a very small amount of energy is needed for this.
The sun dries the items as they tumble. It would not necessarily be very quick but it would be
convenient and the clothes would have less creases.
2)
Pets
Our balconies are now sufficiently big to keep a variety of pets and so this usual city restriction
should no longer exist. Furthermore we have a large exercise area belonging to the building down
below. Also if the animals disturb the neighbours at night by making too much noise, the screens
may be closed.
3)
Light Collectors
The central area of the building (i.e. corridor and bedrooms) is now some distance from natural light
so this would normally require artificial lighting. However one could also have some light collecting
devices on the balconies and, from these, light would be channeled to give light to the centre of the
building.
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8.4

SERVICES

Our building’s very high population density will make the supply of service amenities (electricity,
water, gas etc) very cheap. More importantly, however, it means that far more amenities can be
provided (or products taken away). This will give our building the capability of being able to do a
large amount of recycling. First however we need to go through the practical details of how each
structural unit will have access to the various services.
The obvious access method is via the corridor and then for the services for each level, to flow up
and down near the lift wells. Unfortunately some products need gravity to help them on their way
and therefore we need some vertical access. Instead then I propose that there be a vertical access
duct between alternating structural units as shown in the general floor plan (fig 8.1). Each structural
unit would therefore have access to a service duct. In this diagram I have drawn the duct straddling
the wall. However in fact it is probably more practical to put it on a specific side (but with access to
the adjoining unit through the wall).
If we give our duct a cross sectional area of one square meter this will give plenty of room for a
large number of services together with the various off-chutes that lead to individual units. Most offchutes would also need a recording meter attached. A duct of this size will mean there would also
be sufficient room for a person to climb up and down in the duct (there must also be a ladder), read
the meters if necessary (it may be easier to do this electronically) and carry out any repair work (or
insert a new service). This duct would reduce the total size of the units by less than 1%.
This general system makes it very clear as to who is responsible for what. Thus inside the duct
belongs to the building as a whole and repairs etc are their responsibility. Outside the duct belongs
to the individual units and the responsibility for support and maintenance it solely theirs. {In the
unit I am in at the moment, the body corporate has to pay huge repair bills for individual units.
These expenses would be much less if the individual owners were responsible for their own internal
problems.}
The services that I think that should be included, are:A.
For Supply
1. Drinking water,
2. Washing water,
3. Water with nutrients added for plant growth,
4. Hot water (baths and washing).
5. Hot water for heating (to be recycled),
6. Electricity,
7. Gas,
8. Communications (phone, TV etc)
B.
To Take Away,
1. Dirty water,
2. Wet organic matter (i.e. pig food),
3. Dry organic matter (e.g. paper),
4. Urine,
5. Faeces.
There would still need to be some large chutes near the lift wells for things like bottles, tins, plastic,
large organic items and general rubbish. These items would need to be carried by hand from the
units to the chutes.
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Keeping the various items separate means that we can be much more efficient in our recycling
process. This is particularly true of urine and faeces. Faeces will eventually need to be dried and
sterilised (probably by sunlight or heat) while urine (which starts off being sterile) is best kept
in liquid form (when suitably treated, hopefully to be used as part of the hydroponics nutrient
liquid). However it means we will have to use a different form of toilet. The ‘water closet’ has been
polluting the water supply of western countries for 200 years now so it is about time we moved
on to something more technically advanced and less wasteful (an article I read about 10 years ago
affirmed that such toilets do exist).
All these shafts and chutes would lead down to a basement level (below the car parking and
servicing level) where all the various recycling processes would take place. I don’t know all the
details but clearly:1)
some of these waste products will need to be taken up onto the roof for drying or aerobic
stabilisation.
2)
in the basement itself there must be some large vats for anaerobic stabilisation.
3)
there would need to be a furnace for burning some of the rubbish (this should provide some
heat for hot water).
4)
there would probably need to be a high chimney to get rid of the odd whiff.
Perhaps the building may also need to keep a few pigs to help in the conversion process. Besides all
this, in the next section I am going to suggest that the building own a farm in the country and some
of the waste may be usefully taken there (note the vehicle taking the produce from the farm to the
building would not want to return empty).
Clearly I am not able to say how successful we would be in our recycling (and I don’t suppose any
one could until the experiment is carried out). However there is the opportunity to do much better
than we do in the current world. I would hope that the building would just receive water, electricity
and gas and then everything would be recycled.
I don’t think the building as a whole will need any heating because our external screens would
give so much opportunity for trapping and retaining heat. However there may be a cooling and
ventilation problem. Clearly each level will need some large extraction fans at both ends of the
corridor. This will ensure that all the units can obtain a reasonable through draft when they desire.
If, on hot days, the external screens were used to reflect the direct sunlight and the building was
ventilated at night, the effects of heat would be greatly reduced. Given this, cooling should not pose
too much of a problem.
Finally we come to the basic problem of access - how do people get to each level of the building.
The building is too large for just stairs and lifts are terribly wasteful of space because each lift
vehicle needs a whole lift well to itself for its operation (it is easy to show that a very large building
will be forced to consist mostly of lift well). Presumably millions of people (probably every civil
engineer) has tried to solve this problem but I would like to add my little solution as well.
1/11/2004 – On rethinking about this, I think the problem here is over-stated. For a building
of this size, normal lifts (or better still simple lifts dedicated to individual floors) are quite
adequate. Thus my solution here is too complex.
First of all I shall accept the fact that this is a difficult problem and so I shall only propose a solution
to the easiest but most populous case. Thus I shall just consider how people can travel directly in
small parties from the ground floor to the levels above (and return of course in a similar manner).
Thus we will retain a normal lift system for:-
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1)
heavy and/or large goods,
2)
large parties of people,
3)
people traveling between levels.
One large and one small lift should be sufficient for these other cases.
My solution is basically that there should be a large circulating chain-like mechanism going from
the roof to the ground floor as in the diagram (fig 8.5) on the next page. On the corridor side of this
‘chain’ (the axis of the driving wheels would lie E - W) there would be attachment mechanisms
by which small compartments for carrying people might be carried up or down. The left side takes
these vehicles up and the right hand takes these vehicles down. The chain circulates continuously so
the problem is how to attach and detach these vehicles to the moving chain (the same problem as in
a ski chair-lift).
A LIFT SYSTEM
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The reason that I choose my simplified case is that it makes the attachment and detachment
problems much easier. The hard cases are to attach the compartments to the upward moving chain
and detach from the downward moving chain because here one has to do work against gravity. The
easy cases are to detach from the upward moving chain and to attach to the downward moving
chain because then gravity can do the work and hence there only remains the timing and clipping-on
problem. Fortunately with my simplified case the hard cases only occur at the ground level. As this
will be a big volume circumstance we can afford to invest in some special machinery for carrying
out these attachment/detachment functions. On all the normal levels the problem is easy and all we
have to do is get our mechanisms and timing correct.
I will assume my carrying compartments are simple and quite small. Perhaps an area of one square
meter to carry 4 standing people. They would be partially open on the corridor side for entry
with just a hand bar to indicate that the people are ready to go (see diagram). On the back of the
compartment would be the clipping mechanisms to the moving chain. If we make the diameter of
the top and bottom drive wheels a little more than 3m then two stationary compartments can stand
between the up and down moving compartments. I shall now assume that on the chain where the
compartment is clipped, there are sloping rightward guide rails as shown in the diagram. This would
mean that as a carrying compartment arrives near the desired level, it would first be unclipped and
then the guide rails would force the compartment rightward until it was on the desired level at rest.
The people would then alight. If there was no compartment waiting in the second rest position, this
compartment would then move to the right to await for people to go down (if the second position
is slightly lower no energy is needed for this). When people are ready to go down a calculation is
make as to when to catch the next spare attachment, the compartment is set free according to this
calculation and then it is moved down and rightward by a further guide rail (part of the level this
time) to join the downward moving chain.
The situation on the ground floor is a lot more complex. An accelerating lift device will take a
waiting compartment (with people wishing to go to a particular level) and lift it upwards in time to
clip it to the next free position on the upward moving chain. Likewise a retarding mechanism will
accept compartments from the downwards moving chain and deposit it at rest on the ground floor.
{It is possible that these activities will extend onto the first level and so the first level may have
to be served by normal stairs.} Besides this there must now be a stacks of compartments awaiting
to embark and likewise compartments from which people are alighting and arrangements need to
make for the circulation of these compartments.

There is clearly a large amount of calculation to be carried out. Thus we need to calculate:1)
when compartments must be started so that they can attach at the next vacant position on the
moving chain,
2)
when compartments need to be returned (some times empty because more compartments
want to arrive),
3)
when to send empty compartments up to a level so that there will be a compartment waiting
if people wish to go down,
4)
when to hold compartments back because their desired destination is temporarily busy.
However all this calculation could be done by a computer that would over-see the complete
operation. The whole system is naturally much more complex than the simple lift in a lift well by
itself but we should now be capable of moving to solutions like this in the 21’st century. We should
be trying anyway.
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This whole system may sound rather dangerous if things go wrong. This need not be the case. For
a start there should not be any possibility of anything falling because the drive rail would contain
blocking material in places where compartments are not supposed to be. Velocities need not be very
high. If we used 2 m/s (fast walking speed) then the average journey would be about 30 secs and
this corresponds to only a 20cm fall. The worst danger would occur when a compartment tries to
enter at a non-vacant spot and then the drive rail may try to crush the compartment against the next
level. We need to variety of mechanisms to stop the drive rail in emergency.
Besides all this conventional wisdom says we also need normal stair wells for emergence and fire.
I hope not. I was thinking that on the communal balconies at each end of the building, there would
be a panel in the floor which, in emergency, could be slowly let down as a ramp so that people could
escape to the next floor. In this way each level is always much more in charge about seeing which
people are visiting their levels. This fits in with the independence that I think is appropriate to give
to the different levels of the building (as the general organisational structure - see next section).

8.5

ORGANISATION AND CONTROL

As regards the organisation and control of this building, naturally I am keen to implement some of
the ideas that come from the rest of this work. However I cannot be too explicit because:1)
some of the relevant work has not yet been covered,
2)
the details are simply too great (I don’t want to try to duplicate 12 or so chapters),
3)
the building is designed for the current world and some of my ideas are in direct conflict
with our current national laws.
Never-the-less I will try to suggest an organisational form that follows the trends of the rest of this
work.
In Australia at least there two organisational forms that can apply to circumstances like these i.e.
strata title and company title. Strata title limits the powers of the elected governing body (the body
corporate as it is usually referred to) by giving more assured independence to unit holders by means
of an independent governmental strata title board. In company title each unit is much more subservant to the demands of the elected body corporate. Strata title is the usually preferred form.
In our system we cannot give the independence of the strata title form because:1)
Most of the asset value of the building is in terms of items that require community control.
Thus the recycling facilities, the service amenities, lift facilities and the screens, would make up
most of the value of the building and these must be mainly controlled by the community. The value
of ‘bricks and mortar’ is comparatively slight. When we add a ‘farm’ and community ‘transport’ the
emphasis is even more on the community.
2)
The strata title board is a specific government agency and we cannot demand a government
body be set up for our peculiar (as yet) circumstance.
What I suggest is the following:1)
The building without any internal unit fittings (i.e. excluding the unit’s doors, windows,
plumbing, floor coverings etc) belongs to the body corporate and each structural unit is regarded
as a fixed value of the total cost. {I personally cannot see why any structural unit should have a
preferred value (e.g. because of its level or orientation) but perhaps there might be.} A person
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then buys a unit (or several units if a composite flat is required) from the body corporate as a fixed
proportion of the whole.
2)
At the same time the person buys the fittings from the previous owner at a price agreed
between them. If a price cannot be agreed then the fittings may be entirely removed.
3)
If a person wants to leave then the unit is sold back to the body corporate and the fittings are
independently sold to the new owner.
4)
If the body corporate wishes to get rid of unsatisfactory owners it may do so but only subject
to the following point.
5)
When a new owner comes then a judge will be appointed between the new owner and the
body-corporate (as described in chapter 11). This judge will help form an initial agreement between
the parties and in all future disagreements this judge may be referred to, to ratify that this initial
agreement is not being violated.
All this gives much greater power to the body corporate. Thus the body-corporate would
basically do the buying and selling of units. This is the appropriate thing to happen because it is
important that the body corporate should check as to who the new occupier/owners should be. This
greater corporate power must occur because our building is no longer just a set of fairly independent
dwelling places but it defines an independent community. A community must have its own identity.
However it now becomes very important that a good body corporate is elected. This is our next
concern.
Good voting (and the corresponding elections) is a fundamental concern of our industrial system
(next 8 or so chapters) and I cannot duplicate all this work. The most important point, however,
deals with structure and this must be covered.
People cannot vote sensibly when they are unfamiliar with the full details of a subject (or have
insufficient time or inclination to become acquainted with these details). Thus there is no way we
individually can sensibly vote for a national government because we cannot comprehend the detail.
To a lesser extent, people could not vote directly for the body corporate of a 1000 units because
the normal person would not comprehend sufficient details. Fortunately in this case there is a
sensible sub-structure which should be adequate. People on each level should naturally become
acquainted with the people on their level and be familiar with how well the various people have
been in overcoming the problems of their level. Each level therefore should be capable of electing
a representative in whom they would have confidence and who would have sufficient interest and
time to vote sensibly on the matters pertaining to the total building. {All the other features that
induce good voting decisions are covered in later chapters.}
Each level of the building then would tend to form a natural organisational element. We can now
therefore think in more detail about what tasks each level should supervise (besides electing a
representative for the building as a whole). Clearly the primary task would be to supervise the
communal areas at both ends of the corridor. These areas would need to be furnished (i.e. children’s
play things, tables and chairs, coffee facilities, table tennis things etc) and the various items looked
after. The growing facilities (at the edges) would need to be used and cared for. The corridor would
need to be supervised (i.e. should children be allowed to go up and down on their roller-blades?)
and perhaps carpeted. More difficult still are the decisions as to when and how the extractor fans
should be used (and which screens used) as this will determine the environment of the community
area (and to a lesser extent in the units themselves).
The fundamental thing here is to try to encourage each level to be as different as possible. Some
levels should be noisy and others quiet, some levels should gather once a week for coffee while
others won’t bother, some levels may like plenty of fresh air while others like a cosy atmosphere,
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etc. The more the various levels are different, the greater variety and choice the building as a whole
can provide potential new-comers. Thus each level must develop its own identity. Consistent with
this, each level might also like some degree of choice as to who its new unit owners might be (so
that they fit into their own preferred environment). Each level will probably desire to know the
identity of any visitors to the floor (for security purposes at least). This can be easily organised if the
lifts are operated by identity cards and the stairs (or ramps) are used only for emergencies.
Thus each level will become a sub-community and will require the organisation and powers to solve
its own problems and develop its own identity.
Finally we come to the nature of the body corporate for the building as a whole. We have already
seen that this body must:1)
tend and care for the hectare or so of recreational land that it owns,
2)
look after the roof area (nursery and drying facilities),
3)
look after all the access ducts (and meters) together with all the re-cycling facilities.
4)
service the lifts.
5)
give facilities for the buying and selling units,
6)
appoint (or run) the various businesses on the ground floor.
On the basis that this building forms a fairly independent community, the body corporate must
maintain to some degree a citizenship, information and judicial system as well. These could be just
weaker forms of what we have suggested in the last 3 chapters. It would be also very natural for the
body corporate to run a small mini-bus service that would circulate between the building, the closest
large community/shopping centre and the closest multi-line train/bus station.
So far what I have suggested is fairly natural but the next two suggestions go beyond normal
expectations. One of the problems with our modern society is that all the various forms of society
are too dependent on each other. Thus a recession tends to be a world recession and it is difficult for
anyone to escape its effects. The following two suggestions would give some genuine independence
to our little building community.
1)
A farm
I am suggesting that our building community own its own farm so that if necessary, the community
could be self-sufficient in food. A thousand people is fortunately roughly what a modern farm will
support. Given the produce our community can already grown on its balconies, our communities
fundamental need is for cereal. Our farm should be capable of regularly producing between 500 1000 tons of grain per year. {Unfortunately in Australia most of our grain is grown on marginal land
and so production is very uncertain. The land should have an irrigation capability.} Other aspects of
the farm don’t matter too much except that, as it will be used for recreation as well, it should be as
general as possible.
There should be a regular vehicle taking produce from the farm to the building and then
returning with the building’s waste products (i.e. fertiliser). People should be encouraged to visit
the farm and help with its labours (e.g. at harvest time). There should be some small cabins and
camping space at the farm for this purpose. The regular vehicle can provide transport for this as
well. Thus our city building becomes a agricultural village community as well. Hopefully the farm
will make a profit as well but its prime purpose is to provide independence (and hence security) to
the community. Thus the horrible rift that exists in western societies between town and country, will
be broken and all people will share equally in the changing fortunes of agricultural production and
land values.
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2)
Self-employment
It can be seen that our building and farm will generate a large amount of work and so my second
requirement is that this work should be done by the members of the community themselves. Thus
our community should become self sufficient in its capability to look after itself (as well in its
physical requirements). Thus a person should be able to feel that, if they fail to gain employment in
the outside world, then they can reside in our community, do their share of work there (perhaps a
little bit more on behalf of those people that do have external employment) and so their dependence
on the outside world, would be minimal. So no one needs to go neurotic about getting an external
job. It is difficult to set out the precise rules that will create this situation but this should be the
general aim.
Thus our building community is largely independent and so, if a recession hits the rest of the world,
our community would continue along and no one would notice much difference (and certainly not
undergo any hardship).

8.6

CONSTRUCTION DETAILS

This is a section that should probably be skipped. I don’t know enough about the subject and even
a professional civil engineer would need to do perhaps a year’s work (using sophisticated computer
facilities), to know if what I am suggesting is possible. You can treat this section as a guess and I
would simply like to state my guess (future generations can then see to what extent I have guessed
correctly).
Most large current buildings are built using pre-stressed concrete and they are built to remain for
ever. However it is contrary to my more dynamic view of the world to build a building to remain
for ever (see chapters 2, 3 and 18). I envisage that, over a time span of perhaps 20 - 200 years, most
buildings will need to be taken down and relocated (or their basic elements be re-used to construct
another type of building). Thus I want my building to consist of a set pre-fabricated basic elements
that can be put together and then taken down and used again (perhaps in a different way).
Naturally a building made of pre-fabricated parts must be weaker than a solid building because
there are breaks between the fabricated elements. However this will be less of a problem for my
building (in comparison to modern buildings) because my building is very broad in comparison to
its height. Also my building’s high degree of regularly will make it very well suited for construction
from basic elements.
I will tackle the problem for the following three areas and the order represents the degree of
confidence I have that a basic pre-fabricated element solution is possible.
1)

Floor/Ceilings

It can be seen from my floor plan (section 8.2) that, apart from the lift well area and the communal
balconies, all the floors need to cover a span of 4m. Thus we can have a basic floor element of area
4m x 1m that will cover nearly all circumstances. The cross-section could look like fig 8.6:-
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CROSS-SECTION OF A FLOOR ELEMENT (fig 8.6)

The ends would naturally be different.} The central gap could then be used for services (cables
and pipes). The dotted lines represents holes for either services to pass through or for bolting the
elements together.
The lift-well area and the communal balconies could have support pillars and large cross
members so that these floor elements can be used in the same manner for these areas. The corridor
poses a problem because although the elements can span the corridor (lying E - W), they would
supply no sideways rigidity (i.e. the building becomes like two independent 13m wide buildings).
One could continue the basic wall structure over the corridor with arches (and the elements lie
N - S) but this would take away from the loft and width of the corridor (which is nice for air
circulation). I think it best if the elements lie E - W but, at the unit separating walls, there are special
arched elements which supply structural sideways shear rigidity between the two sides of the
building but which are not load bearing (so they can be a bit smaller).
2) Load bearing walls
All our walls are of the same height (3.75m) but we must allow for doors and windows. I propose a
basic wall element of the form in fig 8.7:LOAD BEARING WALL ELEMENTS (fig 8.7)
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Thus each basic element allows the possibility of a door or window through it. {Clearly the
respective unit owners will provide a light covering for the wall.} The knobs and recesses provide
rigidity between the elements and the solid top section provides further sideways shear rigidity. The
dotted section could perhaps be empty inside to reduce weight. Again facilities are given for pipes
and cables to pass through.
There must be several variants of this basic form to allow for what happens at the corners.
3)
Tension elements
What I have suggested so far will probably be sufficient for the normal static situation but it will
not be sufficient for earthquakes, exceptionally high winds and earth movement. For circumstances
like these the whole building needs to be bound together by some strong and continuously solid
members (a much higher proportion of metal). The three obvious circumstances are:1)
The element that I have already mentioned, across the corridors and probably a similar antishear element between the balcony and the interior of each unit,
2)
A strong tension element above all the walls to which the roof/ceilings are also connected.
Thus I have made the wall elements to be only 3.5m high to allow for such an element of .25m
height.
3)
The corners where the N - S and the E - W walls meet (i.e. going vertically up the corners).
These tension elements must be strong, continuous and made for the purpose. Thus it is
questionable if they could be re-used if the building was taken apart and reformed. However they
only form a small fraction of the total building.
The physical construction of our building now becomes very straight-forward. Thus:1)
All the roof and wall units would be made in a factory to tight specifications and high
precision (the elements must fit together precisely.
Then, given one level already formed, we:2)
Haul up the wall elements and wheel them around into place,
3)
Form in place the tension element (i.e. over the top of the walls, down the corners and over
the corridor). This is the hardest task.
4)
Haul up the floor elements and lay them over the top.
In the chapter on the distribution system, I will describe a huge mobile 4 legged construction
vehicle that could help with this process (instead of cranes). However these circumstances are so
straight-forward that this sophistication is probably not warranted. They will be useful when we
construct or repair our distribution system.
This simplicity of construction means that the strength of the building should also be easy to test.
Thus all one needs to do is manufacture 20,000 small scale floor elements and 8,000 similarly
scaled wall elements out of a suitably weak material (to allow for the dimension change - or
however engineers overcome the scale problem). One then constructs the scale model and sees
whether if it will be strong enough under the various circumstances.

8.7

SUMMING UP

At least in this chapter it should be clear that I have done what I set out to do. Thus I have clearly
defined a form of city dwelling which:177

1)
2)
3)
4)

is dense and so the costs associated with the suburban sprawl are eliminated,
uses the all available sunlight without any waste at all,
treats all people equally and so all can enjoy a reasonably green, sunlit, social life,
gives the greatest possible chance of being able to successfully recycle all waste.

Unfortunately, as with most of my suggestions, you probably will not like it. My solution will
appear to be much too much like “little boxes”. I need to say a little on this matter.
Clearly my solution is at present rather over regular and this has been hard to avoid because I
wanted to treat everyone fairly and do the job as simply and easily as possible. However, although
the exterior of each unit is rather “little boxy”, each person has far more freedom to personalise
the interior of each unit than people have presently. In the current world the interior room layout
is normally fixed when the building is made and it is very difficult to change this form. In my
units, the forms of rooms, the plumbing and all the fittings can be changed easily (and these
changes should not be subject to any external regulations). Thus in fact people could express their
individualism much more easily in my form of dwelling than people can in the current world. The
only trouble is that, if a person does not does not have any individualism, this paucity of spirit will
not be hidden by any natural external variation (for which a person is not in fact responsible).
I personally would love to live in one of these “little boxes”. I would be confident that I could
so order my unit’s interior so that the external regularity would not worry me at all (and anyway
I never liked the song in the first place). Having easy simple growing facilities at hand, good
recycling facilities and a variety of communal areas and facilities very close at hand, all sounds
wonderful to me.
There may be a tendency to treat this form of dwelling as a “cheapie” to be used by the workers
in dense industrial areas (and let the rich to continue to live in their large mansions in the nice
residential areas). I would be violently opposed to this situation. My buildings, because they could
house so many people, should be able to afford and should be placed on the very best land (i.e. in
Sydney on the waterfront close to the city and transport). Then if other people still want their big
mansions, they can go and live out in the sticks.
These buildings have been designed for the current world and they could be erected very easily
at this very moment (with a few minor conflicts about building regulations). However if they
were built, their significance would not be that they allowed people to live comfortably in an
environmentally friendly manner. The importance of their existence would be that they would
constitute “a threat to the very fabric of society” (I have just been reading some P.G. Wodehouse
and this is one of his favourite phrases). These buildings would create large independent
communities centrally situated in cities. Such communities would have a large amount of free time
and their independence would mean that they would be less subservient to the way that the world
normally runs. The presence of such communities then would form an environment conducive to
changes in other more important aspects of life.
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9.

CO-OPERATIVES AND THE INDUSTRIAL STRUCTURE

As I get older I have a tendency to dwell on the happy periods of my youth and of these, the period
I remember with greatest pleasure, was the holiday before my finals exams. I had slacked the year
before (fallen in love in a stupid sort of way) and so my previous year’s bad results were stimulating
me to work quite hard that year. Thus, contrary to normal expectation, I did not go climbing on
those holidays but spent the morning of each day working for the coming exams. However the
afternoons were free and these were spent with old scouting friends, collecting jumble for our
scout’s annual jumble sale. We used the scout trek-cart for this purpose. {A trek-cart is a wooden
affair with two large metal rimmed wheels on either side and a front pole with cross push bar for
manual pushing and control.} Our suburb was fairly hilly but fortunately the church hall (where
the jumble had to be taken), lay at the bottom of most of the hills. There was usually just two of us
and we would load our trek-cart high, mostly with old cloths and books but also quite often with
larger objects like sofas and wardrobes. The good bit was taking the loaded trek-cart down to the
hall because one person was at the front and the other at the back - with a bit of skill one could lean
on the trek-cart and balance each-other’s weight and so one’s feet only needed to touch the ground
when the thing got out of balance and one’s end started to come down (or change direction, slow
down etc). It was superb fun seeing how far you could go without touching the ground. The activity
had of course a very pleasant spice of danger to it as well. I don’t think other motorists on the road
appreciated us very much.
Alas trek-carts are now a thing of the past - cars have taken over their function and that bit of fun
is gone for ever. I am afraid that my industrial system will also appear to be one of those horrible
modern things that take away a lot of the fun out of life. For most of us work is fun (most of the
time) and without it life would be very bare. However life changes and the forms of work will
always be changing. We should all enjoy our nostalgia but the new world will have its pleasures and
nostalgia in different ways. We must go forth and we can be sure that the ‘supreme justice of God’
law will ensure that we all will continue to have fun, hardships, joy and sadness in the very much
same degree in new forms of work.
This work was first thought out in 1984 and then written it up first in 1987. I have just been rereading the 1987 stuff and I hope I can succeed in making it a little bit lighter this time. Of all the
things I have done, this the only thing that I can say that at a specific point in time ‘light dawned’.
{You will note that in the case of the most important result - the land structure, I had worked out
the solution before I had recognised its significance.} I had been puzzling over the problem for a
couple of months and it was clear that one must have a multi-leveled structure of co-operatives and
also that there must be a definite ownership (companies) and work (firms) separation. However I
couldn’t solve the continuity problem and I was getting quite depressed about the whole thing - I
was thinking of chucking it all in. ‘Light dawned’ when I realised that each member co-operative
must belong to several supernal co-operatives (a more complex structure). Not that this was in any
sense a clever break-through. One of my little sayings is that “in this world you don’t need to be
clever - but it helps if you can avoid being excessively stupid” (said mostly to my children). I had
just been excessively stupid.
The whole industrial structure takes 8 chapters to define so this chapter, besides defining the
structural form, is partially an introduction to the whole industrial system. The consequence of this
is that this chapter tends to become a chapter of ‘problems’. In introducing the complete industrial
system, clearly I need to point out the major problems with our current industrial forms. I then show
how my proposed system will overcome these problems. However my own system will have its
own different problems which my later chapters will be trying to overcome. Thus the last section
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lists the problems which the following 7 chapters will have to deal with. Thus you had better get
ready to consider a large array of problems.

9.1

SCOPE AND AIMS

This chapter, besides defining the industrial structure, introduces my complete industrial system.
This consists of the following 7 chapters (fig 9.1):THE DEPENDENCES OF THE INDUSTRIAL CHAPTERS (fig 9.1)

Thus this chapter deals with how all the industrial entities (which in fact are co-operatives of
various types, levels and sizes) interact with each other in order to give the capability of being able
to carry out any job, no matter how large or complex. In particular then this chapter deals with:1)
how large entities (co-operatives) are made from small entities (co-operatives). In the
current world this would be how companies are made up of departments or departments are formed
from sections.
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2)
how the ownership (companies) and doing a job (firms) co-operative entities interact with
each-other to get a job done.
3)
how these entities will change over time with a changing work load.
As our industrial activities are restricted to one location (the federal area as set out in our land
structure), we do not have the normal regional structure problems we have in the current world (e.g.
how a national oil company might organises its branches in the various states).
The next chapter deals with the most important interaction in detail - namely how a co-operative
entity gives a sub co-operative (the sub co-operative may be a single person) a job and how that sub
co-operative is remunerated.
The next four chapters describe the general form of the co-operatives. The first chapter deals with
the features as seen from the outside i.e. the bodies’ identity definition and how it may be contacted.
The next three chapters then deal with the normal internal problems of the executive form, voting
and meeting procedures.
The final chapter then deals mainly with the two specific forms of co-operatives that we need. These
are a ‘firm’ co-operative for carrying out a job and a ‘company’ co-operative for the ownership of
industrial assets.
Apart from the first and last chapter, the rest of these chapters have relevance outside the industrial
system. Thus, for example, the ‘Voting’ and ‘Executive’ chapters also apply to our society’s
government form itself and ‘Employment Mechanisms’ chapter can apply to how you get your
house painted in the current world. Hence the work has been put in independent chapters. If you are
reading these chapters purely to understand the total industrial system you would probably need to
read the 7 chapters in sequence and then read this first chapter again, just to remind yourself how
the whole thing fits together.
The aims of our industrial system are of course that 1) it should work, 2) give freedom (hence
choice) and 3) give equality (as set out in the principles chapter). Thus choice means that people
should be free to choose their form of employment (and this implies there must be a competitive
remuneration system). Equality means that all people shall be treated in the same manner as regards
- their contract forms, their expectations of permanence, their degree of control over their job and
the methods by which they are assessed. Unfortunately all this means very little until we get down
to the specifics. Some relevant specifics have been give in chapter 2 section 7 under the headings
of:2)
No Debt
3)
Equality in employment contracts
4)
No job differentiation
{Equality of information is also relevant but this must now apply to the industrial element’s
information files rather than society’s information files.}
These items almost certainly need to be read again if you really wish to know precisely what our
aims are. Thus our solution will be neither capitalist nor socialist but a complex amalgamation of
both systems together with a large number of concepts that have not been proposed in either system
(nor, as far as I know, anywhere else).
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9.2

THE PROBLEMS OF PRESENT INDUSTRIAL SYSTEMS

Clearly I cannot hope to set out the detailed problems associated with each of many kinds
of industrial systems that operate in the world today. However most industrial organisations
incorporate a ‘hierarchical command system’ in some manner. The main thing I wish to do is to
point out the fundamental weaknesses of this form. We can then briefly describe the problems
associated with the ‘socialist’, ‘capitalist’ and ‘co-operative’ forms.
The Hierarchical Command System
By a ‘hierarchical command system’ I mean a tree (pyramid) system of command where a person
supervisors people beneath them and is supervised by a person above them as in the following
diagram (fig 9.2):THE HIERARCHICAL COMMAND SYSTEM (fig 9.2)

The system extends itself to incorporate a large number of people (for doing a large job) by
having many levels. Usually one thinks in terms of about 4 people beneath a supervisor and then
an organisation needing N workers, will need about log4(N) levels of structure. The structure is
normally adjusted to fit the nature of the job being tackled. How the structure should vary over time
is always a little vague. Thus people’s tenure agreement is usually extremely short (a week or a
month) but in practice people often assume that their tenure will be for life. The tree includes both
the command and reporting functions.
This is clearly a rather simplistic view of the situation but it is sufficient to comprehend the major
problems. I will consider the problems in respect to the three aims of ‘that it works’, ‘equality’ and
‘freedom’.
1)
Does it work ?
This command system was probably originally designed for the control of armies in battle and for
the purpose of getting a mob of people to do what the commander in the field says they ought to
do, it is obviously very effective. It is in the longer term control processes that the system is open
to doubt. Also clearly, if one assumes that all the supervisors are honest and intelligent and put the
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interests of the corporate body before themselves, then this system is fine. The question is can we
know that this is the case (and because our supervisors are paid a large amount of money to have
these qualities, it does not necessarily means that they will have them).
The first obvious weakness of the system is that the system includes the reporting function
in the same command chain. This means supervisors will tend to “bear witness unto themselves”.
Because of this obvious weakness there is usually an independent accounting function as well and
this will carry out some independent checks. However the accounting function is not logically
linked to the hierarchical command structure and there are usually a large number of areas where
people can still get away with “bearing witness unto themselves”.
The second problem is that it becomes increasingly difficult to assess the higher supervisors.
At the bottom of the pyramid it is relatively easy to assess how well a worker has done their job
because the job can be seen. However the job of a supervisor consists of looking and assessing and
such work cannot be ‘seen’. Thus to know if this job has been done well, one has to check on what
the supervisor has assessed and this means going through the details of the jobs below them. Thus
the higher up the supervisory ladder a person is, the harder it is to check against the reality of the
physical job being done.
The third problem is related to the second. In theory a supervisor is supposed to take
complete responsibility for all the work done by the section beneath them (i.e. the sub-branch
of people below). In practice this is not realistic and hence the delineation of responsibilities is
very vague. To demonstrate this we need to take a specific case. Suppose we have a section with
a 1000 workers and all people have 5 years tenure and their starting date is random in time. Then
there must be 5 levels of structure (log (10000)=5) and a simple calculation shows that the section
supervisor will on average only have direct control over the employment of 1/32 of their workforce. Hence it is difficult to assume that they must take full responsibility for their section.
These three points then emphasise that it is very hard to know how well the higher leveled
supervisors do their jobs. The result of this is that it is very difficult to say to what extent any
hierarchical command system works (of course all the various supervisors will always say it works
well - unless they get the sack).
2)
Equality
The hierarchical command system results in a great deal of inequality between those at the top of
the pyramid and those at the bottom. The system provides almost excessive control for those at the
bottom but very little for those at the top. Naturally there will be some control for the person at the
top - a board of directors, elections by those below etc but this will never be a dedicated full-time
person. Moreover the person at the top will tend to control the information flow. Furthermore it is
very hard to assess the value of the job in any case. Thus the person at the top usually organises a
remuneration deal for themselves (and their mates) that is far better than those at the bottom of the
stack will receive.
3)
Freedom and choice
Traditionally the hierarchical system has never given a great deal of freedom and choice as regards
employment. However in recent years this has become much better. The difficulty in assessing a
supervisor (as outlined in 1), must make it difficult for supervisors to change jobs because it will be
very difficult for a supervisor to demonstrate in a concrete manner to another prospective employer,
how well they actually do their job. Thus moving around and the choice associated with this is
difficult. {I suspect that the current increase in fluidity is because we are moving much more to
an ‘image’ oriented society. You can demonstrate a good ‘image’ to a new employer quite easily.
However this may have nothing to do with practical reality.}
Thus the hierarchical command system has fundamental flaws as regards ‘how it works’, ‘equality’
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and ‘freedom’. However it has the advantage of being comparatively simple and this will not be true
for my system. I will now briefly consider the individual problems associated with the ‘socialist’,
‘capitalist’ and ‘co-operative’ systems.
The Socialist System
Like all current systems, it is very vague as what precisely a socialist system is. However a rough
approximation is to say that there is just one hierarchical command structure which includes all
industrial activity and the top of the tree is the head of state. The way the top person is chosen is
vague but we will assume that they are chosen by some elective process by all people.
The great advantage of this system is that it does give equality of ownership of industrial assets. The
weaknesses of the system are mostly those associated with the hierarchical command system which
are particularly bad as there must be many levels and there is no choice. Thus:1)
there is inequality between the people at the top and bottom of the pyramid,
2)
the weaknesses of the elective process (see chapter 14) are much worse because so much
depends on it,
3)
there is very little choice (and hence of freedom) because there is only one system (and this
cannot support much choice),
4)
the difficulty in assessing the various supervisors tends to mean that the system is liable to
become corrupt.
The Free Enterprise Capitalist System
I will take this system to mean that there are a variety of independent private enterprises together
with a large public enterprise. With each private enterprise activity there are two groups of
associated people - those that carry out the operation (workers and supervisors) and those that
own the assets (share-holders). Thus the complete structure could be represented by the following
diagram (fig 9.3) where each circle represents a group of people (and the size of the circle
represents roughly the size of the group):THE FREE-ENTERPRISE/CAPITALIST SYSTEM (fig 9.3)
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In the simplest case, one would envisage that the people that carry out the operation (workers and
supervisors) would be organised in a hierarchical command system (both public and private). The
owner groups usually have no sub-structure and in principle they elect the top supervisors (the
directors as they are normally called) on a regular basis. In fact the problems of current elective
systems are too great for this to work in practice, so control is usually attained by an ill defined
‘take-over’ process.
The strength of this system is of course that it allows a fair degree of independence. It also allows
people more choice in their form of employment (but not very much in comparison with the system
that I will propose).
The great weakness of the system is that it not only allows but in practise strongly encourages,
inequalities to grow in the ownership of assets. This has be demonstrated more fully in section 2.7
under the heading of ‘No Debt’. The problem really arises because our current elective system does
not provide sufficient incentive for people to make good decisions. What happens then is that the
ownership tends to be given to one person (who then will have sufficient incentive to make good
decisions) who will then be in debt to the other people. This one person then takes all the risks and
hence will tend to become either very rich or very poor.
A feature of the free enterprise system that will be very important to us is the idea of subcontracting. Here a group of people sub-contracts work to another group of people as in the diagram
(fig 9.4):THE SUB-CONTRACT FORM (fig 9.4)

This system is still essentially hierarchical but in a manner that gives more independence to the subgroups and hence can give better control. This system still has its problems (see chapter 10) but it
represents a structure that can be built upon (as we do in the next section).
The Co-operative System
It is again very vague as to what one means by a co-operative system but I will take it to mean that
the ownership and the running of an enterprise is shared between all the participants. The advantage
of such a system then is that a good degree of equality in ownership and control, is achieved. The
major disadvantage of such a system is that in practise it cannot be extended to deal with large
activities. {It has of course been extended but it’s extensions usually make it indistinguishable from
a normal free enterprise activity.} There are further problems in that the general rules are poorly
defined about how a person can leave, what a person’s remuneration shall be and how the voting
and meeting procedures shall work. Another problem is that, although one achieves equality of
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ownership of assets among the participants, this does not mean that one achieves equality of asset
ownership through-out the general community.

9.3

THE PROPOSED INDUSTRIAL STRUCTURE

I will develop my industrial structure in three distinct stages because I think this is easiest way to
understand it. However in approaching the problem in this manner one must bear in mind that until
we reach stage 3, each individual stage is inadequate.
1)

A Multi-Leveled Structure of Co-operatives

Clearly the nicest fundamental element to base our structure on is the co-operative. However the
fundamental problem with co-operatives is that they cannot deal with large enterprises. Thus the
obvious thing to do is to create a multi-leveled structure of co-operatives (as we did in our land
structure). A two leveled co-operative form then would look like fig 9.5:A 2-LEVELED CO-OPERATIVE FORM (fig 9.5)

which would have a corresponding tree structure like fig 9.6:-
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A 2-LEVELED TREE STRUCTURE (fig 9.6)

There is a superficial similarity between this structure and the hierarchical command structure and
I first need to stress how they are entirely different. A co-operative body is a complete corporate
entity and so it would:1)
own assets (on behalf of the members),
2)
hold information files pertinent to itself,
3)
have a meeting and an elective procedure,
4)
normally have executive representatives (elected by the members and of course there must
be several of them to provide control on each other).
Both the larger multi-leveled bodies and the smaller first stage bodies would have this same
form. Thus the interaction between all the levels is very much a two way affair with the supernal
body giving work to the member bodies but the members electing the executive members of the
supernal body. Thus this is very different structure from the hierarchical command form where the
supervisors are simply chosen from above.
In the hierarchical command form, we had 4 people below a supervisor but with our multi-leveled
co-operative form, it is clearly appropriate to have many more (there could be 3 or 4 people on the
executive). I think there should be between 4 and a 100 member co-operatives in a supernal cooperative with an expectation of about 20. This is slightly less than I suggested in the land structure
(the infra-structure expenses are higher with land so there is greater incentive to reduce the number
of levels). The expected sizes of the various levels in terms of the total number of people would
then be:Simple Co-operative
2 levelled co-operative
3 levelled co-operative
4 levelled co-operative

Total People
20
400
8,000
160,000

This structural form eliminates the three basic hierarchical command problems because:1)
the assessment problem disappears because a specific co-operative body will do a specific
physical job of work and so it can be assessed on how well this job is done (i.e. the assessing the
assessor problem does not arise).
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2)
the inequality between those at the top and those at the bottom will disappear because those
at the top are elected by those beneath them.
3)
the elective problems are much less because people are elected by small groups of people
that know them well (in the hierarchical command the person at the top is elected by possibly
millions of people that do not know them at the bottom).
However the cost of getting rid of these problems is that we have introduced two further
fundamental problems which are:1)
The elements in the hierarchical command structure are people and as such have a clear
identity i.e. you know who you are talking about. However the elements in our structure are cooperatives and these can be very amorphous i.e. they can change, disappear or be created so easily
that you can’t be sure about what you are talking about. One must have a clear identity to be able
to give recognition for jobs done well (or done badly). Thus we will have a problem in defining the
identity of our co-operatives (and we may have to limit the amount of change that we allow).
2)
In all groups of people (even those that know each-other very well), meeting procedures can
be very wasteful of time and the elective process can be carried out in a very cavalier fashion. We
are going to have to make sure that these processes work efficiently and well (and so possibly take
quite a lot of the fun out of the process as well).
2)

The Company/Firm and Private/Public Distinctions

So far it has been implicitly assumed that our multi-leveled co-operatives are the vehicles for both
the ‘ownership of assets’ and the ‘doing the job’ functions. However, for the reasons that I shall
explain in the next paragraph, this would create an unjust and inflexible situation so this sub-section
details how this problem is resolved. This is also a convenient time to deal with the ‘private/public’
distinction.
It is unsatisfactory for a co-operative to carry out both ‘ownership’ and ‘work’ functions because:1)
Some industries need a large amount of capital per person (i.e. oil refining) and some need
very little (i.e. making clothes). If a ‘work’ co-operative owns its related assets then this will be
forcing an inequality in assets between industries that are highly capitalised and those that are lowly
capitalised.
2)
As shown in our citizenship chapter, young people must have very few assets (or even be in
debt) and older people must be asset rich. One’s industrial system must have the flexibility to deal
with these different requirements.
3)
People will require the flexibility of changing their job without changing their assets and
likewise the flexibility of changing their assets without changing their job.
The way that free enterprise separates the ‘ownership’ and ‘work’ functions is that a ‘company’ of
shareholders own the assets (headed by a board of directors) and a set of employers (headed by
a general manager) do the work. I will do the same sort of thing with two different types of cooperative structure. Thus:1)
a multi-leveled structure of ‘company’ co-operatives will own assets,
2)
a multi-leveled structure of ‘firm’ co-operatives will carry out all work.
3)
the top leveled ‘company’ will then hire a top levelled ‘firm’ to do their required work for
them.
The following diagram (fig 9.7) demonstrates the situation:-
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SEPARATING THE ‘OWNING’ AND ‘DOING’ FUNCTIONS (fig 9.7)

In this diagram it is not convenient to draw all the member co-operatives so you have to remember
that there would normally be an order of about 20 (and hence relatively fewer levels). I have drawn
the lines between levels with arrows in both directions indicating that the control goes in both
directions in co-operatives (as opposed to the hierarchical command system). However the arrow
between the top company and the top firm is just in one direction, indicating that the top company
chooses the top firm (and hence the company has the ultimate control).
The differences between companies and firms is discussed in more detail in chapter 16. However
for the time being, I should stress that, not only would a ‘company’ be concerned primarily with
assets while a ‘firm’ would be concerned primarily with doing work, but also there would be a
different definition of entitlement (that fraction that determines for a member a) what they give, b)
what they receive and c) their voting power). Thus in a company entitlement will be determined by
proportion of ownership whereas in a firm entitlement will be determined by proportion of work.
The given diagram tends to imply that this is the only form of interaction (reflecting current
industrial practice). However there are two circumstances when a different form should occur.
These are:1)
The diagram implies that a company will hire just one fixed firm (as in the current world).
This reduces choice and competition so we will allow a company to hire any firm (the continuity
problems associated with this are dealt with in the following sub-section).
2)
It may sometimes be convenient for a firm to hire a company (or some of the assets of a
company). Thus a large construction firm may desire to hire a crane from a company for a period of
time.
This whole structure of multi-levels of companies and firms extends itself very naturally to the
public sector. We can simply regard the government as a very large company whose assets are
all the public assets. The work associated with these assets is then simply hired out to large cooperative firms on a fixed term contract basis to the best bidder. Thus for example, the work
associated with running the government railways will be periodically hired to which-ever firm
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offers the best bid. Thus the great bug-bear of nationalised industries not being competitive, will no
longer exist because all work would be done by contract bid by firms in the same way as is done in
private industry (and sometimes by the same firms). Thus it will make very little practical difference
if an industry is public or private. The total diagram of all industrial activity could therefore look
like fig 9.8:THE INDUSTRIAL FORM (fig 9.8)

3)

Contract Periods and the Continuity Problem

I have already suggested that companies should hire firms to do their work for them and this will
be done by asking for bids. The contract then would be given to the firm offering the best bid.
Supernal co-operatives will also need to divide their work among their member co-operatives and
the only completely just way that this can be done is also for a similar bidding system to apply. How
this can done is discussed in detail in our next chapter on ‘Employment Mechanisms’. Relevant to
this section, however, is the period for these contracts.
I think it essential that all contracts be for a fixed period of time (or to complete a given piece of
work) and that the maximum period of time should be 5 years. Thus no person or co-operative is
assured of work for more than 5 years. The reason for this, is that:1)
it assures a degree of equality between those that have jobs and those that do not (note our
current system strongly favours those that already have jobs),
2)
it assures that there is always a clear mechanism for young people to enter the work force
(remember I said in the citizenship chapter that I consider it far more important that young people
can obtain work than old people),
3)
it facilitates the comparison of the performance of firms for the various periods of time.
This comparison is so important that, when we come to the co-operative executive jobs (which,
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being a job, will be subject to these same rules), we will add a further restriction that an incumbent
executive is not eligible for re-election.
The problem with all this is that for large jobs (i.e. running the railways), there will be a huge
discontinuity in employment when a contract is given to a different firm. This will be difficult for:1)
the out-going firm - because every-one concerned will now need to find fresh employment,
2)
the new firm - because every-one must learn a new job all at once,
3)
the company - because of the costs involved.
Note this problem does not arise in our present hierarchical command system because supervisors
and workers only change jobs individually and so there is never a universal change. This
‘continuity’ problem and the ‘assessment’ problem (as described in 9.2 under ‘The Hierarchical
Command’ - ‘Does it Work’) are clearly intimately linked because either one has clear separation of
jobs and then there is a continuity problem or else a job is changed piece-meal and then there is an
assessment problem.
As I said at the beginning of the chapter, this problem stumped me for a couple of months. However
the solution is really very simple. Until now we have implicitly assumed that membership of a
co-operative should be exclusive i.e. that a co-operative (or individual) be a member of just one
supernal co-operative society. {In my original thinking I had blindly been following the example
of the land structure form where exclusiveness is essential (for defense purposes).} However this
exclusiveness is not essential and so we can allow a co-operative to belong to several supernal
co-operatives. The following very over-simplified example then shows how this overcomes the
continuity problem.
Suppose we have two supernal co-operative firms A and B and all the member firms are members of
both A and B as in the following diagram (fig 9.9):2 COMMON SUPERNAL CO-OPERATIVES (fig 9.9)

Suppose then that A has a current contract and when the job is due for renewal both A and
B compete. Then, in this circumstance, no matter who gets the job, all the member firms (or
individuals) will still be employed. The executive of the supernal firm that does not get the job will
have less work to do but the executive is only a small part of the total work force. Thus competition
for a job may mean a competition of the executive rather than competition of the members. This
competition will still make a considerable difference to the members because the members may
have different entitlements and different remuneration rates in the two different supernal bodies.
However all members would continue to be employed and the problems and costs associated with
learning a new job, would not exist.
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This case is over-simplified and our later rules will in fact rule out such very similar firms as A and
B, competing for the same job (it could be phoney competition). However, when one has several
large co-operative firms consisting of several levels, each top level firm may be employing more-orless the same people at the bottom although the membership of all firms, would be very different.
Our refinery example demonstrates this a little. If we say that on average a member firm belongs to
two supernal firms we get the following table:Co-operative
a person
level 1
level 2
level 3
level 4
level 5

--Firm Size in PeopleAssociated Full Time
1
1
20
10
400
100
8,000
1,000
160,000
10,000
3,200,000 100,000

----Number of Firms------A Person In In Total City
1
1,000,000
2
100,000
4
10,000
8
1,000
16
100
32
10

In a city containing a million working people it is possible one might need a co-operative of the
equivalent of 100,000 full time working people. As the diagram indicates this means a 5th level
co-operative. Each person in the city would then be represented in each such large concern several
times over. The table indicates that such a system will give plenty of variety so that any job can be
tackled by several suitable firms and continuity of work (at the bottom level at least) should be no
problem.
This non-exclusive structure is designed primarily for firms but it can be useful for companies
as well. If each member company (or individual) belongs to two supernal companies, it means
that for example at the fifth level a person’s assets are spread among 32 industrial concerns (large
companies). Thus this system automatically spreads a persons risks with very little extra work (each
member firm only has to invest in two supernal firms).
It now becomes fairly laborious to demonstrate how all this can work in a practical case but I hope
the refinery example in the next section will be able to do this.

9.4

A REFINERY EXAMPLE

I actually worked at the AOR Kurnell refinery for one year (1974) and this example reflects this
experience. However this may give you a false impression of my industrial knowledge so I had
better explain the circumstance (besides this will give you a break from all this heavy stuff).
There had been a power struggle between the New York head office and the Sydney head office
(where I worked) and on this occasion New York was the victor. The result of this was that my old
boss was sent packing and I got a new ‘New York oriented’ boss. Most of the people at my level
were then sort of forced to leave but I, being a reasonably academic and inoffensive sort of fellow,
was allowed to stay on. However I was clearly regarded as dispensable (it is always assumed that a
person holds primary loyalty to the person that hires them).
The management of our associated refinery then thought they might try to implement a computer
aided planning system. However this could be a touchy subject with the unions. So what they
did was drag me in to investigate it on the basis that if the unions got really stroppy about it, they
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could put all the blame on me (as I was dispensable). However when the nature of this political
manoeuvring became clear to me I avoided the main issue and I did what I have always done in
these circumstances - worked at a lower level writing little tank level forecasting programs. When
I finished my year I and the ‘New York oriented’ boss parted company (and I returned to academia
for a while). {One of the amusing things about this boss - a definite example of the supreme Justice
of God law - was that although this boss ran pretty rough shod over us previous managers, he had
this secretary (as rough as guts) and this secretary would occasionally bawl him out a the top of her
voice (so that the whole department could hear) - and he would take this treatment like a lamb.}
However I now treat this year as the high-light of my industrial experience and as such, it is
much to be prized. Thus my students in my ‘Linear Programming’ class used to have refinery
modeling problems given to them (which they hated) and now you likewise will have a refinery
case to consider.
Refineries are really good for generating good practical complex cases but unfortunately this
complexity is often more than we can bear. In this case then I am going to be fairly superficial. {I
am hoping that most people will just be impressed by the section’s heading and then not bother to
read it - a not unreasonable hope.}
We will suppose that we have to run a refinery that lies on the state federal land but not at the
capital. This makes the problem more awkward because people working at the refinery will
continue to wish work at the refinery because of the difficulties of relocation. Thus, when after 5
years the contract has to be renewed, we would not have the normal variety of options as regards
employment. We will assume then the following detail:1)
the total cost of the refinery (i.e. value) is about 5,000 CY (Citizen Years - see 5.3)
2)
600 people are needed to run the refinery,
3)
during years 8-12 a new unit is to be added which will require 700 construction workers,
4)
the hardware needed for construction (cranes etc) costs 100 CY,
5)
the average person has 1 CY that needs to be invested.
Then the number of levels of structure needed in the various companies and firms are approximately
(using the figures in the table in 9.3):1)
4 levels for the major company that owns the refinery,
2)
3 levels for the firm running the refinery,
3)
3 levels for the firm doing the construction,
4)
2 levels for the company owning the construction gear.
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As regards the owning and running of the refinery then the following diagram (fig 9.10) could
represent the structure of companies and firms that might exist:THE CO-OPERATIVE STRUCTURE (fig 9.10)

Thus C is the company that owns the refinery and this company is owned by 5000 individuals (some
of whom would be refinery workers). {The value of the refinery is too great for refinery workers
to own alone.} The sub-companies of C are simple investment companies meeting perhaps once a
year to check that their investment is OK. These companies will probably have other investments as
well.
We have given 3 firms that could do the job of running the refinery - L1 and L2 are local firms and
O is a large external firm. L1 and L2 have some overlap of membership and as this overlap extends
down the tree of sub-firms almost all individual workers are associated with both L1 and L2 in
some way. However the positions that the people would take (e.g. the executive positions) and the
remuneration that the people would receive under these two firms, would be quite different.
At the beginning of our time period, C calls for tenders to run the refinery, L1, L2 and O tender
and L1 is chosen. This means L1 runs the show and the executive of L2 does not have much to do
(so they mostly revert to their secondary jobs which are normal workers in sub-firms). O is a large
external concern with plenty of other work so they just continue with their other concerns.
On the 5th year tenders are called again and this time L2 wins the contract. This means there will be
a reversal of roles for some people between normal worker and executive positions but otherwise
life continues as normal. In the 8th year construction must start on the new unit and this means C
will call for tenders for this work. The firms that tender for this must be quite large (possibly larger
than the level 3 we have suggested) because they would need to:1)
take care of the uncertainties associated with the construction,
2)
have a pool of individuals that would be prepared to be relocated for 4 years.
The firm that wins the tender will probably not be able to retain its normal sub-structure form of
sub-firms because individual members may not all be prepared to move. Thus a new structure will
be temporarily formed for the 4 years and this will have elements of hierarchical command in it
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because it is partially dictated from above as a short term measure (the appropriate occasion for this form
- as in battles in war). This firm would sub-contract to a company for its hardware construction needs.
On the 10th year C calls for tenders again and this time the contract is won by O. The reason for
this choice would be that, with a new unit coming on stream in the 12th year, the local firms would
be uncertain of their abilities to cope with the new problems (and also whether they could summon
the increased personnel to run the new unit). O having won the contract would then almost certainly
sub-contract most of the work to the local sub-firms (both independent firms and those that are
members of L1 or L2) and hence the local people would continue to be fully employed. The only
difference is that they have less say in how the operation is run and their remuneration rates might
be slightly different.
On the 15th year tenders are called again and this time the contract is won by L1. The local
firms, having had the experience of running the new unit, are now sure that they can cope with its
problems and hence they can tender more keenly and so win the contract.
In this discussion I have only talked about the main contracts between the top firms and companies
but the same contracting system would be continuously going on at all levels between sub-firms and
their members. In general from this example it can be seen that the general shape of what happens,
is not vastly different to what happens at present. The main difference is that the people that do the
work have much greater say in the control process. There do not appear to be any general problems
that cannot be overcome.

9.5

THE REMAINING PROBLEMS

I have already indicated the major problems that my system gives rise to. These are:1)
The identity problem of co-operatives.
Co-operatives can be formed, changed or dissolved so easily that it becomes difficult to know if a
co-operative has the same nature it had perhaps a year ago.
2)
The inefficient working of co-operatives.
The democratic processes of meeting and voting can be very wasteful of time and effort. Thus these
problems will need to be solved.
3)
The just employment of large bodies by sub-contract.
My system will use a system of fixed term contracts to a much greater extent than is done at present.
Thus the problems associated with this process must be overcome.
In this section I thought it might be useful to outline these problems in greater detail and also show
the other problems as well. In doing this I will effectively be giving a summary of the remaining
chapters of the industrial system. Thus I will cover the problems chapter by chapter.
1)
Employment Mechanisms
The trouble with sub-contracting is that it means that a large amount of tendering work has to be
done by the sub-contractors. This is inefficient because all sub-contractors have to duplicate the
same tendering work. Moreover it means that the intrinsic risks and problems of the job (that should
be born by the employer) are passed to the sub-contractors.
These problems are overcome by making our contracts to have some ‘paid by the hour’
characteristics and creating a ‘recognition facility’.
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2)
Identity
Identity is just part of the chapter on the external features on co-operatives (i.e. what the rest of
society needs to know about the body as opposed to the internal features which is what the members
need to know). Thus, besides identity, it includes things like - representation, contact, judge and
dissolution (dissolution is external because the society as a whole has responsibility to see this is
done fairly). The importance of identity is increased because our solution to 1) uses ‘recognition’
(and so identity must be clear).
Our solution to all these problems will initially seem very restrictive because we will impose a
large number of rules so that all these functions can be carried out efficiently. The cost of making a
thing work is that you cannot do what you like.
3)
The Executive
My prime criticism of the hierarchical command structure was that the same person did the ‘doing’
and ‘reporting’ function (i.e. bearing witness unto themselves). Thus our prime objective must be to
insure that this cannot happen in our system. Thus there must be a ‘reporting’ executive element that
reports on the ‘doing’ executive elements. Besides this the reporting body must likewise be reported
on and this cross-checking process must continue indefinitely. Likewise the control of the meeting
process must lie in unbiased hands.
4)
The Voting Process
There are three fundamental weaknesses with our current voting processes. Thus:a)
they fail to give voters a sufficient incentive to vote well,
b)
they fail to recognise constitution restrictions,
c)
they are logically inconsistent (they fail to obey Arrow’s 5 simple logical requirements).
To overcome these problems, we will have to introduce a considerable more complex voting
procedure.
5)
Meeting Procedures.
Meetings are notorious for wasting a huge amount of time. It is convenient at this stage to integrate
our meeting form with our computer information system. Here sequence problems no longer arise
(i.e. who speaks first) and it is easy to impose sensible balanced restrictions on the information flow.
6)
‘Companies’ and ‘Firms’
The major problem here is how to let people move (i.e. change their entitlement) in a way that is
consistent with our identity restrictions.

9.6

SUMMING UP

The objective of this chapter has been to form the basis for an industrial system that works and
gives freedom and equality to all. Until now I have not specifically dealt with the freedom and
equality and so, in my summing up, I will deal with this first.
In the context of employment, freedom can be regarded as the amount of choice available to
individuals in the types of work that they can do. My system in fact will give be able to give far
more freedom of choice than any free enterprise system has ever been able to give (and hence vastly
more than a socialist system). Thus:-
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1)
Within a ‘firm’ people may choose the jobs they prefer to do by putting more competitive
bids for these types of job,
2)
People and firms may vary their degree of involvement with the supernal firms that they
belong to,
3)
Companies regularly have a choice of what firms to hire to do their work,
4)
People and firms may leave their supernal firms and join new ones (as we do at present).
There will be some slight restrictions on this particular form of choice because if too many people
want to move at once the nature of the identity of the supernal firms may be threatened.
The unfortunate corollary of all this choice is that it means that our system will be highly
competitive because all this choice will be available to all other people and firms as well. Thus only
the most competitive bodies will be chosen. However in our system this competition does not need
to be taken very seriously. Anyone can get a job by simply bidding at a lower rate and no one can
hog all the work because of our limits on credit (see citizenship chapter). People clearly cannot
expect to always obtain the work they want at the rate of pay they want but, once this concept is
understood, the resulting competition should cause no ulcers.
The other corollary of all this choice is that it implies that there will be lot of evolvement and
change. Thus:1)
work loads will keep varying (certainly no 40 hour week),
2)
good firms will grow and bad firms wither away,
3)
sometimes a person will be an executive and at other sometimes a worker.
Hopefully all this variety should be fun.
Clearly our system is designed to give a great deal of equality of control. Thus, although there are
executive positions (otherwise our system would be very inefficient with all people being required
to make all executive decisions at the same time), the executive positions are elected by the
members on a regular basis and executive people are not available for re-election (as we describe
later). It is difficult to imagine how an entrenched hierarchy could form under these circumstances.
How much this equality of ‘control’ will result in equality of ‘remuneration’ and in equality of ‘asset
ownership’ is a question of conjecture. I would just like to reiterate some points already made in my
‘Principles’ and ‘Citizenship’ chapters.
1)
Although this system does not force equality of ownership it does not encourage the growth
of inequality as our present system does (as described in 2.7 under ‘No Debt’),
2)
This system means that public sector industry will be just as efficient as private industry
(they are both subject to the same competitive forces) so as much activity as desired can be put in
the public sector (which implies equality of ownership) without any inefficiency arising.
3)
As described in 5.5 the total value of industrial assets is only of the order of 1 CY per person
and this is small in comparison to the other essential debts and credits that must occur during a
person’s life. Thus any inequality of asset ownership will not have a strong influence on people’s
basic degree of equality.
4)
Most people’s innate abilities are not vastly different and so, if the inequalities associated
with training or control are avoided, a fair bidding system will assure that most people will obtain a
similar degree of remuneration.
The big question is of course will it work. Hopefully it should at least be clear that my system
will not suffer from the problems of our current hierarchical command system. However as I have
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highlighted in the last section there are a vast array of further problems. I should emphasise again
that in order to eliminate many of the possible ways that things can go wrong, my system will be
very restrictive and so many of our current easy going ways will be ruled out. I might eliminate
‘bosses’ but discipline will certainly remain.
I have just been watching the new production of ‘Pride and Prejudice’ (doubly pleasurable for
me because they do some of the Playford dances that I do). The performance reminds one how
important clothes were a century or so ago. In the past only the very rich could afford good clothes
and so clothes were a very important feature of life for them. In the present day, when we can all
afford to have fine clothes if we want to, we don’t bother because we would not be impressing
anyone. Thus now it is only the people in poor communities that bother to dress well i.e. the blacks
in the U.S. Baptist bible belt.
The same situation will probably apply when all people can obtain work in a just and equitable
manner. Work is a big thing now because it is hard to get (particularly the positions of power).
When it is available to all, people will no worry about it and work will no longer be any big deal.
This was in fact partially true in the 50s and 60s (when I grew up) when work was much more
freely available. Thus I am fairly certain that, should my system be ever successfully implemented,
the net result would be that work would be delegated to being considered as a matter of very little
concern.
Of course we as humans have always got to have something to be concerned about (particularly a
concern that allows us to demonstrate that we are smarter or cleverer than anyone else). So if the
concern for work disappears what will take its place? Well as I indicated in 5.8, I would hope this
released energy would go into a thirst for knowledge and large amateur learned societies would
flourish. Thus peoples concern would be to become an FRS (or a similar sort of membership). If this
was the case it would pose a problem for the work associated with scientific endeavour because then
amateur societies may wish to compete against normal working co-operatives. In this circumstance
the distinction between ‘work’ and ‘fun’ becomes blurred. However I think I can safely leave this
problem until it arises.
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10.		

EMPLOYMENT MECHANISMS

In the last chapter, when I came to the ‘Remaining Problems’ section, I was forced to read my
original notes for the next 7 chapters. This was the first time that I had re-read them since they were
written in 1987. I found it terribly difficult. It forced me into decline and the result was that section
(9.5), which was supposed to be a friendly discursive section of perhaps 2 or 3 pages, turned into a
terse and abrupt thing of just over a page. So much for re-reading.
So if I, who wrote the stuff, find it difficult to read, how awful it must be for you to whom it is
entirely new. It might be supposed that it would help enormously if I could write better. I doubt it. I
am impervious to my own bad writing so it couldn’t be bad writing that held me up. What stopped
me was new concepts. Thus I had completely forgotten my concept of ‘association value’ and
for several hours I went into rejection mode not believing that such a concept was necessary and
refusing to consider it. What I had to do was to stop reading the thing, re-think the problem over in
my mind again and slowly reform in my mind the whole idea again. Finally I slowly came to agree
with my old writing that an ‘association value’ concept was in fact necessary.
I seems to me that we have to accept that we (the human animal) cannot absorb simple sequential
logic. We have to work by a slow step by step familiarisation process. Thus if a new concept arises,
we have to work at it by - looking at it from the far distance and then leaving it for a while - coming
a bit closer, seeing some more detail and then leaving to think how the problem may be solved in a
different manner - looking again in slightly further detail etc. The point is that in the current world,
we very rarely do have to face a new concept cold as we naturally gradually become more familiar
with everything step by step. I still remember in my school days when ‘sines and cosines’ were
not introduced gradually but the whole concept was presented logically in just one lesson. Then
I similarly went into rejection mode. However after an appropriate bit of familiarisation with the
concept, the notes of that one lesson were very straight forward indeed.
So when you get cheesed off with all this stuff, leave it. The crucial thing, however, is to not forget
the problem I am trying to solve. Mull over the problem in your mind - is it a genuine problem? what solutions can you think of and what are their resulting problems? - do other people think about
the problem or do they just ignore it? - etc. Only when you are certain of the nature of the problem
is it worth considering a solution.
As you know I try to introduce each chapter with a relevant personal story. However for this chapter
I am afraid this bit of general waffle is going to have to take its place. I have indeed searched through
my brain checking for possible employment stories (i.e. interviews etc) and there were in fact plenty of
such stories. However the theme that came out from all those stories (and the theme that comes out of
this chapter as well) is simply that you have to do your homework properly. A story that just emphasises
such a prosaic truth hardly seems worth telling - so I’ve had to skip it. However you can see that at least
I have tried - my heart is in the right place and I’ve done my best to start in a lighter manner.
This should be a good chapter because:1)
it deals with a clear cut identifiable problem area,
2)
it introduces just one concept which has a clear physical realisation,
3)
the work is applicable to the current world (independent of any of the other work).
Thus in 1992 when I didn’t have much to do, I chose this chapter to do some of the preliminary rewriting of the project. The chapter is very dependent on the ‘Information System’ (chapter 6).
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10.1

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

In this chapter we are involved with how one body will get another body to do a job for them and
how they will remunerate them. Thus our scope includes:1)
How a person chooses a firm to build a house for them and what the contract for payment
should be.
2)
How a person should choose their dentist and how the fees should be decided.
3)
The nature of a person’s employment contract and all the related detail (i.e. how their salary
is decided, do they have the right to strike, termination notice etc).
4)
How a member of the executive is chosen and how they will be remunerated.
5)
How the government of a society might hire a firm to run the transportation system for the
next five years and how the remuneration might be organised.
I will call the body that wants the job to be done the ‘employer’ and a body that might do the job the
‘contractor’. Unfortunately all the terms that one might use have overtones of meanings from the
current world which one does not want. Initially it is probably easiest to visualise the employer and
the contractor as being individual people. However, as described in the last chapter, the employer
may in fact also be a co-operative company, an executive element of a co-operative firm or a
government department. Likewise the contractor may also be a co-operative firm.
The purpose of this chapter is to devise an ‘employment mechanism’ that is equitable, gives
freedom and which ‘works’ (i.e. my normal aims). In particular then this means that:1)
all employers should be treated in the same manner,
2)
all contractors should be treated in the same manner,
3)
the employers/contractors interaction should be as equitable as possible,
4)
contractors should have a large choice as to who they work for and how,
5)
employers should have a large choice as to who they employ,
6)
the process should be efficient in time,
7)
contractors should always be able to get work (when necessary),
8)
employers should always be able to get a job done (when necessary),
9)
the process should be applicable to all possible circumstances.
It might appear at this stage that, because our scope of problems is so wide and our requirements so
large, we will have an almost impossible task. However the current world already has solutions for
many of these different circumstances. Thus if we can combine the basic concepts of these different
solutions, hopefully, we might be close to a complete solution. This will in fact be the basis for my
approach. Thus:1)
In the next section I will detail the two basic methods of the current world showing their
strengths and weaknesses.
2)
In section 10.3 I will combine the best features of these two systems to form my basic solution.
3)
To make sure that my basic solution work, I must ensure that ‘recognition’ is given for all
completed jobs in a concrete and public manner. This is described in 10.4. This is the basic ‘new
concept’ of this chapter and so this is the biggest and most important section of this chapter.
4)
10.5 gives the details of hours worked, payment and how disagreements between the
employer and the contractor may be resolved.
5)
10.6 then gives the full system details.
6)
10.7 gives 3 detailed examples. These examples are fairly voluminous and are designed
to show the essential facets of my industrial system (see previous chapter) relating to employment
mechanism. If you are more interested in ‘Employment Mechanisms’ rather than the ‘total industrial
system’ then the first example should be quite sufficient.
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10.2

CURRENT MECHANISMS AND THEIR PROBLEMS

There are two basic employment mechanisms in the current world - namely the ‘employer/
employee’ method and the ‘sub-contract’ method. To develop a better employment mechanism we
will need to understand the fundamental strengths and weaknesses of both these systems. Of these
two systems the ‘employer/employee’ method is the more common. However as its strengths and
weaknesses are better known, we will start with the ‘sub-contract’ system whose problems are not
so obvious.
A.

THE ‘SUB-CONTRACT’ SYSTEM

We will assume that the ‘sub-contract’ system consists of the following simple steps:1)
the employer specifies the job to be done,
2)
interested contractors tend for the job by saying how much money they require to do the job,
3)
the employer engages the contractor who specified the lowest amount (and this is the figure
that is used for the remuneration).
Analysing this system with respect to the specific aims outlined in the last section, we find its
strengths are that:1)
All employers are treated equally because all can sub-contract out their jobs on the same
basis.
2)
All contractors are treated equally because all can tend for the job on the same basis.
3)
There is as much freedom of choice as you might desire.
4)
Contractors can always get a job by simply offering a low tender.
5)
Employers can always get a job done by simply accepting a high tender.
Its three weaknesses are:1)
The work that each contractor has to do to tender for the job is often quite significant (often
between 10% and 20% of job). This work is carried out by all tendering contractors (usually about
4) and so this can add 40% to 80% to the work load. This means the process is not very efficient.
2)
The process is not very just in its treatment of the contractor as opposed to the employer.
Thus the contractor bears:-a.
the cost of the tendering for the job to be done and
-b.
the risks and uncertainties as to how difficult the job turns out to be.
As the employer wants the job done, they should bear any intrinsic costs or uncertainties pertaining
to the job. Of course contractors will normally adjust their tenders to adsorb these extra costs but it
will be random as to when they can recoup their costs (i.e. they can’t recoup their costs until they
actually get a contract). Furthermore we have shown in the last chapter that it is the employer that
will normally have the resources to deal with the job associated risks, rather than the contractor. A
further inequality problem is associated with when the contractor is paid. If they are paid at the end
of the job then, while the job is incomplete, there will exist an implied debt of the employer to the
contractor for the partially completed work (contrary to our ‘no debt’ principle).
3)
The most serious weakness of this method however is its lack of applicability. The method
requires that the employer can specify the job to be done exactly and often this is not possible. Thus
jobs like:-a.
an architect’s job in designing a new building,
-b.
dental work,
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-c.
executive work,
cannot be sub-contracted because one never knows what the job will entail before one starts.
B.

THE ‘EMPLOYER/EMPLOYEE’ SYSTEM

The ‘employer/employee’ system may at first glance appear to be a very simple method. However
in discussing its strengths and weaknesses, one needs to be aware of its more subtle implications.
Thus we will first outline the method in its simple form, then point out its implications and then
outline its strengths and weaknesses.
We will assume that the ‘employer/employee’ system consists of the following steps:1)
The employer hires an employee at a given rate (per hour usually) to work in a given area
(not usually on a specific task).
2)
The rate of remuneration will be changed by the employer depending on how well they feel
the employer is doing the job.
3)
Either party may terminate the arrangement if they feel that they could do better else where.
Fairly clearly if (3) could in practice happen easily (i.e. either the employer or the employee could
as any time renegotiate their situation bearing in mind their market value) then this system is
efficient, gives choice and is fair to all. However to decide if this is true, we need to look at the
subtleties of the system.
At any given point in time, a employee’s direct remuneration will not depend on how well
they do their job. Rather they will receive a previously agreed rate - but if they do a good job then
they can expect a better rate in the future. In other words they receive ‘recognition’ for work well
done which hopefully will imply a better rate in the future.
Now to consider whether in fact a employee can move to a different job and negotiate
for a just rate of pay. If all other possible employers knew how well the employee did their job
(i.e. they were in a position to give just ‘recognition’ for previous work) this would indeed be the
case. Alas the other employers will not be in a position to have this knowledge. They may know
the employee’s current rate of pay and receive a reference from the current employer but such
references may be very misleading. Many cases can be quoted where a good employee has received
a low rate of pay and a poor reference so that they will be forced to stay where they are. In contrast
a poor employee may receive a good reference simply to get rid of them. An employee is hopelessly
dependent on their current employer for any ‘recognition’. This not only ties the employee to the
employer but also ties the employer to the employee - because they could not employ anyone else
as they won’t know how good they are likely to be.
The strengths of the ‘employer/employee’ system are therefore:1)
The method has the possibility of being efficient in time (provided of course that the lack of
choice has not affected this).
2)
The method is applicable to all circumstances.
The weaknesses of the method are:1)
The employer will be either advantaged or disadvantaged (as opposed to other employers)
depending on whether they have either a good or bad employee working for them (which may be
difficult to change).
2)
In the same manner the employee will either be advantaged or disadvantaged depending on
whether they are in good or bad employment.
3)
There is a radical inequality between the employer and the employee because the employee
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is completely dependent on the employer for just ‘recognition’.
4)
Because the employer and employee are so tied together there is very limited choice.
5)
Employees (contractors) cannot always be assured of getting a job because all possible
jobs may be taken up with fixed employees. This means that in a recession, those people currently
unemployed bear all the problems associated with the lack of work.
6)
Because hiring new people can be so difficult, employers cannot be so easily assured of
getting a job done.
To sum up then we see that both methods are seriously flawed. In general the two methods are
complimentary i.e. for our various aims, one method will be good while the other is bad. However
as regards equality between employer and contractor both are bad (but in different ways).
Something better is needed.

10.3

THE BASIS OF OUR SOLUTION

In trying to find a better solution we will combine the best features of the ‘sub-contract’ system and
the ‘employee/employer’ system. The natural thing to do is to have contracts based on
		
‘tendered rates’ x ‘the number of hours actually worked’.
However the trouble with this (as everyone knows) is that in this type of situation the contractors
tend not to work too hard and thus jobs continue too long. We will therefore also borrow the
‘recognition’ feature of the ‘employer/employee’ system but now insist that it be independent of the
employer and let it take a much more definite and precise form.
My suggested employment mechanism will therefore consist of the following steps:1)
The employer will first specify the job to be done. This specification will be more precise
than the employer/employee system but less precise than in the sub-contract system. Thus the
employer will indicate the kind of job, its expected size and the skills required.
2)
The interested contractors will tend for the job in terms of their ‘required rate per hour’ to do
the job.
3)
The employer then searches each tendering contractor’s ‘recognition’ files and calculates the
‘value of work per hour’ for each contractor in doing this type of work. The employer then chooses
that contractor whose
		
‘value of work per hour’ - ‘required rate per hour’
is greatest. {Note this may be negative.}
4)
The chosen contractor then does the job and is paid at their tendered rate of pay as the job
progresses.
5)
At the termination of the job (but also sometimes during the job or even after the termination
of the job) an independent body will create a ‘recognition’ file for the completed job which will
allow future possible employers to assess how well this job was done (in comparison to how long it
took to do).
If we compare this method against both the ‘sub-contract’ and ‘employer/employee’ systems, we
find that this system has the following benefits:1)
As in the ‘sub-contract’ system all employers are treated equally because all can subcontract out their jobs on the same basis.
2)
Similarly all contractors are treated equally because all can tend for jobs on the same basis.
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3)
There is as much choice as can be desired.
4)
Provided a contractor’s ‘value of work per hour’ is at all reasonable, they can always get a
job by simply tendering a low ‘required rate per hour’.
5)
Employers can always get a job done by simply accepting having to pay a high ‘required
rate per hour’.
6)
As in the employer/employee system, the method is applicable to all circumstances because
jobs do not have to be specified exactly before hand.
7)
The method does not have the inefficiency of the sub-contract system because a contractor
does not need to study a job in great detail to simply put forward their ‘required rate per hour’.
8)
The method introduces no inequalities between the employer and contractor. Thus:-a.
the dependence of the employee (i.e. contractor) on the employer for ‘recognition’ in the
employer/employee system will not exist because ‘recognition’ will be organised by an independent
body.
-b.
as there is very little work involved in tendering by the contractor, the inequality associated
with the tendering process will not exist.
-c.
the risk associated with a job turning out to be much more difficult than originally thought,
is correctly given back to the employer.
-d.
the implied debt of the employer to the contractor while the job is in progress, no longer
exists because the contractor is payed as the job progresses.
The disadvantages of this system are then the following:1)
There is a cost in collecting the ‘recognition’ material (by the independent body).
2)
There is a cost in storing and organising this material so that it can be used. {Fortunately in
my total system we have an ‘information system’ (chapter 6) which is ideally suited to carry out this
function.}
3)
There is a significant amount of work that must be done by the employers to calculate each
contractor’s ‘value of work per hour’.
{I think at this stage there is a tendency to visualise my method as being the normal ‘employer/
employee’ system with independent ‘recognition’ thrown in. The next section on the details of
‘recognition’ may increase this impression. However the normal ‘employer/employee’ system is
always of an indefinite duration whereas in my system, employment is for definite contract period
without any expectation of renewal. Thus there are two essential differences.}
Thus we see that this method has all the strengths but none of the weaknesses of the ‘subcontractor’ and ‘employer/employee’ systems. The point in doubt is whether in fact it is possible
to efficiently create and use ‘recognition’. This will be considered in detail in the next section. The
system I have described so far is also a little over simplified. Thus ‘rates’ do not need to be simply
the sum of human hours worked. These matters will also be expanded further in later sections.

10.4

‘RECOGNITION’

As my employment mechanism is dependent on ‘recognition’ to make it work, the purpose of this
section then is to show how this recognition can take place and what it will cost in time and effort. It
needs to be realised at this stage that all this ‘recognition’ is not just an abstract concept but will in
fact consist of specific information items which will be stored on the society’s information system.
The full details of how this information is stored will be covered in section 7 (the ‘system’) but for
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the time being one can assume that all people will have easy access to all these information items
(in any order that they might require).
This requirement to have a public information system then clearly limits this approach a little if it
is to be used in the current world. However one can find means of simulating the effects even in
the world as it is. Private information systems can also be useful for this purpose (and the have the
advantage of retaining more privacy). However for the time being I will only consider the public
case.
In the last section I said that ‘recognition’ would be collected by an independent body. This is
indeed the principal form but before discussing this, I need to mention 3 other essential types of
entry. These are:1)
Normal reports
Many job have various reports associated with them and clearly such reports should be included
in the ‘recognition’. Thus if ones job entails writing a computer program then clearly the program
should be included in the ‘recognition’. Likewise a judge’s summing up must be included in their
‘recognition’ file. {In my total system when we come to the ‘executive’ (chapter 13) I will define
a series of reports that they must write and then for these positions, these prescribed reports would
probably be sufficient for their whole ‘recognition’ operation.}
2)
Employer’s report
An employer’s report should be included in the recognition. This will no longer have the over-riding
importance it has in the current world but it will still be significant. {But, you may be asking, who
carries out this function for the executive. The situation is certainly a little more complex but, in
the ‘executive’ chapter, I shall certainly be defining a system where all the executive functions are
reported on at a later date.}
3)
Contractor’s report
As the employer reports on the contractor so the contractor should report on the employer. This
would presumably be carried out after the contractor receives the employer’s report. {As regards
the executive there is a time-scale problem now and this operation is difficult to fit in. Thus to some
extent the executive is badly off - they are reported on but it is hard for them to effectively report on
the reporters.}
The all important independent ‘recognition’ may then occur in 3 different ways. These are:1)
At the termination of the job
This is the ‘nice’ case because it implies that the specific job can be properly evaluated at
its termination. This for example would occur in the job of building a house. In his case the
‘recognition’ would probably consist of:-a.
plans of the building (as constructed),
-b.
detailed photographs of all rooms, fittings and all the exterior,
-c.
an independent surveyor’s report.
2)
During the job
In this more awkward case, we are assuming that the job can only be assessed by spot checking
while the job is in progress. This would be the case for the refinery shift workers (as discussed in
9.4) because this job consists mostly of checking to see that every thing is OK and so, if nothing
does go wrong (the normal case), it is not possible to say afterwards if this checking has been
properly carried out. Thus the only ‘recognition’ method available is to have independent inspectors
come in at random times and photograph and report on what they see (i.e. that the workers are
awake and watching). {Clearly this is a very unpleasant process and I will talk about this later.}
3)
After the termination of the job
Some forms of job can only be assessed long after the job has been completed. A typical example
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of this would be dental work because the effectiveness of such work only becomes apparent years
afterwards. In this case ‘recognition’ could be obtained by requiring that a small random selection
of patients attend an independent dentist to check on their work (perhaps 2 years afterwards). The
independent dentist’s reports would form the basis of the original dentist’s ‘recognition’.
I have chosen to demonstrate these cases independently but clearly there are circumstances
when all three types of recognition should apply. {In fact the ‘building a house case’ would be better
done by using all three forms.}
Much work still needs to be done in specifying how all this might occur but, before doing this, I
thought it might be useful to consider the worst possible scenario - i.e. when it is very difficult to
give any independent recognition to a job at all. We will find that in this case, although my method
is not very good, it is still much better than current practice.
The worst case tends to arise when one job is very much an assistant job to another job (and hence
there exists a fundamental inequality between the employer and the contractor to begin with). A
good example is a dentist and their dental assistant. The job of the dental assistant is more-or-less
to be at the beck-and-call of the dentist at any second of the day - fetching a drill, mixing some
amalgam etc. It is very difficult to give independent recognition for such a job because the details
of what is required are specified minute by minute. One could take random video recordings of the
work (recordings the dentist instructions as well) but this would be unpleasant and expensive.
To some extent I am not sorry that my system does not give much support to such
employment because, in an egalitarian society, such beck-and-call type jobs should be minimised
(every one should do their own menial work). {I personally have never thought that dentists needed
dental assistants.} However where the speed of a job is important, assistant type jobs will always be
necessary. {The justification for dental assistants is not that a dentist needs some lowly paid person
to do their menial tasks but rather, because a patient is waiting in pain, the job needs to be done
quickly.} Thus we do need to find a solution.
Then as independent ‘recognition’ is difficult and there are no relevant reports generated, the only
items generated in the recognition file would be:1)
the dentist’s report on their assistant,
2)
the assistant’s report on the dentist.
These would be produced at the end of each contract period. For this sort of job a contract period
of one month is probably appropriate and so these reports would be produced once a month. The
reports might be very simple i.e. they might be just “He’s OK” and “She’s OK”. {You will note
I have not said who is the dentist and who the assistant so this is not a sexist remark - perhaps
however I am implying a slight degree of sexuality in the arrangement.}
Comparing this system with our current ‘employer/employee’ system where the employer gives the
employee a reference at the end of their total employment period, we see:1)
Our system provides definite equality between the dentist and the assistant. Thus a back
mark from the assistant to the dentist could be just as important as a black mark from the dentist to
the assistant.
2)
If one party does receive a black mark then it would only apply for a month’s employment.
Thus assuming one has been employed for 5 years, one would have hopefully 50 other good cases
to also refer to, so it should not be so important.
3)
All this ‘recognition’ is open to public scrutiny and hence if necessary to criticism.
4)
My system forces people to state their opinion at a specific point in time. Thus an unhappy
situation would not continue for too long.
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5)
No-one need fire anyone. Thus an employer would just wait till the contract expired and
then not re-hire.
On all these counts my system, even in this worst possible case, is still much better than our current
system. In fact the weakness of my system is more that it may allow a degree of collusion between
employers and contractors (employees/assistants). Thus if a employer and a contractor both don’t
think much of each-other then it can still be in their mutual interest to give good reports to eachother rather than each party “collecting a black mark” from each-other. Thus these reports must
still be regarded as slightly suspect. However there is other crucial evidence in the form of the rate
of pay that the employer gives the contractor. In this circumstance one can check that the various
reports are consistent with the rates of pay that people actually receive. Furthermore all these
reports can be seen by everyone. Thus as eventually the quality of people’s work tends to become
common knowledge, people would be wary of giving an inconsistent assessment (‘cooking the
book’ as my old physics teacher would say).
I expect your reaction to this ‘recognition’ business so far is that it is clearly an unpleasant thing
to do and so eventually everyone would get slack and not bother. However whether something is
unpleasant or not, is very dependent on a person’s perspective. You are probably looking at this
situation as a person that already has a life-time job. In this perspective then these activities are
indeed rather horrible. However if you are a person that wants to get a job that will last a fixed
period of time and then at the end of that job, you would like to get another similar sort of job with a
different body, your perspective would be quite different. Under these circumstances you would be
keen that you could demonstrate to possible future employers that you did that first job well. Thus
such a person would probably be quite happy to allow independent inspectors to randomly come in
at certain points in time and inspect what they are doing (as in my refinery workers case).
In view of this situation then what I shall do is stipulate that, when a contractor tends for a job, they
must specify in full detail the ‘recognition’ forms that they require in that job. Thus therefore they
must specify before the job starts:-a.
the nature of all recognition operations,
-b.
the frequency of such operations,
-c.
the random process that assures there is no bias,
-d.
the specific independent body that will carry these operations.
The employer then can check that this would be adequate before accepting the tender. Thus the
nature of the original contract will assure that no one will have the opportunity to get slack about
‘recognition’.
This definiteness of form can be a little limiting. Thus, suppose a person thinks a dentist did a
lousy job on their teeth, then they could not put this opinion in the dentist’s recognition file unless
the original contract specified this (which would be unlikely). The person could of course enter
their opinion into the information system in general but then it would not form part of the formal
‘recognition’. This is the normal sort of cost that one has to pay when one starts to become more
‘scientific’ about selection processes.
Finally, before talking about the cost, we need to think about the frequency of these ‘recognition’
operations. In general the frequency must be such that:-a.
there are sufficient recognition items to be able to make an assessment,
-b.
not so many that the cost becomes too high and people gets swapped with cases.
Approximately once a month for a normal ‘recognition’ item would seem reasonable to me (and
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shorter or longer than this depending on the size). Thus I would suggest:1)
once a month for dentist’s patient to be checked by another dentist,
2)
once a week for independent checks on shift workers in a refinery as this would be a small
operation. {If it was me I would feel that some day I would be caught sleeping and then I would
want to show within a week that I could do better.}
The ‘building a house’ job has it recognition at its completion but, as presumably it would take
about a man-year to build a house, this would give approximately a yearly frequency (but of course
it would be a very large operation).
These frequencies over time would seem to give ample information for people to assess other
people’s ‘recognition’.
The total cost of my employment mechanism then is in collecting, storing and assessing these
‘recognition’ items. I will consider the cost of each activity separately.
1)
Cost of collection
The cost of collecting a normal recognition item (i.e. checking a persons teeth) should take about an
hour’s time (patient and dentist together) and, as this would occur about once a month, this would
give a figure of perhaps 1% - 2% of the total work involved.
2)
Cost of computer storage
The cost of storing text on a computer is negligible but storing photographs and videos can get
expensive. Because of the number of people involved and the regularity of input, one would
imagine that perhaps a half of my total information system might be given over to ‘recognition’.
Nevertheless the total cost should still be no more than 1% of the total work involved.
3)
Assessment work
Until now I have left one aspect of these ‘recognition’ items a little indefinite. This aspect is
shown in the different nature of item -b. and item -c. in the ‘building the house job’. Item -b. is
pure recognition because it simply allows people to see what the house looked like when it was
completed. From this people would do their own assessment on the quality of the work. However
the surveyor’s report will probably contain an element of assessment because the report will
probably assess how well the house was built. This assessment could be carried one stage further if
the surveyor was to say how well the house was built in comparison to the number of hour’s work
involved in its building. If we think then of the reporting dentist we see again that their report could
vary from:-a.
just describing the state of the dental work 2 years further on,
-b.
assessing the effectiveness of the given dental work and
-c.
assessing the dental work in comparison to the number of hours of work involved.
Clearly therefore the amount of work involved in assessment by future employers will be very
dependent on the degree of assessment content in the original ‘recognition’ items. To what extent
the original ‘recognition’ files should ‘assess’ is a very moot point. It is more efficient if the original
items contain the assessment because then the assessment only needs to be carried out once (and
then it can and will be used many times). However it is more just if each employer does their own
assessment because they will then assess in different ways for their own different needs. In practise
there must be a balance. Most ‘recognition’ items should contain some assessment content which
future employers may use. However at times, employers may ignore the assessment and carry out
their own assessment independently. Assessment then should always be kept independent of the
pure ‘recognition’ and then the evidence that leads to an assessment should always be present in the
pure ‘recognition’ section. This means that assessors can likewise be assessed. {Thus perhaps we
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could introduce a ‘BAD ASSESSMENT’ charge that would work in a similar manner to the ‘BAD
JUDGEMENT’ charge as described in chapter 7.}
The other factor to be borne in mind as regards assessment, is that employers will very frequently
be dealing with contractors with whom they have dealt with previously. This would always be the
case when the executive of a firm, hires a sub-firm (or individual) to do a job for them (the most
standard circumstance). In this circumstance the employer will have already assessed most of the
contractors past history so they would only need to assess the recent jobs that they have not yet seen
done.
Bearing in mind these two variable factors, it is very hard to be precise about the work involved
in assessment. Certainly if an employer has to assess a completely new set of contractors (i.e. they
have never gone through their ‘recognition’ files before) and all these contractor’s recognition items
contain no element of assessment at all, then the employer would face a very substantial assessment
job. However these circumstances would rarely apply. It is always natural to include a degree
of assessment in a ‘recognition’ report and mostly one deals with people that one already knows
(part of the very reason that we form firms). Thus this task would be rarely very time consuming.
However, when a contractor does require an independent body to carry out the ‘recognition’
function, then the degree to which the ‘recognition’ should contain ‘assessment’, should be clearly
specified (the contractor must consider their future employer’s assessment work load i.e. if they
are working in a firm it could be nothing but if they are working fully independently it might be
substantial). {There are some further subtleties in respect to ‘assessing in comparison to the number
of hours work involved’ which I will discuss further in the next section on ‘hours worked’.}
Summing up I don’t think this total ‘recognition’ operation should cost more than 5% - 10% of the
total work involved. Bearing in mind that this whole task is a very significant part of the complete
management function (which in our society absorbs between 25% - 50% of the cost of a job) this
seems OK. Never-the-less my system does imply that there will be times when all employers (and
in my terminology we are all employers at various times) will have to do a significant amount of
‘home-work’.

10.5

HOURS WORKED, PAYMENT AND CONFLICT RESOLUTION

In this section we come to the final details of how to calculate the ‘hours worked’ and when and
how payment shall be made. This will be much less important in our system than in the current
world because in our system, if a person did try to cheat, the details would be shown on their
recognition file and so people would tend to avoid dealing with such a person (i.e. it is not worth
while to cheat).
For relatively small jobs (i.e. a dentist), we can probably assume that a contractor would not cheat
on their hours to increase their payment because the resulting loss of recognition would be much too
important. Thus in this case we can safely let the contractor define their own ‘hours worked’. This
would have the following very real advantage. When a possible employer evaluates a contractor’s
recognition file they will vastly prefer a contractor who has a consistent ‘value of work per hour’
rather than a contractor whose ‘value of work per hour’ varies considerably from job to job. Thus
it is in a contractor’s interest to maintain a consistent ‘value of work per hour’ between jobs. If
the system allows the contractor to specify the hours they worked for a job, it means that the
209

contractor can doctor the ‘hours worked’ to give a more consistent ‘value of work per hour’. Thus if
a particular job worked out well (or the contractor happened to be in a mood to work very hard on
that job), they would put in more ‘hours worked’ than they actually did so that their ‘value of work
per hour’ appeared as normal. Likewise if a job worked out badly, they may put in less hours. {This
is what tends to happen already in consultancy work in the present world.}
This process could be carried out one step further by all the contractors doctoring their ‘hours
worked’ so that each contractor gets a ‘value of work per hour’ which is standard for their industry
as a whole. In this case the employers job is simplified even further because then they would only
need choose the contractor that submitted the lowest required rate. Fairly clearly this situation
would never occur completely but it might happen to a partial degree. There would be a further
psychological advantage in this in that people would then disassociate any self esteem with
‘value of work per hour’. {One of the problems of the current world is that people place too much
importance on work and hence their self esteem becomes threatened when they don’t get a job.
When everyone’s ‘value of work per hour’ is the same and the job goes to the person that is simply
prepared to be paid the least then this clearly will not occur.}
You (the reader) may at this stage be questioning as to why we should bother at all with ‘rates per
hour’ and ‘worth per hour’ but rather simply let the contractor specify the final price (‘recognition’
forcing this to be reasonable). The reason is that the ‘rate per hour’ figure specifies the contractor’s
keenness to do the job. Thus suppose we assume that we have a sensible contractor who always
adjusts their hours so that they get the industry value of ‘value of work per hour’ of perhaps 1.2.
If this contractor submits 1.1 then it means they are really keen to do the job (i.e. they are short of
work or particularly like the job). However if they submit 1.4 then it would mean that they weren’t
really keen to do the job (i.e. they have plenty of work or don’t personally like the job). Clearly
this personal keenness to do or not to do the job should not reflect on the contractor’s general
recognition. However, if an assessor could only see the total worth of the job and the final payment
for the job, they would be including the keenness to do the job in the recognition. Thus all these
factors do need to be kept separate (though it is a bit tedious). {This is the subtlety referred to in
‘assessing in comparison to the number of hours work involved’.}
This tendency of people to voluntarily maintain a consistent value of ‘value of work per hour’
should make the “society’s economic department’s” task of maintaining a constant value of the CITHOUR (see 5.3), considerably easier.
When we come to larger jobs (where payment made simply on the basis of ‘recognition’ might be
too risky), it is perhaps unfortunate that this chapter precedes my following chapter on ‘co-bodies’.
An employer and a contractor are essentially working together and so they, in a sense, form a simple
‘co-body’. Thus when their degree of co-operation becomes significant, we need two features of our
general ‘co-body’ form. These are:1)
an independent judge to resolve possible disputes between the parties and
2)
a mechanism for the division of assets (should the co-operative venture need to be wound up
before its appointed time).
Thus when a job becomes large and significant, our first requirement is that the contractor and
employer should initially mutually choose a judge to whom they can refer, should there be a
dispute.
A crucial feature of a large job is that it must be payed for as it proceeds (because otherwise there
would be an implied debt between the employer and the contractor for the value of the partially
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completed work - contravening our ‘no debt’ principle outlined in 2.7). A simple sensible rule is that
such ‘partially completed work’ debts should be paid for within a week so this would mean that the
contractor must be paid weekly. If the employer is to pay something, they will clearly wish to be
assured that the job is proceeding at a reasonable rate (i.e. what they are paying for is in proportion
to the degree of completion of the work) and this implies that the whole job must have a minor
sub-structuring into week by week sections with some associated assessment. If there should be an
unresolvable disagreement between the employer and the contractor as to how the job is progressing
in these weekly assessments, they may have to be refer to the judge. It is possible that the position
might be still completely unresolvable and then the whole job would have to be cancelled and then
the judge would then have the extremely difficult task of dividing the monies and assets associated
with this partially completed work between the employer and the contractor. {This possibility must
always exist because people might die etc.}
The general procedure I suggest then would be the following:1)
The employer and contractor agree on a judge before the job starts. This judge would be a
judicial citizen whose judgement both parties respect and who has a familiarity with the type of job
(and the associated expectations of the circumstance).
2)
The employer submits to the judge a deposit amount representing their ‘commitment to the
agreement’ (i.e if they want to pull out of the contract (for a reason independent of the work done by
the contractor) then this is money they must forfeit as compensation to the contractor). It is possible
that the contractor should submit a similar deposit but I don’t think this should be necessary. If they
did, it should certainly be less than the employer’s deposit because the contractor’s problems of
reorganising their work load would be much greater that the employer’s problems.
3)
At the beginning of the weekly period, the employer submits to the judge holding money for
the maximum possible payment for the coming week.
4)
At the end of the weekly period, the contractor submits their ‘hours worked’ and, if
the employer agrees that this is consistent with the degree of progress, then the judge pays the
contractor from their holding money.
5)
If there is an unresolvable disagreement then the judge divides the submitted money (deposit
for the total job and holding money for the coming week) and the past weeks work assets, between
the employer, the contractor and themselves (for expenses) according to their best judgement. {But
they had better not try to do this too well because it may take too long to work out and then, after
their own expenses cut, there might be nothing to divide between the employer and contractor.}
6)
In normal circumstances at the end of the job, the judge would return the deposit to the
employer.
The advantages of this system are:1)
It clearly at all times maintains equality between the employer and contractor.
2)
If there is an unresolvable dispute then the elements under dispute are clear and are of much
less value than the job as a whole. {As in (5) the disputed elements are only - the original deposit,
the weeks holding money and the assets associated with the last week’s work.}
3)
Even if there is a dispute, there is no implied debt.

10.6

THE SYSTEM

In this section I specify the form of input for the recognition facility and then outline all the various
steps associated with a job. This section therefore acts as a summary of all we have done. It is also
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an opportunity to fill in some of the detail that has been missed out (particularly when the bodies
concerned are large firms rather than individual people).
The physical ‘recognition’ facility will be held in the society’s information system but the code
structure that is best for ‘recognition’ does not fit in terribly well with the code structure that is best
for the rest of the information system (see 6.7). I have made the two systems therefore independent
(which would be bad when one wants to see integrated reports) but hopefully somehow a way could
be found to integrate both systems in an efficient and consistent manner. For the time being I have
ignored this problem.
I suggest therefore that when an employer and a contractor agree on a job, a code for the job is
specified (or is given to them by the information system) and this is defined by:-a.
the date of the agreement,
-b.
the employer’s code,
-c.
the contractor’s code.
All the documents associated with this job, are then entered under this code (which links them all
together). This would include:1)
the original job specification as set out by the employer,
2)
the accepted tender given by the contractor.
3)
any further agreements between the employer and contractor.
4)
the weekly holding amounts, ‘hours worked’ and payments made.
5)
the final total ‘hours worked’ and payments.
6)
‘recognition’ items entered by independent witness bodies as the job progresses.
7)
the employer’s ‘recognition’ for the contractor,
8)
the contractor’s ‘recognition’ for the employer,
9)
the judge’s entry should there be a dispute.
{As a system this is all very incomplete. I did a better job when discussing the information system
in 6.7 .}
The details of the steps as the job progresses are the following (corresponding very much to the
items in the job’s file):1)
The Job Specification
This of course is carried out by the employer. Before this is done the employer must think very
carefully so that the form of the job is appropriate for contractors to do.This would mean:-a.
that the job does not require a mixture of skills that the probable contractors would not have
and
-b.
that the elements of the job are as independent as possible (i.e. the job is suitable for
independent assessment and recognition).
The employer must obviously then first describes the form of the job, its size and the period over
which it is to be done.
The employer must then choose a series of measures on which payment will be made. Up
till now we have just had one measure which has been ‘hours worked’. However, even if just ‘hours
worked’ is to be used, this may need to be broken down into the level of skill (i.e. experienced
brick-layers etc). Other measures for example could be - for building a house, the ‘no of bricks laid’
or for running a shop the ‘no of items sold’. For each of these measures then the employer must
specify:-a.
the expected volume (EVi) and
-b.
the maximum volume (MVi).
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{these might need to be broken down into the weekly time periods.} This then quantifies the form,
size and period of the job much more precisely (so the contractor can bid properly).
Finally the employer needs to specify:-a.
the amount of their ‘commitment to the agreement’ (see 10.5 (2)) and
-b.
a possible set of judges that they would be happy to oversee the agreement.
2)
Tenders
Possible contractors then tend for the job by specifying:-a.
their required rates (Ri,j) for each of the i measures specified by the employer (j is for the jth
tendering contractor),
-b.
the ‘recognition’ files that are relevant to this job,
-c.
the witness activities that they will require to be carried out on this job to give appropriate
‘recognition’. Thus they will specify the forms, frequency, random process and who does it.
-d.
the judge (from the given set).
3)
Selection
The employer then chooses from the tendering contractors by:-a.
calculating what they estimate is the ‘value of work per hour’ of the contractor (j) in doing
a particular measure (i) (as estimated from the recognition items in previous jobs files) giving Vi,j .
To ease this task, the employers may use previous assessments (by independent witnesses) and limit
their study to those files suggested by the contractor. However this limitation would be done with
caution.
-b.
calculating for each contractor (j)
		
sum (over i) EVi x ( Vi,j - Ri,j )
-c.
choosing the contractor for whom this is a maximum.
{When we come to voting it will be important that this expression is simply an arithmetic sum
because this means that we take the aggregate over all voters and obtain a consistent result.}
4)
Further contractual agreements
The employer and contractor may now wish to extend the details of these contractual agreements.
Thus the form of the payments for the judge and witness bodies (for recognition) may not have been
specified in the two previous documents so this would need to be defined here.
5)
Payment
As the job proceeds, payment (weekly or final) is made and is based on the contractor’s estimates
of work done on the given measures at the contractor’s tendered rates Ri (as described in 10.5). The
holding amount will be based on MVi. If there is a disagreement, then the judge must be called in to
resolve the dispute.
6)
Recognition
The witness activities (that result in ‘recognition’) proceed as set out in the contractor’s tender and
cannot be changed. Some of these items may be entered well after the job is complete.
All this may seem to be a very complex process. However, normally a particular case would very
rarely include all these circumstances (as in the following examples). Also people normally would
be associated with one particular field and, with growing familiarity, this whole system would
become second nature. It is only us, who we have to consider the fully general case, that have a
problem.
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10.7

EXAMPLES

In actual practice very few jobs will fit precisely into the format I have outlined so far. Thus the
purpose of this section is to indicate the sort of variations to our procedure that must be expected in
the real world. In particular, the last 2 examples demonstrate standard cases in our general industrial
structure.
A.

A Dentist Job

When a job is small, the amount of paper-work entailed in my outlined procedure is much too great,
so the purpose of this example is to demonstrate how this problem can be overcome. Naturally
our solution will simply be a slight variation of what happens in practice in the current world. The
example also emphasises the problems associated with ‘value of work per hour’, ‘rates per hour’
and ‘the assessment content in recognition’.
Clearly a person cannot write a job specification for dental work (one does not know what needs to
be done) so this step must be omitted. However the dentist can assume that most dental work will
be fairly similar so they can have a standard tender in a suitable place in the information system for
all possible clients to see. This tender would include - their ‘rates’, their ‘recognition activities’ and
their ‘acceptable judges’ (i.e. items a), c) and d) in the tender of 10.6). However it would not include
‘relevant recognition’ because they could not know the particulars of the job (so they couldn’t point
to previous relevant jobs).
The question of what the rates should represent, is a little difficult. I said in 10.5 that it is probably
best in general that a contractor should aim to maintain a industry standard of ‘value of work per
hour’ (by doctoring their hour’s worked) and then their rate would just represent their ‘keenness
to do a particular job’. {In this case this keenness would probably be associated with time i.e. they
might be keen to do weekday morning work, not really keen to do afternoon or weekend work
and positively hate night work. Thus each dentist might specify different rates for different times
depending on their preference.} However in this particular case, the employer (the patient) can
actually see the hours worked (and they might get irate if they can see ‘the cooking process’). It is
probably best in this case, therefore, to forget the ‘cooking process’ and this means that the each
dentist’s ‘value of work per hour’ (and hence their normal rate) cannot be standard. Their normal
rate would then be multiplied by the various ‘keenness factors’, to give different rates for the
different times.
A person then chooses their dentist by studying their recognition files and finding that dentist that
does the best job for the least amount of money. {As in 10.6 (selection) but fortunately in this case
the expression simplifies to
max (over j) of ( Vj - Rj ).
}
The work involved in calculating the ‘value of work per hour’ figures is very dependent on which
assessment option applied (spoken of in 10.4 under ‘assessment work’). If the recognition contains
no assessment, the normal person would have great difficulty on deciding on values for Vj . If the
work is assessed (but not with respect to the number of hours worked), then the client still has the
awkward task of trying to give a ‘value of work per hour’. Even if the assessment says ‘good’,
‘normal’ or ‘bad’ in comparison to the number of hours worked, an quantification process must still
occur. The nicest case is if the assessment says the job is equivalent to a given number of standard
dentist hours (this number might be negative indicating the dentists should never have been given a
chance to touch the job in the first place). In this case one would divide ‘the assessed hours’ by ‘the
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actual hours’, find the aggregate of these for all the given recognition cases, multiply by the average
dentist rate and this will give the dentist’s ‘value of work per hour’. Clearly then it would have been
much easier to let the dentists doctor their hours so that their ‘value of work per hour’ values were
standard. As one does in the current world, one is bound to simplify, approximate and guess in some
fashion or other. Also (as in the current world) one would not change one’s dentist more than is
necessary (because of the work involved in finding a new one).
Clearly it is very important that the assessments are unbiased. This means that:-a.
the patient checks that the witness (another dentist in this case) is fully independent of the
dentist under consideration and
-b.
the evidence on which the assessment is made, is present in the recognition file (so that, if
necessary, the assessing dentist may themselves be assessed).
When you have chosen your dentist, you pop along, sign their tender (possibly slightly modified)
and this is the contract between you. If the dentist does not trust you, they might insist that you give
a deposit (covering the maximum charge) to the agreed judge (as in the tender) and this will be used
to pay for the job at the end (on the basis of the hours actually worked). If there is a disagreement,
the judge will apportion this deposit appropriately between the parties. My system allows for no
suing at all (because this is an implied debt). One assumes that the dentist will act to the best of
their ability because, if they don’t, our ‘recognition’ facilities will ensure that everyone knows about
it.
After the dentist has done their work, the ‘recognition’ for this work will proceed as set out in the
contract. This ‘recognition’ might or might not allow the client to report on the dentist. {I personally
feel that allowing people the choice of whether they enter something or not, is too open to bias.}
Clearly if the client reports on the dentist then the dentist may report on the client. The important
‘recognition’ would be in the form of an inspection by an independent dentist (that we have already
talked about). What I haven’t discussed so far is how the cases for inspection might be chosen (i.e.
defining the random process). It is absolutely essential that it should be clear to all concerned that
there is no way the dentist could know which patients would be selected. In general I think the best
system is for the society as a whole to daily publish a series of random numbers and the patients for
selection be chosen by a mechanism that depends on these random numbers. Thus for this case, the
mechanism might simply be that the patient whose patient number is the random number for the
first day of that month, is inspected during that month. In this way all people can see that there is no
bias in the process.
B.

Individuals Working in a Small Refinery Firm

In this example we are considering how work shall be apportioned to the individuals of a firm that
has the contract to run a refinery unit (as in 9.4). This example will demonstrate how our system
will be simplified when the contractors belong to a firm and know each-other well. The example
also demonstrates how a private ‘firm’ information system and the public society information
system might interact.
We will suppose that the firm consists of 20 people and that the work consists of one day-shift
where 3 people are needed and two night shifts where just 1 person is required. The total work
is thus 5 shifts per day and this is a reasonable work load for the firm because individuals will
belong to other firms as well (as outlined in 9.3). As the job is very repetitive all people would be
familiar with the work required for each shift and so there is no need for a job specification. Also as
individuals will daily see how well their mates do their jobs, at a low level, job ‘recognition’ is less
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important. Our main task is to decide which individuals should work what shifts and at what rate of
pay (i.e. how the tendering/selection process will work).
There are many different ways the tendering/selection process could be constructed depending
how the total work is divided up. Thus one could assume a rotating roster system existed and this
would tend to make all jobs roughly equal (i.e. each roster equalises the day and night shifts). In
this case, the tendering/selection process would only occur at the beginning of a new roster period
(perhaps every 2 or 3 months). However in the case I will consider, each shift will be treated as a
separate job, giving greater flexibility (but less certainty about when one will work). This situation
demonstrates better the bargaining strategy that my method implies.
We will suppose therefore that the tendering/selection process is carried out for a whole day one
week in advance. Thus for example at 10 am on Tuesday a bidding process might be carried out to
decide who shall work the 5 shifts for the following Tuesday and at what rate. Our selection process
normally envisages different ‘values of work per hour’ but in this instance we will assume that all
people have adjusted their working habits so that they have the same ‘value of work per hour’ (if
this was not so, the adjustments necessary would be reasonably simple). This means that people are
chosen simply on the basis of who-ever requires the lowest rate. {People would presumably require
a higher rate for night work and also for weekend work.} The process could then simply consist of
people entering their required rate and then those entering the lowest rates, would be chosen. The
difficulty with this is that the people who enter their rates last, have a slight advantage because they
can see what other people have asked for. The tendency then would be for all people to put their
bids in at the latest possible moment (i.e. at 10 am). Thus no one would know anyone else’s bid.
There is in general a slight advantage in being able to partially see what other people have bid, so
I would suggest the system should be that ‘those people that have not been successful in obtaining
work (for the longest period of time)’ be allowed to enter their bids last.
In the current world we are all neurotic about obtaining work and hence when we consider this
system we will have a tendency to assume that everyone would keep undercutting other peoples
bids in order to obtain work. However, because our given monetary system limits a person’s total
amount of credit, this could not happen. Moreover people would become familiar with the expected
bid that will obtain work so the system would soon settle down to a stable form. Never-the-less this
system would give far more flexibility than our present system does.
‘Recognition’ between the 20 fellow workers would occur automatically so nothing formally
would need to be done at this level. However ‘recognition’ of the firm itself (within its supernal
firm) would not be automatic and so a process (as outlined in 10.4 - ‘During the job’) would be
necessary. It may in fact be difficult to organise for inspectors to have unheralded random access to
the relevant areas. Thus perhaps it would be better to install ‘black boxes’ in the various operating
rooms and these would allow photographs to be taken at random times. As normal how this process
would be defined in the firm’s original tender to run the unit. The firm could refer to this evidence as
well if one of their members was getting slack.
This ‘recognition’ would be private to the members of the firms concerned and this would be fine for the
normal day-to-day operation. However, when a person wanted to leave the refinery, they would require
more general ‘recognition’ (i.e. in the society’s information system itself). This would require a transfer of
some of the relevant information from the firm’s private system to the society’s information system. This
transfer should not occur when the person leaves (because there is likely a bias in feeling at this stage)
but at a regular long term interval (i.e. a year). This would mean that all people at all time would be in a
position to check that appropriate ‘recognition’ was accumulating in the public information system.
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C. The Construction of a Large Dam
In this example we are considering how the government of a city/state will organise the construction
of a large dam. We will suppose that the government does not have the necessary expertise to define
a detailed specification so the purpose of the example is to demonstrate how a two stage process can
work. The example also indicates how multiple rate types can apply.
The dam construction is a large project so there would be two stages in the total operation:-a.
defining the optimum form for the dam and for this optimum form specifying the required
work and
-b.
carrying out the actual construction work.
For the first stage, the government would simply state that they require a large dam to be
constructed at a particular sight and then call for tenders from the various consulting civil
engineering firms as to how best this should be done. The governments specification for this stage
would include the ‘expected’ numbers of consulting hours to be worked and the ‘maximum’ number
of hours (that they will pay for).
The tenders for this initial stage would then state the required payment rates and specify
their previous relevant ‘recognition’ files. {‘Recognition’ for this current job is very easy as it would
simply consist of their final report.}
The selection of these various tenders is not the easiest job because the government body in
charge will have to make an estimate as to how good each of the firms was at doing this type of job.
This calculation must be based on their previous performance as given then their ‘recognition’ files
(and, as specified in the last paragraph, this ‘recognition’ contains no assessment element). So this
would be a difficult calculation - one cannot always pass the buck on doing hard work.
A consulting firm is then chosen and it then does its job. Its report will form the basis for the
specification for the actual construction job.
The design for the dam might specify the following quantities:Expected Vol
Maximum Vol
a) General Labouring
10000 hrs
15000 hrs
b) Granite Blasting
800 tons
1000 tons
c) Earth Removal
5000 tons
6000 tons
d) Concrete Laying
1000 tons
1100 tons
where the general labouring is independent of b), c) and d). These 4 items therefore can be the rates
that the possible contractors must tender with respect to. The government then has a difficult and
important decision as to whether to call for tenders for the whole job or to break the job into smaller
elements and call for tenders for these.
‘Recognition’ (both in taking and in assessing) is of much less importance in the actual
construction as the job is much more tightly defined. It is mostly sufficient to check that the
contractor does what they are supposed to do (as in present sub-contract practice).

10.8

AND SO

When I started this chapter I couldn’t think of any suitable incidents to introduce it but during
the chapter two stories arose - one occurring in my current life and one dredged up from earliest
memories (40 years ago). I hate going and changing any ‘aside’ script (I don’t mind changing the
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main content because this has a logical form which must be correct) so I thought I would give these
incidents now - one at the beginning and the other at the end of the section. {Of course they are
nothing much - but then what can you expect when thy are taken from my own simple life.}
My first job (during university holidays) consisted of a working in a cemetery - mostly cutting the
huge weeds and grass that covered the graves . The foreman was an Irish-man (as were most of
the workers, although later the Irish were replaced by West Indians). When some one slacked or
made a mistake this Irish-man would roar at them in a voice that could be heard all over the whole
cemetery (and it was 50 acres in size), going blue in the face in the process. I related this appalling
circumstance to my Dad and I was horrified when he just smiled and said that in his opinion a
normal person will only really get stuck into a job when a bit of raw emotion is let fly. It took me
20 years to come to agree with this sad truth. {When I look back at the incident now, the thing that
amazes me is the fact that the foreman should have bothered at all. In those days our rates of pay
were - 4/4 per hour for the normal workers, 4/6 per hour for the foreman and 3/8 for us student grass
cutters (but for 2 glorious days I was elevated to being a grave-digger, scoring the 4/4 per hour).
Why should anyone stress vocal chords, lungs and heart for a mere tuppence per hour.}
You will note that my employment mechanism is cold and logical - so how will people get stuck
into their work without any raw emotion to egg them on? The answer is simple - I have no desire
that people should regard work as being of primary importance. Work (by my terminology) is a
necessary mundane feature of life that must be done but should be done with as little call upon
our adrenalin reserves as possible. Our adrenalin should be used for sensible tings like - climbing,
going out into space, research, sexual conflict etc. If anyone wants to slack at work it is fine by me
- they should be paid accordingly but the choice should be there. {In fact the Irish foreman never
roared at me - at a very early stage I worked out the appropriate number of graves to cut per day
and thereafter I duly cut my 100 graves a day and this still gave a large amount of free time. The
fun method of using this free time was to see how far we could travel by jumping from headstone
to head stone (at those times when there was a mob of us students together). It got fairly tricky
when there were some consecutive graves without headstones. Moreover, sometimes the headstone
was just a cross and then when you landed on a cross after a big jump, it was liable to disintegrate
beneath you. We had to keep a sharp lookout for the foreman during these activities.}
The purpose of this chapter has been to produce an employment mechanism which works and gives
equality and freedom to all. I believe my method does do all this but there is too much detail in
the various facets of the problem to try to summarise it all here. {The detailed requirements were
given in 10.1 and in 10.2 I showed how my system could satisfy these requirements.} My method is
dependent on the creation of a ‘recognition’ facility and this implies that:1)
we will have costs associated with collecting and storing the ‘recognition’ information,
2)
this ‘recognition’ data must be assessed,
3)
there must be some loss of privacy in people’s working environment.
The assessment problem is probably the most difficult of these and as I described in 10.4, it is hard
to quantify how bad this will be. However there must be an assessment problem in any employment
mechanism and at least in my system the problem is out in the open and there are several options
to ease the pain. Provided one is realistic and one does not expect to have perfect assessment, the
problem is surmountable.
I said that to some degree my system could be implemented in the current world even though we
don’t have a society information system where a ‘recognition’ facility can be set up. I need to
indicate how this could be done.
The most important thing to realise is that the initiative to do something must lie with the
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contractor (i.e. the employee) and not the employer. {We usually like to blame the employer for
most of our problems but in this case the blame must lie with ourselves i.e. the employee in the
normal case.} When we think about taking a job we need to think about the future and ask the
question “how will a future employer know how well I have done this current job?” If the answer
is that “they will not know at all” we must do something about it. It is always possible to create a
‘recognition’ facility in some manner. Thus, for example, we could insist that a job should have
a yearly appraisal which would be placed in a public place (with all relevant reports attached).
With initiative it is possible to duplicate most of what I have suggested here. The difficulty is that
‘recognition’ is for the future and we have a tendency think only of the present and hope that the
future will look after itself.
On a general philosophical level this chapter emphasises that:-a.
equality implies a great deal of self-responsibility,
-b.
privacy is very often incompatible with a just functioning of society and
-c.
work is a relatively trivial part of life which leaves the problem of what we do with our
spare time.
I go to Irish dancing on Thursday nights and to ‘bush-dancing’ on Monday nights. {At one stage I
went to Morris, Playford and International folk dancing as well and so I was dancing nearly every
night. However I am getting old now (and I am climbing again more).} Irish is well organised but
the bush-dancing is carelessly run (I go because it is only 10 minutes walk away (and there may be
a female of interest)). In traditional dancing the rule is that you should escort your partner back to
her seat and then you should dance with some-one else (older rules say that you should not dance
with the same person more than twice in a night but that is a bit much). What happens at Monday
night Bush-dancing is that people stay with the same partner most of the time. Thus last Monday I
went with a particular interest to dance with a certain girl (hard to know what term to use here - girl
is a bit funny for a mother of three but ‘woman’ or ‘female’ sounds heavy). She comes late (children
to be put to bed) so I initially danced with a woman (I’ll swap the terms) who may be said to be
near the bottom of the pecking order. {I believe in doing my social duties and so, as the female I
wished to dance with, was certainly not at the bottom of the pecking order, I felt I ought to build up
my social-duty kudos (‘brownie points’ is the term used here) while the going was good.} I danced
two dances with her before my ‘interest’ arrived. However then I was forced to appear to be very
rude when I left her to dance with the person I wanted to. Furthermore I had no desire to dance with
my ‘interest’ all the time and yet that is what the system tended to forced me to do. The traditional
rule in fact is very sensible.
It always sounds much better to have a ‘free’ system rather than have a system where artificial
rules are imposed. However no system is really ‘free’ because a supply and demand situation will
always force towards a certain form. In the dance situation, no rule means that those with good
partners stick with them and then the people with bad partners then have no choice but to stay
where they are. In a well run society, there must be a few sensible rules to the general social benefit
of all. In the dance situation the sensible rule is that people must change partners on regular basis.
In a similar way my employment system requires a similar rule that ‘employers’ and ‘contractors’
change partners (or at least allow the possibility of change) on a regular basis. This rule increases
the equality and freedom of all. A “Laissez Faire” attitude simply results in a restricted and
unpleasant solution.
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11.		

THE FUNDAMENTALS OF CO-BODIES

A few years ago I read this article (I think by Margaret Meade) describing how in the South Sea
Societies, children change their names very frequently. Thus a child might be called ‘Mother’s
Delight’ one day then ‘Running Wind’ the next day and then ‘Flowing Hair’ a few months later. It
sounds much more fun and jolly than our staid western custom. However when one starts to think
about the details, one can see there might be problems. Thus suppose young ‘Mother’s Delight’
has been pinching the neighbour’s mangoes and the neighbour comes demanding to see ‘Mother’s
Delight’. Then no one might bothers to tell the neighbour that ‘Mother’s Delight’ has changed their
name to ‘Running Wind’. Thus they could truthfully say they didn’t know where young ‘Mother’s
Delight’ was. One can see it could be the implementation of justice more difficult. Also then who
would now decide when a name shall be changed - does the child or the parents? When my children
were named, we had enough difficulty choosing an acceptable name between the parents, let alone
considering the child’s wishes. Furthermore I still remember the time that our elder child Tim came
home from school saying “Naomi will have to change her name when she goes to school - no one is
called Naomi”. It sounds a fun idea but I think the reality could be much more difficult.
Well I am afraid this chapter deals with such fundamental things as names and I fear I will always
tend to favour those boring simple fixed solutions rather the free and easy fun possibilities. I am
trying to form a co-operative form which will work and the simple fact of life is that the vast
majority of co-operative forms do not work. Furthermore, even if one starts with a good equitable
form, there seems to be a perverse nature in us humans that wants to change an equitable form into
leader/follower form. It seems to me that we humans have the same tendency that is so apparent in
dogs i.e. we either wish to subject ourselves to a leader or desire to become a leader ourselves. Thus
all the social groups that I have belonged have rapidly degenerated from their initial democratic
ideals as soon as their officers and members were allowed to follow their normal bent.
{The worst groups to exhibit this tendency are dance groups. The situation is not just that some
people like to dominate. Over my life, I have started a couple of dance groups myself and naturally
I in particular, have tried very hard to make these groups work in a democratic manner. I have
failed completely. Whenever one suggested a meeting to discuss what we might do, the people
would simply not come to the meeting. Infuriatingly these same members that refused to turn up
at meetings, would then claim that these groups I had formed, were democratically run. Anyway
this problem has irked me for a while so I have been wondering what could be done. Clearly in the
dance situation, the leader/follower instinct is too strong to fight. So what I think perhaps should
happen is the following:
The various folk dance groups should form a general club with a general social dance once a
week. {In Sheffield this took place on Sunday night which worked out really well because the semiprofessional musos are usually free to play on that night.}
When people want to perform then a person would offer to lead a group. The prospective
leader then would specify - what they want to do, when they will practise and who could enter. Thus
some guy might offer to lead a group to perform a sword dance at the national folk festival. They
would practise once a week and candidates must be male (the tradition) and physically fit. Another
person might offer to lead a group to do Irish step dancing at the Folk-loric - candidates would be
auditioned for the required skill.
All the sub-groups with individual leadership then are of a temporary nature. The large
incorporating group can then run in a democratic manner but the individual performance groups can
still have the zeal associated with a leader/follower form. The form is the same as in bush-walking
and rock-climbing clubs where individual trips or meets are individually lead.}
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Until now most of the chapters of this work have dealt with general concepts but this chapter
starts the process of dealing more with technical details. The chapter still has a new concept (the
association value) but it is a technical sort of concept for a very specific purpose. Later chapters will
continue this process of increased involvement with technical details. I think it most unlikely that
anyone would choose to read this chapter alone. The chapter was first written up in 1987 and on rereading it, I am reasonably happy about the major stuff (Constitution, Judge, Association value and
dissolution). However the stuff on restrictions and contact has no real logic to it. On the whole the
chapter is perhaps rather weak but at the present stage, I don’t think it justifies increased effort.
The whole subject is made more difficult (and possibly more depressing) because people assume
that all this is easy. Alas it is very difficult to find a co-operative form that will work - and be
equitable and just to all its members.

11.1

SCOPE

I first need to remind you what I did in chapter 9 (Co-operatives and the Industrial Structure).
My Industrial System is based on a hierarchical structure of co-operatives (as opposed to our
current industrial system which is based on a hierarchical structure of individuals). The system I
have suggested has many advantages - but its great weakness is that a co-operative can be very
amorphous form (at least with individuals one knows precisely what one is talking about). The
purpose of this chapter then is to try to make a co-operative take a more definite form. The problem
is even more important because the executive members of a co-operative may themselves be cooperatives (this tends to be necessary because of a size problem that I will detail in the chapter 13
on the ‘Executive’).
There is now a slight nomenclature problem. I don’t want to use the word ‘co-operative’ for
everything (besides it is bit of a mouthful). What I though would be best, was to use the term ‘cobodies’ as the general ‘doing things together’ term and use to the term ‘co-operatives’ for the more
specific co-operatives bodies I will need in my industrial structure (‘Companies’ and ‘Firms to be
precise). Thus ‘Co-bodies’ would include:1)
marriage partnerships,
2)
professional partnerships,
3)
associations,
4)
clubs,
5)
strata title ownership of home units,
6)
the employer/contractor association (as detailed in the last chapter) and
7)
‘co-operatives’ (as will be detailed in the following chapters).
I am expecting then that the ‘co-operative’ would be the bigger (and possibly more serious) version
of the ‘co-body’ that would have:-a.
an information system of its own,
-b.
an executive,
-c.
a formalised voting procedure,
-d.
a formalised meeting procedure.
Both ‘co-bodies’ and ‘co-operatives’ would own assets. In practice it tends to be that under ‘cobodies’ I am defining the external view of a working body (i.e. what the rest of society needs to
know about it) and under co-operative the internal workings of the body (i.e. -a. - -d. are defined
simply so that the body can operate efficiently and well).
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This chapter then is the precursor to:1)
Chapter 12 - ‘Marriage’ which is a co-body and
2)
Chapters 13 - 16 which are the chapters on co-operatives.
These various facets do, however, have to fit together. Thus the dissolution techniques of this
chapter must (and do) fit in with the voting techniques of chapter 14 (because ‘dissolution’ can be a
crude method of ‘voting by your feet’).
The facets then that are covered in this chapter are:1)
Entitlement,
2)
Identity definition,
3)
Constitution,
4)
Judge,
5)
Dissolution procedures,
6)
Contact requirements,
7)
Structure restrictions.
At this stage it is worth pointing out a type of body which, although important, will not be included
in our co-body form. This is an ‘individually owned or dominated body’. I shall be assuming that
the membership of our co-body forms is symmetric (i.e. the laws apply to all members in the same
manner). This does not mean that all members must be equal (their entitlement may be different)
but it does exclude some common forms that exist at present. Thus a ‘firm’ in a hospital that is
lead by consultant (and is dependent on the consultant for its existence) is excluded. Likewise
a company that is owned by one person (or a company where a specific person has permanent
residence on the board) is excluded.
Such forms can be very useful (I shall in fact recommend that the ‘pre-exec’ executive of
a large co-operative take this form). However one can create such a form by the prime individual
organising a long term sub-contract with the non-essential individuals to work form them. Thus this
form does not require the somewhat elaborate rules that we will set up. Thus it would be confusing
to refer to such an arrangement as a ‘co-body’.

11.2

THE PURPOSE OF A CO-BODY

The purpose of marriage, as stated in the Anglican wedding service, is:1)
for procreation and the rearing of children,
2)
for mutual support in times of adversity,
3)
for the pleasure and comfort of an intimate relationship.
These three reasons generalise into the general reasons for all co-operative forms (which of course
must be the case because marriage is simply a particular co-operative form). Thus the purpose of a
co-body is:1)
To carry out a task that is too difficult for an individual
Thus one person alone might find it difficult to run a bakery by themselves. So several people can
join together to form a co-body to carry out the task.
2)
To give mutual support
During any period of time some jobs will be successful and some jobs will be a failure. If the
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parties co-operate then the successful jobs can support the failures. Thus co-operation is a form of
insurance.
3)
To gain the advantage of a shared knowledge
One aspect of this point was made at the end of 10.4 where I showed how much work is involved
in assessing the ‘value of work per hour’ for contractors from their ‘recognition’ files. However if
parties know - what each person can do, how well they can do it and how reliable they are, then
they can get a job done much more easily. {This may not sound like the intimacy referred to in
marriage but I think the things are the same. In fact the shared experience knowledge is far more
important than simple ‘carnal knowledge’. Thus I have just been re-reading Mortimer’s “Paradise
Postponed”. Fred has a very pleasant long-term affair with a Mrs Wickstead but he gets really cut
up when he find Mrs Wickstead shares her experiences with her husband. Thus Fred rightly judges
that the sharing of experience, is a more important form of intimacy than just the physical sexual
act. Of course there was no need then for Fred to break of the relationship because of this. He
should simply have insisted that Mrs Wickstead should share her other experiences with him, in the
same way that she had shared her experience of him with other people. Fred is a wimp.}
These then are the general reasons for co-operating. However parties can gain these advantages
by informal arrangements between themselves without any of the formal organisation which we
will set out in this and following chapters. Thus two people could live together and gain these
advantages without legal marriage. Furthermore our general independence principle (see 2.5) means
we must allow this. However there are some very good reasons that such co-operative forms must
be accepted and recognised by society in general. The principle reasons are:1)
If a dispute arises in the co-operative body, the society’s judicial system will be called in to
resolve the dispute. If the dispute is unresolvable then the co-body will have to be dissolved (and its
assets distributed) under terms defined by society.
2)
If the co-body wants to do any work (as described in the last chapter) then it will need
‘recognition’ and this will need to be organised by society.
3)
The co-body will almost certainly need to have financial dealing with other members of
society and this would be via an account organised by society (see 5.3).
4)
If the co-body wants to rent land (for accommodation) then it would need to rent land from
society (as described in chapter 4, in our society there is no individual ownership of land).
If we now compare the three purposes of a co-body against the reasons that a co-body needs to be
recognised by society, we see that society’s interaction with the co-body mostly pertains to purpose
(1) (owning assets or doing jobs). It is very difficult for society as a whole to do anything about the
last two purposes. Thus society cannot check that in a co-body members are either giving mutual
support to each-other or that the ‘give and take’ of individual knowledge and experience, is being
shared in a open and just manner. The effect of this is that this chapter will largely concentrate on
what you might regard as a very negative aspect of a co-body - namely ‘dissolution’. Because there
are important purposes of a co-body which cannot be enforced or controlled the possibility must
always exist that a co-body does not function properly. Under this circumstance, the only thing that
society can do is check that the co-body can dissolve in a just and efficient manner. Hopefully new
co-bodies can then be formed between members with better empathy on the latter purposes.
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11.3

ENTITLEMENT AND IDENTITY

Our co-bodies will consist of member bodies who will be either citizens or co-bodies them selves.
We will now follow standard practice and associate with each member an entitlement Ei (for the i th
member) which represents:
1)
their proportion of ownership of assets in the co-body,
2)
their voting power in the co-body (decision power if no formal voting),
3)
as much as possible the members input into the co-body and output from the co-body.
Naturally
E1+E2+…+En=1.
.
This is the same as the entitlement in our land societies.
In chapter 6 on the ‘Information System’ I emphasised that each citizen and co-body (strictly every
legal entity) must have a unique identifier for reference purposes. I would suggest then that these be
of lengths:Society
Village/Parish
Town/Shire
City/State
Nation
World

Length
6
7
8
9
10

No of possible names
36**6 = 10**9
36**7 = 10**11
36**8 = 10**12
36**9 = 10**13
36**10= 10**15

This would appear to give ample unique options. For co-bodies, which would be unique to the
various land societies, there should now be no problem. However individuals would probably like
to have identifiers which have a degree of consistency between the levels. I would suggest that
every supernal society should allow the parents of all possible future citizens, to be able to ‘book’
one identifier at birth. Thus the parents of a child might ‘book’
STAN-in the Village/Parish,
STAN--R
in the Town/Shire,
STAN--RO
in the City/State,
STAN--ROF
in the Nation,
STAN--ROFF
in the World.
One can see that this system should give sufficient flexibility for unique understandable identifiers
to be created that would not be excessively long. {One would imagine then that, in the telephone
system, one would normally just call a person’s identifier.}
Naturally people could also then have ‘names’ of whatever form or complexity they liked. However
it would be the identifier that would be of crucial importance. For myself I would try for the
identifier BRYDEN (extended to BRYDEN-T-A for higher levels) and then forget the name. {Don’t
forget that our western naming convention is fundamentally sexist.} I don’t think the identifier
should contain a check character - brevity is too important. If desired, extra check characters could
be defined and used when checking initial input.
We now come to our fundamental problem associated with identity. Over a period of time a co-body
will change (in particular it might split) and then it becomes important as to when (or what part of)
a co-body shall be recognised under the same identifier. This will be of great importance because of
the significance of ‘recognition’. Thus identity could be primarily associated with:1)
the constitution of the body,
2)
the information system associated with the body,
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3)
the executive of the body,
4)
the members of the body and their entitlements.
Clearly all these aspect are of importance so the first thing we will require naturally is that the
public record of the co-body (which will be on the society’s information system) specifies all these
aspects and gives the full details of any changes. However there still needs to be a clear rule as to
when (or what part of) co-body retains the same identifier.
My opinion has varied on this subject and this probably simply means it is indefinite at to what
is best. Initially I let identity depend purely on membership entitlement and had strict rules on
how much this was allowed to vary per year. This system seems a little too complex now. Now I
think it easiest to allow a co-body to retain the same identifier if it has maintained an uncorrupted
information system (i.e. all the essential information has been retained). If the co-body splits then
the judge decides on the basis of which section mostly closely resembles the previous whole cobody (or as defined by the constitution of the co-body).
Sometimes we need to define when two co-bodies are different (i.e. when two co-operatives are
bidding to do the same job). I will define two co-bodies to be ‘totally different’ if none of the tree
of sub-members are in common (e.g. none of the associated individuals are the same). I will then
define two co-bodies to be ‘different’ if the entitlements of their members differ by more than 50%
and all the elements of their executives are ‘totally different’.
Each level of society then probably needs to have a specific ‘Co-bodies Registration Department’ to
look after and check this detail.

11.4

CONSTITUTION AND JUDGE

A body is normally set up with a constitution which gives the general aims of the body and sets out the
general rules under which it will operate. We will naturally follow this practise. Individual constitutions
are usually somewhat incomplete and the normal custom is that the standard society rules will apply
when anything has been left undefined. Again we will follow this standard custom. To some extent this
and the following chapters then can be thought of as the default constitutional form for co-bodies. The
constitutions of individual co-bodies would adjust this to any particular required circumstance.
I now wish to make a sharp distinction between the constitution and the general operating rules
and aims made as the body evolves (which current practise tends to blur). A constitution is the
agreement between the members when the body is set up and thus it is implicitly a unanimous
agreement. Some members may not like it but nevertheless it is their agreement (otherwise they
would not have joined). Decisions made as the co-body evolves will normally be just majority
decisions and so these will have a completely different nature.
I claim therefore that the ‘constitution’ should always be maintained as representing what has
been ‘unanimously agreed’. I believe it is totally wrong therefore to change the constitution by
anything except by unanimous agreement. 60%, 75% or even 95% carried voting decisions are
all inadequate. With current voting practices, this unanimous requirement may seem impractical.
However my voting system will make it practical. {Remember the constitution does not necessarily
represent what the members unanimously ‘want’ but only what they unanimously ‘agree to’. My
voting will contain an element of ‘agreeing to’ besides the normal ‘want’.}
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This situation of the constitution always representing the ‘unanimous agreement’ means that it will
tend to emphasise the following particular aspect. As in a co-body, the majority party will always
have the power to look after itself (by voting for what they want), the constitution can be conceived
as that document that protects the rights of the minority. Furthermore as the best method of
safeguarding a minority is always to assure they can leave the co-body with their just proportion of
assets, the primary purpose of a constitution tends to become how the co-body should be dissolved,
should a fundamental unresolvable situation arise. Thus the principal section of this chapter is the
following one that deals with ‘dissolution’.
We can now see why it is so important in a dissolution situation, which party will retain the
identifier. Thus suppose that the Sydney Rock-climbing Club wished to change its constitution
so that its aims were to include climbing on artificial walls (and so membership would be open to
people that climbed purely at climbing gyms). Suppose then that the majority of members were
in favour of such a constitutional change but a minority were against it. Then my rules preclude
the resolution of such a situation by means of a straight forward vote. What would happen is that
a complex bargaining process would occur between those in favour and those against the motion
and in the process each party will be bearing in mind that if they cannot resolve their differences
the club will be split. However should the club split, it becomes very important as to which part
will retain the name of the ‘Sydney Rock-climbing Club’ (a venerable institution of 45 years). Thus
does the party that has the ‘majority’ or the party that ‘retains the old constitution’ retain the name.
Even if a split did not occur, the name question is still very important in respect to the power play
that must occur in coming to a final agreement. {You will note, however, that I have insisted that
whoever retains the name, must also retain the information files (uncorrupted). This would almost
certainly mean that the old life members would be maintained in the reformed club. Thus I would
continue not to have to pay my fees - $25 per year for 30 years is not a small amount of money you
know.}
A fundamental requirement I am now going to make is that, when a co-body forms and the
constitution is set out, a judge will be chosen by the members at the same time and this judge will
be in charge of any judicial implementation of the constitution. The advantages of this are:1)
The members can choose a judge they trust (and if they don’t trust them they won’t join),
2)
The judge can check the constitution (i.e. initial agreement) as to whether - they understand
it, it is sensible, it is consistent with the society’s laws and that they can practically implement it. If
they didn’t think the constitution was reasonable then they would either not accept the judge’s job
(or have the constitution altered).
3)
Because the judge would always be familiar with this constitution and co-body, they should
be capable of giving a judgement without doing a large amount of work.
4)
The members would know the judge’s costs and so act accordingly.
A judge must be a judicial level citizen but, as approximately half of the citizens (see chapter 7)
would be at this level, this should be no problem.
The advantages of such a system become very apparent if we think of my Sydney Rock-climbing
Club example (of the previous paragraph). Thus:1)
The club would naturally choose an old climber to be their judge and so the judge would
have a natural understanding and interest in the activities of the club.
2)
The judge would check that the members had thought about future problems in changing
the constitution. Thus they might then make the situation more definite and so define that in a
constitutional change, the ‘identifier’ would go with a majority desiring a change, if and only if the
majority is greater than 70%.
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3)
In the discussion on the constitutional change question, the judge can be present and thus
they immediately inform all the members as to where the name would go (and also the degree of
instigation - see next section).
4)
Clearly the judge’s costs would be much less than current day court procedures.
There is one obvious problem with this system which is - “what happens when the chosen judge
dies”? In the same way that there must always be unanimous agreement for the constitution, so
there must also always be unanimous agreement on the judge. Thus if the judge dies then the cobody has to temporarily dissolve and then reform with only those members that can agree on a
new judge (hopefully everyone). There is one way of overcoming this ‘death’ problem which is to
choose a small co-body itself as a judge (one would expect that special co-bodies would have been
formed for this particular purpose). This may be a useful option in the case of large co-operative
bodies. However in my Sydney Rock-climbing Club example this option would not be worth while
and so one would have to accept that this difficult decision will occasionally arise. Clearly one
should choose a judge with a reasonable life expectancy.

11.5

DISSOLUTION

This is the main section of this chapter because, as I have described previously, dissolution (or
the threat of dissolution) must be the fundamental way that a just decision process is derived.
This section then will form the basis of my voting system in chapter 14. The section is a little
mathematical (as you would expect because voting is a mathematical topic) but the mathematics can
be skipped.
A dissolution system must try to be consistent with the following obvious principles:1)
The entitlement proportions must be the primary figures on which the dissolution is based.
2)
The dissolution procedure must be symmetric (i.e. all members are treated in the same
manner) and be unaffected by any collusion of members. In particular there must be no way that a
majority party could gain an advantage.
3)
The dissolution procedure must not imply that one party will be in debt to another party.
4)
No party should make a profit out of a dissolution.
The most difficult question will be concerned with the ‘degree of fault’. I will need to make a
distinction between ‘instigators’ and ‘non-instigators’. Thus I will define ‘instigators’ to be:1)
those members wishing to secede or wishing for the body to dissolve,
2)
those members wishing to change the constitution,
3)
those members doing or wishing to do something that is not in line with the constitution.
This could be:-a.
doing something different from the constitution,
-b.
doing something extra to the constitution or
-c.
not doing something that the constitution requires.
In the Sydney Rock-climbing Club example I gave in the last section, it was clear which was the
instigating party. However, most cases would not be so clear. In some circumstances no party might
be regarded as an instigator and in others cases one party might be regarded as an instigator to a
partial degree. Thus it will often be a very difficult task to define which party is an instigator and to
what degree. This will be the judge’s primary task.
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My logic for dissolution is now going to be based on the simple assumption that in a dissolution
situation, ‘non-instigators’ should not be worse off than if the co-body would have continued
as normal. However I now need to introduce a concept called ‘association value’ and do a little
mathematics. The reader may prefer to miss this and simply check that the formula I derive (see
dissolution formulae), are sensible, consistent and give the effects we desire.
Suppose, when a co-body was dissolved, the value of their assets was V (i.e. this is what the assets
could be sold for). However suppose the asset value of the co-body as a going concern is V+A.
Then we can regard A as the ‘value of the association’ (i.e. the extra value of the co-body being
together and not dissolved). However the body may be only partially dissolved so we now wish
to know how this ‘association value’ might depend on the fraction of the original entitlement that
remains as the co-body. We will call the fraction of entitlement remaining ‘e’ . If F(e) is a function
representing the partial association value then:F(1) = A
and
F(0) = 0
by definition.
We now wish to show that the derivative of F at e=0 is zero (i.e. F’(0) = 0 ).
Consider a small ‘delta e’ (de as I don’t have Greek letters). If the whole society was broken up into
many small de sized sub-bodies then clearly the total value of the association would be small i.e.
0(de). But there would be 1/de sub-societies and hence we have:(1/de)*F(de) = 0(de)
{using ‘*’ for multiply}
i.e.
(F(de) - F(0))/de = 0(de)
and so letting de=>0 we have
F’(0) = 0
.
The simplest function that obeys these three conditions is
F(e) = A*e**2 .
{using ‘**’ for power}
This function seems to give a reasonably sensible values. Thus if we were to divide the co-body
in half, we would get an association value of A/4 for each part and so a total of A/2. This seems
reasonable to me. I will therefore assume that the partial ‘association value’ function has this form.
In a dissolution situation then:let the entitlement of instigators be
Ei
and
let the entitlement of non-instigators be
En . (Ei+En = 1)
Then if no adjustment is made to the non-instigators their assets would be
Ei*V + Ei*A**2
instead of
Ei*V + Ei*A
(i.e. what they would expect if the co-body continued as a going concern). Thus to make sure that
the non-instigators do not loose out through this dissolution we must add
(Ei - Ei**2)*A
i.e.
Ei*En*A
to the value of their assets on dissolution. Naturally the same amount must be subtracted from the
instigators. Thus
non-instigators should receive
En*(V+Ei*A)
and instigators should receive
Ei*(V-En*A).
This mechanism implies that we have some easy means of measuring A . Clearly we do not (and it
would very much depend on the particular circumstances e.g. what buyers were around etc). The

228

simplest thing to do then is to assume that the association value A is a fixed proportion of the asset
value V and let it be defined when the body is set up in the constitution. If ‘a’ is this fraction (i.e.
a=A/V) then our formulae become
non-instigators receive
V*En*(1 + a*Ei)
{dissolution
instigators receive
V*Ei*(1 - a*En).
formulae}
As in most mathematical formula it is not worth worrying too much about the derivation (unless
you are a mathematician). One should just check that the formula do what they are supposed to
do. {The most important thing of course is that the formulae add to give the value V.} If a=.2 and
instigators were 20% then we see that non-instigators would receive 4% more and instigators
would receive 16% less. If a=.1 (probably a more standard figure) and instigators were 70% then
non-instigators would receive 7% more and instigators 3% less. Thus the formula give the sort of
adjustments we would expect and simple and easy to apply.
The crucial thing is that the ‘a’ must be determined when the body is set up (i.e. the penalty that
instigators most under-go is defined from the beginning). There is probably one other related figure
that should be defined at this time which is a ‘change time scale’ for the co-body. If an instigator
party wants to change the co-body (or leave etc) and they give sufficient notice of this change, so
that all other members could adjust to this circumstance (due to the natural variation of life), then
there should probably be no penalty against the instigating party. Thus if notice of change is given
that is greater than the ‘change time scale’ then ‘a’ is set to zero (i.e. there is no adjustment). On the
other hand if notice is given but is less than the ‘change time sale’ then ‘a’ would be proportionally
reduced. {Again as decided by the judge.}
We now come to the problem of how to physically divide the assets (in the proportions as given
in the dissolution formulae). There are many ways that this could be done and of course the best
method is by negotiation. However one must have a defined method should negotiation fail. To
begin with I will assume that there are just two parties (and then talk about the several parties case
later on).
Our general rule will be that the majority party (after the adjustments given above as regards
dissolution) will have the right to choose the method (and also to specify any associated subdivisions of assets) but the method must by symmetric. This would allow, for example, the majority
party to choose the following method - ‘that the assets should be considered as one unit and should
go to one party on the basis of random chance in proportion to the adjusted entitlement’. Such a
method is symmetric but it is not very sensible. However it is clearly in the interest of the majority
party to choose a sensible method so I think we can assume that they would do so. The following
two example methods are then symmetric, sensible and together cover all circumstances.
A.
Allocation by Total Bid
This method could be applied to several sub-divisions of assets but I will just consider the case of
one item (i.e. the item cannot be sub-divided). The method is best for this case.
The method is simply that both parties bid for the item and their bids are given to a judge at
the same time. The highest bidder then gets the item and they compensate the loser at a price which
is the average of both bids.
Thus if a party A of entitlement .3 (after adjustment) bids 120 and a party B of entitlement .7
bids 130 then the item goes to party A and A pays B 125x.3 = 37.5.
B. Division by Entitlement Proportion

229

This method requires that the assets be sub-divided into a series of items:I1, I2, ... , In
(this division to be decided by the majority party).
Even if the assets could be divided continuously (e.g. a section of land) a specific sub-division
needs to be made so that the parties can bid differently for different regions. {However in this case
the last step could be carried out in the obvious manner.}
We first let both parties to indicate their relative preference for the items, by specifying values:VAi i=1, ... ,n
where VA1+VA2+…+VAn = 1
(A is first party)
VBi i=1, ... ,n
where VB1+VB2+…+VBn = 1
(B is 2nd party)
Then the value of
(VAi - VBi)
will now define an order of preference of the parties for the items. Then if we define:
Wi = (VAi + Vbi)/2

where W1+W2+…+Wn = 1

this will represent an average ‘value’ figure for each item. We can now let each party take items in
their relative preference order until the ‘value’, in terms of the summation of W, is just less than
their entitlement (i.e. the next item will be more than their entitlement). This will leave just one last
item and this can allocated using method A (where the relative entitlements are those fractions left
in the sequence to the last item). I hope the method is obvious - even a simple example tends to get
tedious to follow.
At one point in time I spent I spent a considerable amount of time on the multi-party division
problem. {The multi-party problem is a generalisation of the ‘n-person division of the cake
problem’. This problem and its solution was described to me by my Dad at the age of 10. I don’t
know where my Dad got the result from but it fascinated me. Thus this problem was partially my
initial stimulus to the whole of this work.} However the net result of all this work was simply to
find that even multiple divisions are just as well done by a sequence of two party divisions (and our
first formula can only apply for two parties consisting of instigators and non-instigators). Neverthe-less my notes say that both these methods can be generalised to the multi-division case provided
that:for case A we take the compensation price to be simply the average of the top two bids and
for case B we take the Wi to be the average of the top two bids.
{If a sequence of 2 party divisions is used then there will be problems about who can ally with
whom.}

11.6

STRUCTURAL LIMITATIONS

The content of this and the next section is much less definite. Moreover the application to the
serious co-operative forms (‘companies’ and ‘firms’) would be more rigorous than for normal cobodies (i.e. clubs). Never-the-less I thought I should include something. I will be brief.
My first structural limitation is to make sure that members are neither too large or too small
(corresponding very much to the limitations for land societies given in 3.2). If Ei is the entitlement
of the i’th member the we put the restriction that:.005 < Ei <= .5
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The Ei<=.5 excludes any form that has a majority holding member. A body with a majority holder is
not is our terms a co-body and it is easier and simpler that the majority holder represents themselves
under their own identity. In land societies we were much more restrictive here. Perhaps for cooperative form this should be reduced to Ei<.3 .
The .005<Ei restricts members from being too small as voting and meeting procedures break
down when there are too many small members. We are expecting then that small members will form
intermediary co-bodies (giving more consistency in size).
My second restriction is associated with making sure that only like co-bodies combine together to
form consistent co-bodies. Thus we will restrict firms to combine only with firms, to form larger
firms and likewise companies to only combine with companies, to form larger companies.
The third restriction is similar to the second restriction in that we wish to limit the degree to which
co-bodies of different sizes, will be allowed to join together. This has two purposes:1)
To forbid circular membership (e.g. B is a member of A and A is a member of B). Such
forms are imprecise in their meaning and are often associated with fraudulent practice.
2)
To give a consistent picture of the ‘level’ of a co-body. In chapter 9 it will be noticed that
we found it extremely useful to refer to a co-operative body as being of ‘a certain level’. The level
in that case represented the number of structural levels and, assuming the size table in 9.3, this also
indicated the size of the body.
What I have done therefore is to define a ‘level’ term for each co-body and then I restrict how cobodies can be combined on the basis of these levels. I am sure there must be a simpler and better
method than this but at the moment I can’t think of another way.
I will say then that a co-operative body must define a level Lb (a decimal number) where
10**Lb
is approximately (within a factor of 3) the number of people associated with the body. I now make
the restriction that a body cannot be a member of another body unless
Lm + .3 < Lb
(Lm is the level of the member).
We define that for an individual
Li = 0
(Li is level of an individual).
This form essentially forces co-operative bodies to declare structure levels consistent with those given
in the table in 9.3 . Bodies can only be members of higher levelled bodies and so circular membership
cannot occur. The ‘.3’ allows 2 member forms to occur but ‘only just’. Thus we can have:-

and so the level of .9 corresponds to 8 members. This is very close to a level 1 with 10 members.
This restriction should probably only refer to proper co-operatives and not to just any co-body.
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11.7

REPRESENTATION, CONTACT AND CREDIT

In this section I am trying to make sure that society as a whole can interact successfully with the
co-body. This means that society must know who represents the body, where they can be contacted
and when can they expect receive a reply to an inquiry. Furthermore society will wish to know how
financially reliable the body is. Again I will be much more demanding of our co-operative body than
is customary in the current world with the hope that we can come up with a form that really works.
The major way that society can see what the body is like is via the information system. Thus, as
we have already described, the society keeps a complete historical record of the co-body (under a
unique identifier for all people to see) consisting of:1)
the members (their unique identifier) and entitlement (11.3),
2)
the type (i.e. company or firm etc) and level (11.6),
3)
the judge and the constitution (11.5),
4)
the ‘recognition’ for past work (chapter 10),
5)
people’s comments on the body (chapter 6),
6)
the credit (chapter 5) and physical assets (chapter 6) of the body,
7)
all legal matters pertaining to the body (chapter 8).
Furthermore the information system will provide facilities by which this information can be
analysed. Thus we can assume that a person could readily find out which individuals are associated
with the co-body (i.e. the leaves of the hierarchical tree) and what their effective entitlement is (as
well as the total number).
When I first worked on this section in 1987, I had not thought out the information system in its
entirety. Thus I went to some trouble to define how representatives should be chosen and what their
powers would be etc. Now, however, I think ‘representation’ will effectively be implied by the
interaction of the society’s information system and the co-body’s information system. This concept
is somewhat futuristic and we do not entirely have the hardware to implement it yet. However I
am sure it will take place so it does not seem worthwhile to define further a present ‘individual
representatives’ form.
If a co-body has an information system then this in a sense can be thought of as the ‘brain’ of
the co-body and the information channel from the co-body’s information system to society’s
information system, can then be thought of as ‘the mouthpiece for the co-body’. All the formal
interaction can be done by this channel (i.e. monetary transfers) and hence there is no need for
individual representatives. Of course the co-body must then have a method of making sure that
only properly authorised people can have access to send messages via this channel. Furthermore
for important messages (i.e. changing the co-body’s entitlement in a supernal body) there would
probably need to be some rules so that all members can see a message before it is sent. However
this must be an internal matter for the co-body. In the same way that we in the current world have
to assume that when a person speaks, what they say is what the ‘whole of the individual’ wants
(i.e. the person is not schizophrenic), so we have to assume that a message coming through the cobody’s approved channel, represents the considered desires of the ‘total co-body’.
My chapters on the ‘Executive’ and ‘Meeting Procedures’ will detail how these internal matters can
be justly resolved.
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The physical presence of the co-body’s information system then defines ‘where the co-body resides’
and the co-body’s identifier is its contact. We will require all co-operative bodies to be able to ‘give
a response’ to a significant query within a working day. Co-bodies can then specify their ‘response
time’ to be less than this and for some co-bodies (i.e. executive co-operatives) this response time
should probably be within an hour. This will be considered further in chapters 15 and 16.
The question of ‘credit’ for the co-body is a very difficult one. {You will notice I am up to my usual
tricks of putting the ‘hard’ question in an innocuous position in the chapter - in the hope that most
people will not read it.} If we were to give ‘debt’ and ‘credit’ limits to a co-body then we would
effectively be favouring individuals that belong to co-bodies with more financial flexibility than
people that do not belong to co-bodies. If we allow individuals to ‘give’ (i.e. transfer) some credit
to the co-body we are effectively allowing such people to increase their credit limit (because such
credit can be regained from the co-body). {Possibly one should introduce a transfer type that also
reduces one’s credit limit.} Thus it is hard in a just manner to give debt or credit to the co-body and
yet a co-body must have some financial flexibility to operate. {With individuals in my ‘Citizenship’
chapter I went to a lot of trouble to define flexible limits.}
What I thought might be best is for individuals to be allowed to transfer physical assets to
the co-body (there is no limit to the acquisition of physical assets) and then to allow the co-body to
have a debt limit equal to half the value of these physical assets. However I am not sure that this is
practical.
I think there is something fairly fundamental that I am missing here (possibly that a co-body
must in fact be treated as a new entity and hence be granted debt and credit limits with the same sort
of care we did for citizens). Clearly the problem is surmountable but I don’t know what is best.
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12.

			

MARRIAGE
Then be not coy, but use your time,
And, while ye may go marry:
For having lost but once your prime
You may for ever tarry.

Clearly one is blessed with a surfeit of personal incidents to introduce a chapter on marriage.
However when one is as old and experienced as myself, most such stories tend to sound
chauvinistic and cynical. I thought it might be best to defer these to a section on ‘my accumulated
wisdom’ at the end of the chapter. Thus I shall start with an experience of my raw youth. Naturally
then it is a bit embarrassing.
From the ages of 17 to 25 I had a slight religious bent - this included reading a couple of chapters
of the bible per day. {This did not follow from any conversion but rather the exact opposite. I was
sitting in church one day (the normal social life in those days included church) thinking what a load
of rubbish all this stuff was - hence I thought that I should formally reject it. However the though
of rejecting it (and all this would entail), was so unpleasant that I about-faced and instead accepted
the normal beliefs without too much question.} As regards marriage the text that tended to dominate
my mind was the bit about “and the two shall become one”. So when I got married I thought this
would happen. It certainly did not. The particular incident that I remember with horror was when
Noela received a personal letter. I thought I should read it as well on the basis that as ‘we were now
one’ we should share our knowledge and experience. Noela of course put me straight with “Oh stop
being silly”.
No marriage or association of mine has had the slightest tendency to make “the two to become
one” (and nor has any marriage that I have observed). Perhaps this might happen in the patriarchal
society of biblical times but one would imagine this would be more of a take-over affair rather
than an equal joining together. However even this I doubt. This realisation made quite a significant
change to my religious ‘belief’. {One’s ‘belief’ I now think tends to simply mean one’s ‘emotional
desire’.} It took me many years before I could fully rationalise the situation into a consistent belief
system.
As regards marriage, the whole of literature does its best to misguide us. We have a tendency to
accept that ‘Mills and Boone’ books do this sort of thing but I find that even the highest literature
does the same thing. Of course we all want to self-deceive ourselves on this subject and so create
a beautiful fantasy. However eventually we all have to live in the real world and so these fantasies
must be put aside.
This chapter could have been written as part and parcel of my complete ‘political system’. If this
was the case it would be in the correct position as it follows after the chapter on ‘the fundamentals
of co-bodies’. However I have not written the chapter in this way - mostly because it would be too
boring. In the current world there are two major problems associated with marriage namely:1)
its exclusiveness and
2)
the custody of children.
If I followed the logic of my total project, these problems would hardly arise because:1)
the debt allowances in the citizenship chapter define a natural consistent logic for the
custody of children and
2)
co-bodies (and marriage is a co-body) are automatically not exclusive.
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Thus I thought it best to write this chapter independently of the rest of the work and so I can direct
the chapter to face these problems head-on. This also fits in rather well with the current format of
the project which makes every 4’th chapter to be an ‘aside’ subject. {However I don’t think this
independent 4’th chapter format can continue much longer.}

12.1

PURPOSE

The purpose here refers to the purpose of this chapter rather than the purpose of marriage. However
we need to first think about the purpose of marriage so we will start with this. This was covered at
the beginning of the later chapter so I shall be brief.
The purpose of marriage, as stated in the Anglican wedding service, is:1)
for procreation and the rearing of children,
2)
for mutual support in times of adversity,
3)
for the pleasure and comfort of an intimate relationship.
If (1) is extended a little to include other activities that might be done together (i.e. running a house)
I think these three purposes more-or-less cover the purposes of marriage. The purpose of this total
project however is to support our basic principles of ‘equality’ and ‘freedom’ while at the same time
making sure that everything ‘works’. Thus the purpose of this chapter is to see how these principles
can apply to these three purposes of marriage.
We have given the purposes of marriage but what marriage actually consists of, is a publicly
recognised contract between two people. As such, society as a whole will be involved in trying to
maintain the justice of the contract between these people (via its judicial system). Thus we are also
concerned as to what degree it is possible to keep the situation just.
Let us now consider in a little more detail, our second aim of ‘giving mutual support’ (a very worthy
sounding aim). The time when people principally need support is when they are old and infirm.
However, if the two people are equal, they will both be old and infirm together and so they will not
be capable of supporting each-other. If the people are unequal (e.g. as in the old practice of old men
marrying young wives), the situation will be unjust because one person will do all the giving of
support and yet will not receive any support in return. Thus the practicalities of the situation are that
marriage is a lousy way of trying to give mutual support. If one wants a couple support system then
it is far better done by the old fashioned parent/child system where the parent supports the child in
infancy and the child supports the parent in old age. General community support, either as it is done
in the current world by superannuation or pension schemes or as I describe in my citizens chapter
by credit and debt limits, is much the better way. Of course some personal support (particularly of
the emotional kind) will always be given but then this will be of such an indefinite form that there
would be no way that society can check the justice of the situation.
As regards ‘the pleasures of an intimate relationship’, this is clearly a very important aspect of any
relationship but there is nothing that marriage as a legal contract can do to either enforce a better
form or even check as to where the fault lies. Moreover if a couple quarrels, the natural and sensible
reaction is for the couple to separate slightly. Any rule that tries to keep the two people in the more
intimate form, will make the situation worse. The pleasures of intimacy are for those people that are
actively seeking mutual intimacy and no marriage rules can force this to happen.

235

Thus, although there are three good reasons for a marriage relationship, marriage as a contract is
really only of use for the first purpose (doing things together - principally bringing up children).
Thus this is what this chapter is primarily about. However the other two purposes cannot be
forgotten because, although we cannot do anything about them, they are important purposes and if
a person feels that they are not being attained, then they are justifiable reasons for dissolving the
marriage.
The purpose of this chapter then is to try and ensure that married couples can do things together
(principally bring up children) in a manner that is equitable to both and gives freedom and
independence (and which also works of course). I will say a little about these two aspects now.
By equality in marriage we imply:1)
that the work involved will be equitably divided,
2)
that the benefits derived shall be equitably shared and
3)
that the decision process shall be just and have equal input from both parties.
This is fundamentally very difficult to do because the input of the two parties cannot be equal.
Only the woman can bear children and so we start with a fundamental inequality. Moreover to keep
things equal, one is forced to do a large amount of detailed accounting work in terms of calculating
which party has done what jobs. Most couples are simply not prepared to do the required amount of
such accounting work and so the nature of the balance must always in doubt. Thus any thought of
an exact equal solution, is out of the question.
A fundamental precept of marriage is that it shall be exclusive (i.e. ‘and be beholden only unto
them’). This then is in direct conflict with our principle of freedom. Thus a major concern of this
chapter is to decide as to what degree is it appropriate to maintain the ‘exclusiveness’ of marriage.

12.2

THE CONTROL PROCESS

The following I think are all the rationales that are used in any control process:1)
Voting
This of course is the usual process. Unfortunately in its normal form it is not applicable to
marriage because, should the couple disagree, then a ‘one to one’ vote is unresolvable. {In fact the
voting system I shall develop in chapter 14 is fully applicable to marriage. However it is a very
sophisticated system (it incorporates the next three rationales) so I doubt if many couples would
want to follow it.}
2)
Via Reference to an Initial Contract or Constitution
This rationale assumes there was an initial agreement on the aims and running of the association and
hence current decisions can be made by reference to this agreement. In the case of marriage there can
(and in my opinion there should be) a specific written contract on the aims and form of the association.
However it would be very difficult for a couple to decide how many children they want a priori when
their experience in this area, is almost non-existent. Thus the use of initial agreements is limited.
3)
Equality of State
This rationale says that each partner shall be considered equal and hence it is expected that:-
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-a.
their total work input shall be equal,
-b.
their total benefit received shall be equal and
-c.
their total effect on the decision process shall be equal.
The checking that things are equal is difficult and the best and fairest solution is to allow both
partners to bid for all the various jobs and situations (as they do in my industrial system - see
chapters 9. and 10.) Each person then does the jobs that they give the best bid for. Unfortunately this
system breaks down when it comes to having children because only the female can do this job. Thus
this job cannot be bid for and so there is no rationale to define the value of this task (in calculating
the amount of each partner’s input).
4)
Equality of Benefit
This criteria says that both parties shall derive equal benefit from the marriage and the
circumstances of the marriage shall be adjusted so that this shall be the case.
The difference between equality of benefit and equality of state is best demonstrated by an
example. Suppose two people wish to go on a walk together and they want to know who shall carry
the pack. Then the ‘equality of state’ criteria simply says that the couple shall take it half each (or
else they bargain on other circumstances but with the expectation that each has an initial duty to
carry it half the time).
The ‘equality of benefit’ criteria includes the more global circumstance of how desirous
each party was to go on the walk in the first place. Suppose one person is really keen to go on the
walk and would go even if they had to carry the pack all the way and second would go only if they
carried the pack 60% of the time (or less). Then the equality of benefit criteria says the first person
should carry the pack 70% of the time because this equalises the benefit each person receives (each
person carries the pack 30% less than is needed to persuade them to go on the walk).
‘Equality of benefit’ thus tends not to separate out the input, output and control areas (i.e.
input, output and control do not need to be equal). Although the criteria is almost never explicitly
referred to, it is in fact the normal basis of all serious bargaining (i.e. nations organising treaties
etc).
Clearly ‘equality of benefit’ must be a fundamental criteria in any marriage bargaining
process because:-a.
the situations of the two partners is never equal and
-b.
it is consistent with the normal operation of the world.
5)
Strength in Battle
I have included this rationale, not because I think it should be used, but as a reminder that, if the
other rationale are not used, then we normal human beings (who in a good healthy sense all want
to get our own way) will eventually in one sense or another enter battle to resolve our differences.
Battles may be either physical or verbal but both can be equally destructive. One also has to
remember that the ‘dirtier’ player has a very strong advantage in battle (note there are rarely any
umpires in marriage fights). Thus there must be (and in practice is) a tendency for such battles to
become very ‘dirty’.
The ‘strength in battle’ can of course just be used as a possibility in the bargaining process
without actually entering into battle (as in conflicts between nations). However the threat is still
there. It is still not the optimum method of resolving disputes.
Clearly all these criteria are important but the primary rationale for the decision process in marriage
must be ‘equality of benefit’. For the rest of this section then I want to show what this must imply
to the form and nature of marriage. These implications are no different to what we already know
in other areas when this criteria applies (so we essentially intuitively know the results already).
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However in marriage we go through a very specific ‘blinding’ process and so these implications
need to be spelled out again.
I first need to define my terms a little better.
1)
‘Equality’
From my previous example where ‘the pack was to be carried 30% or 70% of the time’ it might
appear I am aiming for something very precise. This is not the case. By ‘equality’ I merely mean a
situation that does not have an obvious bias in one direction.
2)
‘Benefit’
Here I need to specify what situation the ‘benefit’ is in comparison to. In the example with the pack,
it was in comparison to the state if the couple did not go on the walk in the first place. However in
marriage, which goes on for much longer period of time (so the initial state will usually no longer
be relevant), it must be in comparison to the state if the couple were to separate at the present time.
We now have to consider how this ‘equality of benefit’ may be calculated in a little more detail.
Clearly both partners will need to know:1)
the full conditions that would apply if they were separated i.e. who gets the house, who
looks after the children etc.
2)
some approximate knowledge of the other options available to each of the partners, should
they be separated i.e. could they remarry again etc.
Clearly it is very hard to know the above conditions but the next circumstance is even more
difficult. It is not sufficient for each partner to be just aware of their own other options but they
must be aware of their partner’s other options as well. The point is that a person cannot believe their
partner’s estimate of their ‘benefit of the marriage’ because the result will be biased in favour of any
party that under-estimates their benefit. Thus in my pack carrying example, if the second person
said they would only go if they had to carry the pack 40% of the time (or less) instead of 60% of
the time, then the solution would be for them to carry the pack 20% of the time instead of 30% of
the time. Thus both partners must be in a situation to calculate both their own and their partner’s
‘benefit of the marriage’.
All this sounds very complicated but it is only the same as the actions we automatically carry out (in
a very approximate manner of course) in all the usual bargaining situations in this world. All I am
doing is explicitly applying it to marriage. The implications to marriage are therefore:1)
Both partners must know at any time the full details of what would happen should the
marriage be dissolved.
2)
The exclusiveness of marriage must be limited in the sense that both partners must be aware
of what other options would be open to them should the marriage be dissolved. The investigation
of other options could possibly then be considered to be a threat to the exclusiveness of marriage.
{Such investigations clearly do not need to be sexual.}
3)
The permanency of a marriage must always be in doubt. Clearly if a marriage cannot be
arranged so that there is mutual benefit to both parties (and hopefully equal as well), then the
marriage must be at an end. However besides this, the bargaining process is such that any party that
indulges in ‘brink-man-ship’ may get a better deal for themselves. However if this ‘brink-man-ship’
fails then the marriage will be at an end. Thus a marriage can fail simply by a bargaining process
error. Thus partners must keep an open mind as to whether their marriage will be permanent.
4)

The truthfulness of one’s partner on anything that pertains to the bargaining process, must
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always be in doubt. Thus the partner with the most realistic appreciation of their own and their
partner’s potential in the ‘marriage stakes’, will have a strong advantage in the bargaining process.
A certain amount of deception is probably fundamental to marriage. So a person that relies on their
partners opinion too heavily, may be taken for a ride.
Summing up then there are really only 3 possible ways of running a marriage (corresponding to (2),
(4) and (5) in our initial rationale because ‘voting’ and ‘equality of state’ are not applicable). These
methods are:1)
By Traditionally Defined Tasks
This essentially corresponds to a fully defined contract. However in practice it is too difficult to
define all the circumstances oneself (and also have a means of implementing them). However in
many cultures there are clear cut rules as to the responsibilities and duties of both partners. Thus
one can follow such rules and conflicts can be resolved according to social custom.
2)
By Choice
I have called my primary method ‘equality of benefit’ but really it is a ‘choice’ method because
partners would be resolving their disputes by making a comparison to whatever other choices were
available. This method then does not need to imply complete ‘sexual freedom’ but, at an intellectual
level as least, the degree of exclusiveness is limited.
3)
By Conflict
If one does not want to follow ‘traditionally defined tasks’ and one insists of complete and lifelong
‘exclusiveness’ then the only other method of resolving conflicting desires is via ‘conflict’ (usually
of course just verbal). Naturally if one of the partners puts ‘the wishes of their partner before their
own’ there is no problem. However there are not too many such people around (one suspects that in
a world ruled by ‘survival of the fittest’, such people have all been ‘eaten up’).

12.3

CHILDREN

You will remember that in my ‘principles’ chapter I placed the principle ‘that a thing should work’
before the principles of ‘equality’ or ‘freedom’. This means that in marriage the primary object
should be that children ‘be well brought up’ (and this comes before any considerations about
‘equality’ or ‘freedom’ for their parents). Thus I support the present primary criteria of our courts
“that the interests and well-being of the children should be paramount”. However when it comes to
the technical details of how this is best done, I differ very strongly.
In chapter 5 on citizenship, I gave my method of supporting and educating children. My method
is completely different from western world forms because it requires that children shall repay the
debts associated with their upbringing in a very specific manner to those that did the work. This
meant that I could develop an entirely logical upbringing process and so give equality and freedom
to all concerned. However our western custom has logical inconsistencies which makes this
impossible.
The question hinges around the problem of whether to regard the ‘custody of a child’ as
either an asset or a liability. In my system the ‘custody of a child’ is clearly and definitely an asset
because the custodian will have put a large amount of work into bringing up the child so far and
this work will be later repaid to the custodian in specific financial terms at a later date. However in
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the present western world system (naturally older societies and present third world societies could
not afford to be as stupid as we are), although the ‘custody of a child’ should be an asset on the
basis of the work done, it is in practise a liability because the custodian is expected to complete the
upbringing of the child without any repayment (of course there is repayment in terms of emotion
and social well being - but this does not pay the bills).
Furthermore in my system, a parent has a clear incentive to bring a child up well because
if they did not then, when the child was grown up, the child might not be capable of repaying their
debt. In the present world there is no such incentive.
Thus there are fundamental problems with our present system which in this chapter on marriage I
am simply going to accept. Thus in this section on children, I am not trying to think as to what is
the best form of marriage but rather what should marriage be like in order to cope with our current
illogical child support form.
In the last section I was plugging ‘equality of benefit’ and I was a little dismissive of ‘equality of
state’. In this section I shall slightly reverse this emphasis (the final integration of these conflicting
criteria is done in the next section). The reasons are:1)
‘Equality of state’ is better for the children and parents in the running of the marriage. I
shall quote my own personal experience here. My first marriage to Noela was of the old fashioned
type where I went out and worked and Noela stayed home and looked after the children and did the
daily home chores. In my second marriage to Jane, as much as possible, we - shared the looking
after the children, - both worked, - shared the home duties. In my opinion (and I think most other
people’s opinion as well) the children were happier and more secure in this shared arrangement
(they knew there was two independent people to look after them). Furthermore Jane and I both felt
we maintained a better and fuller life (note neither of us worked excessively).
2)
‘Equality of state’ is the only method that can give any semblance of justice in the current
world in the case of divorce. If the unequal state is used then the custody of the children must go to
the woman (otherwise it would be too disruptive for the children) and then the man must support
her (a financial necessity). However in this circumstances, the woman is receiving all the benefit of
having the children (one must accept there is some benefit in having children or else why did the
couple agree to have children in the first case) and the man receives no benefit at all. However if
both parents share custody then both will be receiving the benefits - as well doing the work. {Note
in my system of chapter 5 there is no financial need for the man to support the woman because the
system allows debt limits (which the child will eventually repay).}
However the problem with ‘equality of state’ is that it is difficult to implement (which is why the
courts in Australia in practice do not give equality - although the act in theory supports it). The
following are the three general concepts that can make ‘equality of state’ possible (concepts that the
current western world does its best to ignore). The next section also expands the situation with some
further detail.
1)
The initial agreement
Our current marriage service is full of romantic ideals which in practice mean nothing. What
it should contain are agreements on - the nature of the marriage (i.e. is it to be an equality type
marriage or traditionally defined roles type), expectations of having children, custody of the
children in the case of separation etc. However the really crucial decision concerns ‘where is the
marriage to be located’ (and hence where the children are to be brought up).
We all grow up with an expectation that we can live where we like and we rarely realise that
marriage must principally take away this option. Marriage partners and their children must live in
the same place and it will be very difficult for all to unanimously agree about moving. The only just
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thing to do is for both partners to agree as to where to live at the start of the marriage and then only
move when there is unanimous agreement on a new location. The same situation must continue as
regards the location of the children even if there is a divorce. Clearly any individual can still move
but then they must forego the benefits they receive from their association with the children.
Normally in a divorce circumstance, if both parents remain physically close to the children
then there is rarely a problem about custody/access. {The courts make a distinction between custody
and access which I think is ridiculous. In practical terms if you have the children then you always
look after them.} No one normally wants to look after the children the whole of the time so, if
the other parent is handy (and they should be considered to have the first option to look after the
children), then the natural association with both parents will continue. Location has certainly been
the crucial item as regards my custody/access problems.
{Of course one partner might demand the absolute right to take the children where they like
should the marriage be dissolved. This is fine if the other partner agrees that the marriage should be
run under those terms at the start of the marriage. However clearly this must be all written down so
that it is publicly recognised.}
2)
Limiting the ‘nuclear family’ privacy
The western world has developed a ‘nuclear family’ concept and the privacy associated with this
can be to the detriment of the children and it makes the implementation of a just custody/access
very difficult. Again the poverty of other societies has saved them from this curse of privacy (it is
hard to have much privacy when the next family is only a few feet away with just a few pieces of
bark between them).
Firstly we are not all naturally good parents and it is to the children’s benefit if the world can
partially hear what goes on in a family so that social pressure (or even legal pressure if it gets too
bad) can force parents to act in a better manner. Bad parenting should not be hidden.
Secondly the privacy associated with a family, makes it very difficult to check the usually
conflicting claims of separating parents as to how good each parent is at the parenting job. One must
have an independent witness (and not just a social worker who comes very occasionally at prearranged times (when the parents are on their best behaviour) ).
I deal with how this can be organised in the next section as it fits in with the concepts of
chapter 11.
3)
Support for good behaviour
The courts usually do not try to reward good behaviour or penalise bad behaviour. The standard
scenario is that the primary carer gets custody of the children and then this parent avoids giving the
other parent their appointed rights of access. The courts are unwilling to take away the custody of
the children from this offending parent because, as the primary carer, it would be to the detriment of
the children.
What is wrong here is that ‘custody’ includes both ‘control’ and ‘care’ and these two items
need to be separated. The offending parent has shown that they are not the correct person to give the
‘control’ to (because they avoided giving access to the other parent which was against the law and
to the detriment of the children). However this does not mean that this offending parent should not
remain as the primary ‘carer’ (i.e. look after the children most of the time). What should happen in
circumstances like these is that the ‘control’ of the situation should be given to the other parent but
the first parent remain (in proportion of time) as the primary ‘carer’.
In general it is always possible in some manner to reward good behaviour and penalise bad
behaviour.
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12.4

THE DETAILED MECHANISMS

In this section I try to specify the full details of how I think a marriage should work. Thus this
section integrates :-a.
the mechanisms of chapter 11 (The Fundamentals of Co-bodies) and
-b.
the general principles of the last two sections.
This previous work has hopefully already given the rationale behind everything so this section is
simply defining the relevant details in marriage.
A tradition marriage starts with a specific ceremony and a co-body starts with a definite contract
agreement. Thus either way we must have a definite start. However the actual ‘getting together’
process of two people tends to be a rather continuous affair so our first question is to decide when
the marriage should start.
Clearly the marriage must start before the fundamental physical commitments are made e.g.
having children or buying a house. Thus the marriage should start when both parties agree on the
form of the marriage and what they want to do together.
The formation of a co-body is based on a precise contract between the members (i.e. a constitution)
and the same should apply to marriage. This contract should detail:1)
the couple’s expectations on having children,
2)
where the marriage is to be fundamentally located i.e. where the children are to be brought
up.
3)
the form of the marriage i.e. whether traditional roles or equality (and specifically where this
equality should apply),
4)
the specific assets that each partner is to put into the marriage (i.e. those items put into the
marriage would be regarded as equal, - those not put in would be retained under their previous
individual ownership).
A fundamental of our co-body form is that it must have a judge associated with it and I believe
this is essential also in marriage. Thus the two people must now choose someone to oversee their
marriage. This person must be someone whom:-a.
both partners trust and respect,
-b.
will have easy access to the marriage and
-c.
will have an adequate legal knowledge (a person of judicial standing in my political system this would include the majority of people).
When chosen the first duty of this judge is to:1)
check the nature of the contract agreement and makes sure that both partners understand its
full implications,
2)
warns the couple about the dangers of privacy and its judicial implications - see 7.1,
3)
advises the couple on choosing a value of ‘a’ (see 11.5). In their initial enthusiasm for the
marriage, the couple might desire to choose a high value of ‘a’ (to strongly penalise a partner that
should instigate a break-up). However the judge must point out that there are aspects of marriage
that cannot be externally known (i.e. the purposes (2) and (3) of 11.1) and so the degree to which it
is possible to designate which party is the instigator in the break-up of a marriage, is very limited.
Thus ‘a’ cannot be large (i.e. certainly not larger than .2).
4)
advises on choosing a ‘change time scale’ (see 11.5) and details its significance,
5)
advises on choosing a ‘judge’ for each child. This refers to (2) (Limiting the ‘nuclear family’
privacy) of the last section. Some person (or persons) needs to have unhindered access to the
family home to check on the well being of the children (at random times). This could be the judge
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themselves. However possibly a better option is to choose a different judge for each child. This
would have the advantages that:-a.
it would automatically cope with the fact that the agreement between the couple for each
individual child, might be different,
-b.
it would increase the number of people that can part in the checking process,
-c.
it would allow each child to identify with one person (who can be regarded as an extra
guardian).
This system thus could re-introduce the idea of a ‘god-parent’. However it would give the ‘godparent’ a much more specific and useful task.
Finally when everything is agreed, the contract is written down formally, signed and made public
(corresponding to the wedding ceremony).
As the marriage proceeds the judge will continue to have regular contact with the married couple.
This might be:1)
to change the details of the contract (if both partners unanimously agree). Thus both partners
might agree that the marriage should be relocated at a different town (this may imply that a new
judge would also be needed).
2)
to check on the well-being of the children (as in point (5) of the last paragraph). However
this might be carried out by a ‘god-parent’ type judge.
However besides this, I think there also needs to be a regular yearly meeting to facilitate the
‘equality of benefit’ ideas of section 12.2. At this meeting each person should formally write down
how they rate ‘their benefit from the marriage’. This could simply be in terms of:-a)
good (i.e. better than average),
-b)
average (i.e. the average benefit for a person in marriage),
-c)
marginal (i.e. worse than average and so the benefit of the marriage is in doubt),
-d)
on-the-brink (i.e. you have reached a stage where the marriage is no longer beneficial to
you),
-e)
below-the-brink (i.e. the marriage is now to your detriment.) It might appear that this
situation should not occur. However one needs to consider short and long term situations. In the
long term a marriage may be to a person’s detriment but yet the trials and tribulations of actually
separating, may make the marriage a better option just in the short term.
Some serious discussion will clearly follow after this (a bit of D & M (Deep and Meaningful) was
the term used in my youth). During these discussions the couple will naturally try to change the
circumstance of the marriage (e.g. the number of days that each spouse is allowed to go climbing
independently per month) so that:1)
each individual partner’s ratings move up (i.e. the win-win situation),
2)
the ratings are equalised (i.e. the hard case).
If, having done the best they can, one partner’s rating is still on or below-the-brink then the couple
must prepare for separation (this would at least count as ‘notice of change’ as in 11.5).
The reader probably feels that this may be a reasonable formalism but it still doesn’t deal with
the fundamental problem of how to stop a partner under-stating their benefit in order to sway the
circumstance in their favour. The ‘formal writing down’ helps in three ways:1)
A person will be wary about stating that they are ‘on-the-brink’ when they are not because
later, if the other person wants to separate, they can claim that the marriage was of no benefit to the
first person (i.e. it changes the degree as to which either party will be regarded as the ‘instigator of
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the break-up’).
2)
If one requires a reason why a person’s rating have changed, a person cannot put themselves
‘on-the-brink’ simply to have their own way over a particular circumstance.
3)
If the situation is written down then it can be made public. People usually then don’t like the
rest of the world to think that their marriage is of no benefit to them.
During this discussion the presence of the judge is useful to keep the peace (i.e. to check that no
partner indulges in non relevant wounding remarks). More specifically however, as the ‘equality of
benefit’ is with respect to the separated state, the judge can at any stage in the discussion, inform
either partner what the probable separated state would be. {Note that this meeting is specifically
designed not to be intimate. There are plenty of opportunities for intimate discussions in marriage
already. What is missing is the opportunity for formal discussion.}
Finally if the marriage comes to an end, in my political system the judge would decide what would
happen (in consultation with the ‘god-parent judges if these exist). {Note my system includes a
complex system of ‘BAD JUDGEMENT’ charges etc.} In the current world it might have to be the
courts of the land but clearly the primary witness would now be the couples original ‘judge’. There
should be no surprises to anyone because the whole situation will have been discussed regularly as
the marriage progressed.
My whole system may seem to be reasonably expensive in terms of the time and effort involved.
Furthermore the judge (or judges) may require to be paid for their various services. However these
costs should be small compared with the destructive costs of arguments during a marriage or legal
fees at the end of a marriage (that are expected in the current world).

12.5

MY ACCUMULATED WISDOM

This concludes what I have to say on marriage in a logical and constructive sense. However I
thought you might be interested to savour the accumulated experience of one who has survived
two marriages, 5 children and although scarred, has yet lived to tell the tale. As I am a man (and
yes even proud of being a man - in the old fashioned sense of the world - definitely not one of the
‘new age sensitive type men’) this screed may come over as rather chauvinistic to a woman. I don’t
apologise for this - I simply love my kind - as we all should do. The best thing to do is not to read
this - just go and write your own. {I think it is sort of therapeutic to do this sort of thing.}
I have separated the points under the headings of ‘philosophical’, ‘the nature of the beast’ and ‘the
battle’ although this division is a little arbitrary.
		

- Philosophical -

1)
The ‘Supreme Justice of God Law’
Marriage provides one of the most perfect examples of the ‘Supreme Justice of God Law’ (first
talked about in 1.7 but referred to many times since). Thus if:-a.
you score a ‘good’ spouse you become dependent on them and hence tend to live a more
restricted life’, on the other hand if
-b.
you score a ‘bad’ spouse you are forced to become more self reliant and live a fuller life.
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Similarly marriage warfare is tough but the experience become engraved in one’s mind and so
it becomes guiding light for one’s future life. If there were no battles there would be few such
powerful memories.
So you don’t need to worry too much about your future ‘happiness’ - justice (sadly perhaps)
will eventually prevail.
2)
Do It
In your old age, you regret what you didn’t do and not what you did. There are many embarrassing
episodes in my life which, if I had been ‘sensible’, I would have avoided. However these episodes
essentially form my life and my life would be poorer without them. My starting quote reflects this
sentiment. {By ‘it’ I am not really meaning the ‘it’.}
3)
With Good Humour
In this point I am not trying to restate the scout law that “a scout smiles and whistles under all
difficulties” or even saying that ‘you should keep a stiff upper lip’. There are times when a bit
of emotion is appropriate. {This is not because this is the ‘new age’ thing to do but rather, if you
read the really old stuff about Ulysses and King David, you find they were always having a good
old weep. Never-the-less I myself am a creature of my age, - so this is definitely not my style.}
However I think from time to time you have to distance yourself from the current fray and its
turbulent emotions and from this distant perspective, view your own actions (and to a lesser extent
other people’s actions) with amusement. Just remember - the hardest commandment to obey is that
‘you must enjoy life’.
			

- The Nature of the Beast -

4)
That ‘Sexual Urge’ is a biological reproductive mechanism
One tends to read in the papers about problems like “in later life married men loose their sexual
urge”. However if one is to assume that the ‘sexual urge’ is simply natures way of assuring that our
species reproduces itself then the above statement is exactly what you would expect - hence there
is no reason to regard it as a problem. Later in a married life, both partners usually have no further
thought of having more children and so, as ‘sexual urge’ is based on the possibility of reproduction,
naturally it drops off - and why not - sex is now a purposeless exercise. On the same basis there
often exists a ‘sexual urge’ when society feels that there ought not to be a sexual urge (I think it best
not to go into details here). As far as I am concerned, I find my own sexual urge is consistent with
it being just a reproductive mechanism and as such, I accept it. I see no reason to be ashamed of my
‘sexual urge’ just because it does not fit in with what society wants. Of course I must obey society’s
laws on how I must act - but I am not doing to kid myself I am any different from the simple animal
I am (and note we are mammals - not birds).
5)
That ‘falling in love’ is a mutual feed-back loop
The evidence for this is rather flimsy because one needs to know the truth about the other person’s
feelings and “love is a game at which one always cheats”. However my feeling is that the ‘falling in
love’ process is always a two way affair in which one person shows an interest (usually in terms of
glances), this interest is returned and the feelings are built up by repeating this mutual process. Thus
if you are ‘in love’ with someone, it means that this someone must, at one time, have been partially
‘in love’ with you. Of course during the loop, one person will very likely get cold feet and back out
and then other person will be left ‘in love’. The first person will then usually claim that ‘they never
gave any encouragement’. One can never know the truth because how can one say whether the
quick flickering of the eyes, is an act of encouragement. Anyway this is how I read the situation.
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6)
The Fixation Problem
We humans are prone to get fixed ideas - that we must continue to do our current job - that we must
live in our current house - that the world must stay as it is, etc. One these fixed ideas is that we must
live with our current partner (or prime interest) for the rest of our lives. In spite of all the practical
evidence showing that this is not the case, we seem to be prone to this fixed idea (i.e. “Love is like
the measles - we all must go through it”). I think however when this happens, we need to try to
mitigate the effect by:-a. specifically remembering all the previous similar cases and how that those fixed ideas always
changed,
-b. continue to be associated with all one’s other many relationships in life.
This will allow nature to take her course and the ‘disease’ will soon be cured.
7)
The Importance of ‘Shelf Value’
In an association each partner likes to think that each person has certain peculiar qualities that
makes them ideally suited to each-other. This may be partially true - but it should not blind us to the
importance of ‘shelf value’ (i.e. the chances of a person being taken off the ‘shelf’ - hence it is how
a person is ‘ranked’ in the partnering game). If two partners have different ‘shelf values’ then the
person with low ‘shelf value’ will become dependent on the person with high ‘shelf value’ (because
the person of low ‘shelf value’ won’t have other options) - and so the marriage may become very
limiting. A stable relationship requires that both partners to have a similar ‘shelf value’.
-a)
-b)
-c)

In western society ‘shelf value’ is usually determined (in sequence) by:nouse - street wise intelligence,
looks,
money (academic intelligence usually counts as money).
			

- The Battle -

8)
The Truth
There is a very standard quote (W B Yeats) that goes:“The best lack all conviction, while the worst
Are full of passionate intensity.”
which, as regards it’s applicability to marriage, perhaps should be rephrased as:‘the degree of conviction with which a statement is made, is
in inverse proportion to the probability of it being true.’
I said in 12.2 that in marriage, statements pertaining to the bargaining process, must be highly
suspect. However it is relatively easy to pick out such statements because these are the ones that are
spoken with tremendous conviction. You must try to assemble the truth mostly by remembering odd
little remarks spoken in inconsequential circumstances.
In particular the following two types of statement are always very suspect:-a.
One partner states that there is only an all-or-nothing option e.g. total marriage or total out.
-b)
One partner gives a psychological analysis of other partner’s character (free of charge).
These statements are part of the standard gambit and are fully independent of whatever the truth
may be.
9)
Limit your Pain
At the end of my first marriage with Noela I stayed in the house for a whole week while we
thrashed the matter out. It was too much and the pain was too intense. I think an hour of verbal
battle is as much as any normal person can take. {You might know, intellectually, that all your
partner is saying about you is not true (as in the last point) but a tongue lashing will still tend to
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affect you emotionally.} So call it off when you have taken all you can (you may have too move
out). You prime responsibility should be to look after your own sanity.
10)
Sometimes you must loose
Unfortunately the laws of our society are not very good and this means that the person that plays
‘dirtiest’, will usually win. This means that you, who I trust are not going to play ‘dirty’, must loose.
You have to remember that eventually the ‘Supreme Justice of God Law’ will take care of you.
11)
Play it cool as regards the children
When I separated from Noela, she initially didn’t allow me access to the children. So I went to a
solicitor in a fairly emotional state. This solicitor spent an hour of his time (without charging me
a thing) just telling me to - “just calm down and wait, they always act like this to begin with but
eventually they will always want help with the children. You can go to the district attorney and state
your position if you want (so it is clear later that you wanted to see your children) but just wait and
time will take care of it all”. He was completely correct - everything worked out eventually without
any legal recourse.
The threat of not allowing access (or avoiding access by moving away) is also alas, part of
the standard gambit. Stay cool - this option is rarely the best for your spouse and, as long as you
can make it clear that they are not being excessively successful in hurting you (usually their prime
desire), their own personal self-interest will prevail.
12)
Maintain a retreat path
It is enormously important to have somewhere to go should the home situation become intolerable
(and don’t forget that, if you do not have this option, your partner has the gambit of increasing the
intolerability of your situation, in order to get their own way). This situation needs to be worked
out right from the start. There is a lot to be said for maintaining two establishments even though the
couple actually lives together nearly all the time. The one definite mistake that I have made in my
marital affairs is that after separating from Noela, I moved in with someone else for a year (because
I couldn’t think of where else to go -i.e. I had no retreat path). I should not have done so but I was
in too weak a state at the time to act in an independent manner. This mistake necessitated a very
difficult separating operation a year later.
13)
Half-way may be sufficient
If you want to separate or partially separate from your partner then usually you do not need to
propose the full amount of separation that you want. If you make any suggestion of separating, your
partner will almost always react by wanting to separate more. Knowing this then, you only need to
suggest half the degree of separation you want and you know your partner will complete the process
by wanting to separate an equal amount more (i.e. reaching your desired state). Thus, at least in the
eyes of the outward world, you have both equally instigated the separative process (very important
as regards explaining the situation to parents).
14)
Help your children
When I separated from Noela one of my brothers sent a ‘serious’ letter to me and my parents (he
was in England and we were in Australia at the time) saying I hoped I knew what I was doing
etc. My dad came to me with the letter smiling, saying - “he almost makes it doesn’t he with the
serious attitude - but he goes just that bit too far - and so you have to laugh”. {When I had nothing
to do at GIO I often filled the time reading the “Oxford Book of English -something or other-”. It
contained the saying that “from the sublime to the ridiculous is one short step” which it attributed
to Napoleon. It also attributed the “washing your dirty linen in public” bit to him. It seems amazing
to me that, the person we think of as a soldier (or even an ‘ogre’), should have come up with two
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saying that I think have profound truth (at least in comparison to any of the other sayings in that
book).}
That little comment of my Dad’s, made an tremendous difference to me - it showed genuine
empathy to the difficulties of the situation. Marital battle is a time of great stress and, if parents can
show empathy rather than criticism, it is be of enormous help. I have not been called on to help my
children in these circumstances yet - but my great desire is that when I am needed, I also can show
some true empathy.

12.6

TO FINISH

At this stage we need to remind ourselves about the basic peculiarity of our western culture. Our
culture does not require children to repay their upbringing costs back to their parents (in the saner
primitive cultures, children repay their upbringing costs by first - helping parents as soon as they
are capable and then secondly - looking after their parents when they are old). As a result of this
situation, the people that have children are financially worse off than those people that do not have
children. Hence our society has to find a way to persuade people to have children and it does this
by introducing the ‘holy concept of marriage’. Around ‘marriage’ is built up an enormous amount
of hype concerning the happiness it will bring and the comfort it will bestow - and incidentally it
introduces a situation that will result in having children. Alas the practical reality can never live up
to the hype and hence as we come down to earth, we all go through a considerable amount of pain.
It would be better if we treated the problem logically from the start.
Finally I will finish on a personal note. You may have got the impression that I have a somewhat
promiscuous nature. I want to defend myself on this charge.
First as regards the strict numeric total, I think I would be around the average. However,
while most people have ‘spread their wild oats while they are young’, I have spread things fairly
evenly throughout my whole life. I would have thought that mine was the more ‘moderate’
approach.
Secondly my nature as regards my partnerships with women, reflects my nature in all matters of
life. Thus:1)
I have rarely just had one fixed climbing partner. I have always liked to circulate.
2)
I have always had several independent groups of friends (often different clubs).
3)
Society forces one to work at only one place at a time but at least I have always changed this
on a regular basis.
In all such associations I am very constant. Thus I continue to keep in contact with ex-wives, old
climbing partners and social groups in the same manner. However in all matters I like to keep my
options open. I like to be what I am and unless one maintains several options, I find groups or
individuals can exert pressure to make you fit the mould they think you ought to take.
So perhaps I am slightly promiscuous - but only in an open, logical and consistent manner.
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13.		

THE EXECUTIVE

During my the most active period of climbing (as a post-grad with plenty of spare time in the early
60’s), for two years I was the president of the Sydney Rock-climbing Club. This was more-or-less
the expected thing - the most active climber around normally takes on the president’s job. However
I was never very happy about the manner in which I carried out this function - not that I was a bad
president - but the rest of the club seemed to loose their initiative. This problem bugged me and
occupied my thoughts for several years. Thus about 8 years later when the club was going through
a slack time and people came to me asking me to stand as president again, I was keen to redeem
myself. However, in view of my thinking on this subject, I refused to stand for the presidency - I
would be secretary (there was never any competition for the secretary’s job and so, whoever would
stand for the job, would certainly get it).
As the secretary I did indeed redeem my lack of success as a president (at least in my own eyes).
Thus the clubs news-letter came out on time and carried the essential information, the executive
met and functioned, membership increased, beginners were instructed, people climbed and even
the proposed meets were reasonably attended (climbers in Sydney have always been terrible
about attending the proposed meets - however at least during this period, the meets list was not a
complete farce). Thus the club functioned properly. The point was that as the secretary I had the
power to make sure that the appropriate people did their appropriate jobs. The executive consisted
of the president, treasurer, secretary, meets secretary, membership secretary and social secretary.
{I insisted that the meets, membership and social secretaries were really sub-secretaries in the
secretariat and hence under my control - however it is dubious if this is how these positions were
originally conceived.} Thus I was in a position to make sure that the 3 sub-secretaries and the
treasurer ran their relevant section of the meeting and entered their report in the newsletter (e.g.
thus people knew who the new members were etc). One could get people to do their correct jobs as
the secretary because there was no glory associated with the secretary’s position. If the president
intimates that people should do a task, people tend to feel that in doing such a task, they will add
glory to the president and so therefore they should let the president do the work. Thus ‘president run
clubs’ tend to be one man (sorry person - I forgot) type affairs. So the secretary position is far better
one to try and make a club function properly.
Thus my year as a secretary was very successful. However at the end of that year I thought it might
be nice now to relax into the president’s position (you will note now that under my new structuring,
the president had very little to do) and bathe in a bit of glory. However this year (as opposed to
the previous year) no one came to me asking me to be president. The members were now entirely
happy with the current president (who was the same president as of the previous 5 years - and whose
increasing lack of interest, had caused the club into decline over the preceding years or so). Thus I
could not reap any reward for my good work as the secretary. {However my ‘Supreme Justice of God
Law’ says I shall be rewarded - and so indeed I have - I have a good story to introduce this chapter what more can a person desire.} The club maintained the structure I imprinted on it for a few years
afterwards but then it slowly reverted back to the president dominated form. The present form is now
in fact exactly as it was 30 years ago when I was president (with the same problems). Bushwalking
clubs (and mountaineering clubs overseas which tend to be an amalgamation of bushwalking and
rock climbing type interests) mostly seem to avoid this individual domination form.
Via this story then I am hoping to persuade you that the detailed form of the executive is very
important to the functioning of a body. Furthermore, unless the rules are very tight, there is a natural
tendency for the form to degenerate into a one person dominated affair. This is what this chapter is
all about.
249

When I first wrote this work up in 1987, the next following three chapters (‘The Executive’,
‘Voting’ and ‘Meetings’) were all included under one chapter entitled ‘The Internal Workings of Cooperative Bodies’. However this made a very large chapter and it meant I had to have sub-sections
of sections with a corresponding two part numbering system. Thus this time I have made them into
three separate chapters.
Never-the-less these three chapters are very closely linked and should really be read as one
entity. Furthermore these three chapters apply to the governmental form of our societies, as well as
to the co-operatives in our industrial structure. In these three chapters then I shall tend to think of
co-operatives as their primary purpose but the other use must be borne in mind. Thus for example
our ‘executive’ is the ‘executive’ form for the government as well. This will be re-emphasised in the
chapter on the ‘Governmental Form’.
The order of the three chapters is not very obvious. In functional sense, a body first needs to have
a ‘meeting’ and then it must ‘vote’ before the ‘executive’ can be formed. In terms of connections
to what we have already done, the ‘Voting’ chapter is closely related to chapter 11. (in terms of
the dissolution of co-bodies) and ‘Meetings’ is closely associated with chapter 6. (the Information
System). The reason I have put the chapters in the following order is that this is the order of least
sophistication - and hence it is the order in which it is easiest to read. You may need a meeting
procedure before deciding on the executive - however the meeting can be very simple. My ‘meeting’
procedure will be more concerned with complex things like ‘maintaining the balance of work that
each member requests to be done’ and ‘integrating the entitlement changes of members, with the
decision process of what the body will be doing’. I think you will find this executive chapter is the
easiest one to start with. {Of course the real reason I start with the ‘executive’ chapter is that it is the
only one for which I can think of a good introductory story.}
The basic work for all these chapters was done in 1984 but the detail was extended considerably
when I first wrote it up in 1987. Thus I had not conceived of the ‘Size Problem’ in 1984. I have had
to change the ‘meeting’ chapter considerably to fit in with my new ‘Information System’ chapter.

13.1

PROBLEMS AND PURPOSE

The fundamental problem associated with the executive is how to draw the fine line so that the
executive does the work associated with the making decisions and yet the members retain the power
to control the whole process (and if necessary make the decision). It is very hard to distinguish
between doing the work and making the decision because if the work is wrong (or slanted in a
particular direction) the decision based on this work will also be wrong. Of course members should
be able to see and so check all the executives working - but in this case, the checking process may
take almost as long as the original executive work.
I shall only partially try to answer this problem in this chapter - the ‘Voting’ and ‘Meeting’
chapters will have to complete the process. The main thrust of this chapter then is:1)
to make it absolutely clear what the duties and responsibilities of each of the executive
elements are and
2)
to structure the executive form in such a way so that the work of each of the executive
elements, can be checked (by different or later executives) as to how it actually worked out in practice.
‘Accountability’ and ‘assessing the assessor’ are the current terms that tend to relate to this problem.
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In terms of our normal ‘equality’, ‘freedom’ and ‘must work’ principles, we see:1)
‘Freedom’ (equivalent to choice and independence) has already been thoroughly taken care
in our ‘Industrial Structure’ (chapter 9.) - so there is nothing further we have to do here.
2)
‘Equality’ will be OK provided our rules are sufficiently tight so that the ‘executive’
elements cannot collude so that they either gain excessive power or recompense themselves more
than they ought (i.e. do exactly as they do in the current world). This is very much a question of
detail.
3)
‘Must work’ in our terms comes down to making sure that the work involved in the decision
and checking process is never excessive. Again this comes down to detail.
In this chapter then it seems to have worked out that there are a lot of rather short sections. The
sections deal with:1)
the basic elements of the executives (and why I have chosen this form),
2)
how the executive elements are expected to change over time,
3)
the size of the executive elements and its implications on their nature,
4)
details of the ‘pre-exec’.
5)
details of the ‘sub-exec’.
6)
details of the ‘post-exec’. My ‘post-exec’ is the body that will do most of the correlating
of what the executive (and members) decide to do, with that which actually happened. Thus this
element provides details associated with (2) in my first paragraph - so this is very much my largest
and most important section.

13.2

THE GENERAL FORM

We should begin by remembering the two features in our previous work that will have a strong
bearing on the nature of our executive form. These are:1)
The co-operative will have a judge (see 11.4) to whom members can refer should there be a
disagreement. This judge then can be considered to be part of the control process and as such will
be related to the executive. The judge however is chosen by unanimous agreement (usually at the
start) whereas the executive will be decided by majority vote. This feature makes it much harder
for the rights of the minority members to be over-ridden by the majority (in particular the executive
itself - which represents the majority).
2)
The co-operative body will have an information system (see chapter 6 and section 11.7)
where all members can see the full details of what is going on in the co-operative body (and also
contribute to, should they desire). In particular this would include the details of:-a)
all interactions with external world (in our case this includes all monetary transfers and the
registration of all physical assets),
-b)
all interactions between the judge and the members,
-c)
all interactions between the elements of the executive and the members.
This feature then assures that all the workings of the co-operative will be fully open to all members.
In deciding how the executive is to be broken down into elements, I am first going to assume
that the primary purpose of this division of tasks is for control purposes. The meaning of this
is demonstrated in my Sydney Rock-climbing Club example I referred to in the pre-script. The
secretariat was divided into the secretary (general), meets-sec, social-sec and membership-sec
but this division was not for control purposes but simply for convenience as there is too much
work involved for one person. However the division into chair-person, secretary and treasurer is
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(or should be) for control purposes because each position is designed so that no one person has
unchecked power. Thus the secretariat could be replaced by a team of 4 people (and a team could
be better than 4 separate people because the team would already know that they could successfully
work together). However the chair-person secretary and treasurer cannot be so replaced because
then all the control is lost.
As the division is for control purposes then, very specifically, the last think one wants is for
the executive elements to ‘meet’ independently. If the elements meet together they might collude
and the control process then can be bypassed. The co-operatives information system provides a
means by which the executive elements may communicate but here, of course, all the members
can see what is going on and check that there is no collusion. Clearly in my SRC example it is
a bit much to say that the treasurer shall not climb with the secretary but still in fact it should be
understood it is wrong for them to discuss their executive business. Likewise there should be no
desire that the executive should form a ‘good’ team. This situation might be dangerous.
{As regards the use of a ‘team’, it must be born in mind that it will always be very difficult to assess
the contribution that each member makes to the success (or failure) of the team as a whole. Thus the
‘recognition’ of individual members must always be more suspect.}
Clearly then, if our division is for control purposes (and hence there will only be limited
communication between the executive elements), it becomes more important that the functions
of each of the executive elements are quite distinct and hence the elements can mostly work
independently of each-other. Thus the division process will need some careful thought.
The most standard division is of course the usual ‘chair-person’, ‘secretary’ and ‘treasurer’ form. I
think that this is a good division and usually much better (i.e. it provides a well thought out control
process between the elements) than, for example, the ‘president’ oriented divisions. However,
although my method will be closely related to this, I will develop an independent method because:1)
people’s conceptions of what each of these standard positions involves, are different and
2)
I can develop a clear logic from the start.
The world provides a very clear division in terms of future, present and past. I think this then makes
a good basis to define our fundamental executive elements. The ‘past’ is probably the most clear cut
function. Thus the task would consist of:1)
accumulating the evidence of what actually happened,
2)
summing this data into a relevant reports and
3)
comparing this with what was supposed to happen.
The division into future and present is less clear. However the future activities could be taken to be:1)
seeing what the co-operative could do in the outside world,
2)
suggesting and agreeing with members as to what shall be done and
3)
interacting with the external world.
The present executive work then becomes:1)
organising how the body shall divide it’s tasks among the members.
Thus there are three positions to which I have given the following names:A.
pre-exec - dealing with the future and concerned with external affairs
B.
sub-exec - dealing with the present and internally getting jobs done
C.
post-exec - dealing with the past and the associated reconciliation.
Thus our ‘post-exec’ is an extended version of the treasurer position (it is not just financial). The
normal secretary function is divided into two reasonably clearly defined tasks - the pre-exec and
the sub-exec. As the chair-person position is only involved at meetings, the task is small and, for
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reasons that I will explain later, it is probably best to include it as part of the function of the ‘postexec’ (or possibly the ‘judge’).
The primary control division is between the post-exec and the other two positions (in fact in
complete land society, the post-exec can be conceived to be the opposition). Thus it is absolutely
essential that this division be clearly maintained. However the division between the pre-exec and
the sub-exec is more a question of convenience and there may be times when it is appropriate to
amalgamate them. Thus in a company the work involved in the sub-exec position is very small and
so it may be convenient to incorporate it in the pre-exec position. It is possible to merge the postexec task into the judge’s task but I think this would be dangerous (and not very practical).
The full details of each position will be given in sections 13.5 - 13.7 but before doing this, we must
consider the dependence and control associated with time.

13.3

THE TIME STRUCTURE

In this section I am considering what the nature of the contract periods should be and how the
contract periods for the various executive elements should be related to each-other. In this respect
in chapter 10 I have already specified that employment periods should be of fixed duration and not
greater than 5 years. I now need to make 3 general points.
1)
I believe that current holder of an executive position should not be eligible for re-election
for the next contract period. The prime reason is that, in assessing how well a job is done, it is
essential that there are different bodies doing the same job over different periods of time to compare
against. If the same body continues to do the same job, this comparison is not possible. The correct
assessment of an executive position is so important and so difficult that one cannot afford not to
have this comparison.
Besides this, both the sub-exec and the post-exec will (as I shall discuss later) be involved in
the assessment and hiring process and so, if they themselves were to be considered for re-election,
they might be “bearing witness unto themselves”.
2)
In view of the factthat executive elements are not eligible for re-election, I believe then that
their contracts must be for a substantial period of time. The reasons are:-a.
there is substantial amount of work involved in both selecting a candidate and with the
candidate familiarising themselves with the new job. The job must last for a significant period of
time to ensure these over-head costs are not dominant.
-b.
a substantial amount of time must elapse before it is possible to assess a job.
I have said that the maximum period of a contract should be 5 years so I shall now basically assume
that the contract for an executive will be for this maximum 5 year period. The period could be a
little less but it is difficult to image it being much less than 3 years.
Clearly there must be an option for the membership to get rid of an executive before their contract
period is up. However this should only occur in extreme circumstances. It is best for the body to think carefully when they choose their executive, in general let them do their job without hindrance
and then, assess them when sufficient time has elapsed to assess them properly.
3)
Finally I think it is essential that the three elections for the three executive positions are not
held at the same time but, as much as possible, at well separated times. The reasons are:253

-a.
the work involved in choosing a new executive is substantial. If then all the executives are
elected at once, there will be too great a work load at one point in time (and comparatively little for
the remaining 5 years).
-b.
if all the executive elements change at once then there will be too great a discontinuity in the
nature of the co-operative (or society).
-c.
the candidates that are available for a particular executive positions, will often be dependent
of the result of other executive elections. This will be more awkward if all the elections are held at
the same time.
The exact nature of the time structure is dependent on the meeting form (see chapter 15) and also
the nature of the post-exec’s reports. However I basically think it needs to take the form of a yearly
AGM which, over a 5 year period, might consist of:YEAR
0
1
2
3
4
5

13.4

OPERATION
New post-exec elected
post-exec’s analysis of previous post-exec
New sub-exec elected (with post-exec’s report of previous)
New pre-exec elected (with post-exec’s report of previous)
Post-exec’s analysis of members
Post-exec’s total report (and new post-exec elected)

THE ‘SIZE’ PROBLEM AND THE NATURE OF THE ELEMENTS

In this section we need to consider the size of the executive elements as this will be fundamental
to the form that they must take. Clearly because the work-load of the executive elements must vary
for different circumstances, the sizes must differ significantly. Never-the-less we can define some
general trends and this will be sufficient for our purposes. However it is much easier to understand
the situation if we use some definite numbers, - even though we know that these numbers will be
very approximate.
In general we can say that the work load for the 3 executive positions is roughly equal. The work for
the judge will hopefully be significantly less but it helps our arithmetic if we assume that this is also
the same.
For a first level co-operative body of 20 individuals it is reasonable to assume that in general
one person would be needed for each of the executive positions (including the judge). Thus in this
case 20% of the work force would be involved in the control functions.
If we now need to look at the work involved in the higher levels of structure then we see
immediately that we must discard the two most obvious forms of solution. This is because:1)
The executive elements cannot remain as individuals because clearly as the co-operatives
become very large, there must be too much work for one person.
2)
The executive elements cannot continue to be member co-operatives because, for large
co-operative bodies, the proportion of the work force used up in the control process would then
become excessive. Thus suppose one had a 5-level co-operative of 100,000 full time people (see
table in 9.3). Then using member co-operatives as the executive element would mean that each level
would absorb 20% of the work force. This would mean there would only be 33% (100x.8**5) of the
people left to do the real work.
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This result is probably sufficient for our purposes but we might as well note that, should we use
a form half way between these two extremes, we would get a sensible result. If we say that the
executive size should be proportional to the square root of the number of people involved, we get
the following table:LEVEL
1
2
3
4
5

FULL-TIME PEOPLE
10
100
1000
10000
100000

------------------EXECUTIVE----------------TOTAL
ELEMENT
% OF PEOPLE
2
.5
20.0
6
1.5
6.0
20
5.0
2.0
60
15.0
.6
200
50.0
.2

In this case we find that the total number of people full time involved in the control process, never
exceeds 30%, no matter how big the co-operative is (i.e. it could have any number of levels). This
then is an encouraging result. {This calculation is a little inconsistent with that in the previous
paragraph where I more correctly calculated on the number of people actually available for
work (i.e. the control element is subtracted out). In this case the difference is very slight and the
calculation is simpler.}
Thus as both of the natural candidates (individuals or member co-operatives) are in general ruled
out as executive elements on the basis of size, we have to think of something else. Some other
possible solutions are:1)
to use sub-sub-co-operatives (or lower levels still if these are still too big).
2)
to let small teams of individuals (probably already associated with the body) to form
suitably sized co-operatives to act as executive elements specifically for the occasion,
3)
to use completely independent co-operatives that specialise in executive work,
4)
to use individuals but the individuals then hire other people to do the most of the hack work
for them.
Which of these options is suitable depends on the particular executive element so I will talk about
this in the following three sections. However I would tend to rule out option 2 on the basis that
such a body will not have a recognition file. Thus if such a body did a bad job then they could then
dissolve and then their loss of ‘recognition’ would not effective as a disincentive (as in the normal
case - see section 10.4).

13.5

THE PRE-EXEC

We have already seen that the task of the pre-exec is to:1)
see what the co-operative can do in the outside world,
2)
suggest and agree with members as to what shall be done and
3)
in general interact with the external world.
The purpose of this section is to say a little more about these functions.
In terms of positions that we are already know, the pre-exec would be:1)
the representative of a society. Thus if the society was a nation, the pre-exec would carry out
the functions of the foreign secretary.
2)
the president. The president’s role is of course a little indefinite but in as much as they are
255

the leader and prime initiator of a society, the pre-exec would carry out this function. However the
pre-exec would most certainly not carry out the chairman’s function.
3)
the secretary in some of their general functions (in particular with respect to external
correspondence).
4)
the sales person of a co-operative. Naturally this would just be in a general manner (the
detailed sales process would be carried out at a lower level).
However, because the pre-exec deals with large important future decisions for the society, they
must reflect what the general membership wants. Thus the pre-exec must constantly react with the
membership to be sure that what they propose, is what the membership wants. The pre-exec then
must be familiar with what the membership desires and possibly be a bit of a public speaker and
persuader. Thus they are the intermediary between the membership and the outside world.
Thus the pre-exec must have a detailed knowledge of external circumstances as well as an
acquaintance with their membership’s desires. They must have vision and initiative and have good
communication skills. They thus may be thought of as representing the ‘identity’ of the body.
We now need to consider the nature of the body that must fill this position (i.e. which of the 4
options of the previous section will it take). The crucial feature is that it is hard for a co-operative
body to have a great deal of ‘identity’. I did the best I could in chapter 11 on this subject but the
fact remains that a group of people (or worse still of other co-operatives) must always remain rather
amorphous and they can never achieve the identity of a single human being that lives and dies
as one unified body (and all their achievements are directly attributable to them). Thus I think all
groups will basically require a single fundamental person to represent them and this means we have
to choose option 4 (an individual that may hire other people to do their specific work).
As this is a very important position and as ‘recognition’ must be our fundamental incentive that
persuades people to do a good job (see chapter 10), it is best if the person elected to this position,
comes with a large amount of ‘recognition’ already (i.e. they would have a lot to loose should they
fail). Thus I think the American system of choosing famous and well recognised people as candidates
for the presidency, is entirely correct. {The system may not work quite so well in case of a climbing
clubs because here, a famous climber’s reputation may not be affected at all, should they do a lousy
job as the president of a club.} Age becomes important - the pre-exec must be old enough to have
gained sufficient ‘recognition’ but yet not so old that they might not care should they loose it all.
The problem with an individual is of course that they might die. One can naturally insist that they
choose a deputy to carry out their functions when they are temporarily out of action. Thus such a
deputy could continue to act as the pre-exec for a short while, should the pre-exec die. However it
is improbable that anyone of sufficient caliber to be the pre-exec, would be prepared to hang around
as the deputy, just because of this remote occurrence. Thus a new election is essential (i.e. the
American vice-president system is wrong.) Clearly a reasonable life expectancy is important.

13.6

THE SUB-EXEC

The sub-exec is that body that organises how work shall be divided among the members. This
naturally should be according to the system I gave in chapter 10. Thus principally the sub-exec
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must know each member of the co-operative sufficiently well (via their recognition files) so that,
for any job, they can easily attach a ‘value of work per hour’ to them. They also have do the rest
of the mechanical work associated with this hiring/remunerating function. This task can also be
conveniently extended to include the preparation work involved in analysing candidates for the
executive positions themselves.
In terms of positions that we already know, the sub-exec would be:1)
the home secretary as in the UK government.
2)
the meets secretary and the membership secretary as in my Sydney Rock-climbing Club
example. {Perhaps also the social secretary as well.}
3)
to some extent the civil servants in government. Similarly it could be the ‘clerk’ in local
government.
Although the sub-exec is an important position in a firm, in a company there would be very little
work to do. In a company, a member’s input consists of money and, as all money is essentially
the same, very little work is required in its assessment. Thus is this case, it is probably best to
amalgamate this position with the pre-exec position.
The body then that fills this position then needs to know the detailed capabilities of all the members
very well. The members will also need to have known this body for a long time and to trust that this
body will act in a just and fair manner in all circumstances. Clearly then it is much the best if this
body can be an appropriately sized member of the co-operative. If there is no appropriately sized
member then a sub-member of a member could be used but they would then have to dissociate
themselves from their member affiliation (because otherwise they could not treat their parent
member impartially).

13.7

THE POST-EXEC AND THEIR REPORTS

This is the most important section because the post-exec will be producing the reports by which the
various performances can be judged. I think it best to describe the types of the reports that will be
required first. The nature of the post-exec body will then follow from this.
The fundamental thing that the post-exec will be trying to do, is to trace the success or failure of the
co-operative body and then to correlate this to the decision process that caused the situation. Thus
for example the post-exec may find that the co-operative body went through a period of decline and
this was caused by the co-body failing to offer sufficiently good conditions for young people to join
the society. They may then say that the primary cause of the problem was in the pre-exec that was in
office 3 - 8 years ago. However the analysis may go further and see who or what caused such a bad
pre-exec to be elected 8 years ago. Naturally this analysis will be difficult to carry out and we will
be aware that all the various bodies may be trying to ‘cook the book’ in their favour in some way
or other. It may take some time for the dust to settle and the truth start to emerge. Our process must
allow the situation to be reviewed many times by different parties.
Our first problem then is to determine how we shall define ‘success or failure’ in a reasonably
concrete manner. I think the primary criteria must be ‘choice’ because this is what we all basically
accept. Thus:1)
a company is regarded as being successful if people are choosing to buy the shares of the
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company (and so the price goes up) and unsuccessful if people are not buying the shares (and the
share price goes down).
2)
a firm is regarded as being successful if people are choosing to join the firm (or unsuccessful
if people choose to leave).
3)
likewise a society is successful if people are joining the society (and unsuccessful if they are
leaving the society).
Clearly this criteria is closely associated with growth. {However, if growth is used, then how much
of the growth is due to active ‘choice’ must be stated.} Fortunately the criteria is reasonably easy to
define in a quantitative manner.
Other significant criteria are:a)
the total asset value of the body,
b)
the degree of activity of the body,
c)
the defensive capability of the body (in the case of a complete land society).
These criteria clearly need to be reported as well. However mostly these criteria will already be
reflected in our ‘choice’ criteria.
These criteria then need to be compared with:1)
the same body’s performance over other periods of time,
2)
similar body’s performances over the same period of time (i.e. other members of the
supernal society).
Unfortunately a standard method of ‘cooking the book’ is to only choose comparisons that throw a
favourable light on the body under consideration. Thus under no circumstances should there be any
choice as to how these comparisons should be chosen. I think the comparison in time must extend
up to 20 years (or to the start of the body) and the comparison with other bodies must include all
bodies in the same category (i.e. all members of the supernal bodies).
The main aim of the reports then is to correlate this given success or failure with the decision
process. However other further detailed reports would normally need to be produced before this
could be carried out. Some such reports would be:1)
For each important actual decision made, what were the final practical effects.
2)
For every important successful/failure event, what was the decision process that caused the
event (or what were the decisions (that could have been made) that could have prevented the event).
For example for the massacre at Port Arthur, what were the governmental decisions that lead to (or
could have prevented) the massacre.
3)
An analysis of the pre-exec’s activities. This would include the degree to which the pre-exec
was successful in proposing future activities which the membership accepted.
4)
An analysis of the sub-exec’s activities. This would include an investigation on the degree of
consistency of member’s: ‘value of work per hour’, remuneration, continuity of employment etc.
5)
An analysis of all previous post-exec reports. This report would investigate to what extent
the previous post-execs were correct in the light of whatever further evidence is now available. {I
say investigate all but probably the time spent on each post-exec, would decrease exponentially with
time e.g. one might spend 1/2 of one’s time on the previous, 1/4 on the one before, 1/8 on the one
before that etc).
6)
An analysis of each member’s voting patterns. This principally means investigating whether
they made good decisions in the light of what actually happened and checking whether their voting
was consistent with their ‘commitment index’ (see next chapter).
7)
An analysis of all the ‘information system’ input and the related ‘meeting’ process. Chapter
15 will give the details - basically checking the balance of what has been supplied and what has
been requested.
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The integration of these detailed reports with the general ‘success’ report, hopefully should then
allow the post-exec to pinpoint the essential correlation between the success of the body and the
decision process (and hence how this might be corrected in the future).
Clearly a large amount of labour will be needed to produce all these reports and, if they were
produced too frequently, this would involve too much work (and no one would read them). I think it
is sufficient then if the post-exec only produces reports once a year, to be ready for use at the AGM.
The general reports must be produced yearly but the more detailed reports 3)- 6) could be produced
less frequently than this. A sequence for these has already been suggested in 13.3. I will expound a
little on this now.
1)
In the first year the post-exec will be new, so the best way of familiarising themselves with
what is going on, is to study the previous post-exec’s reports. Thus it will be convenient to give
their analysis of this at the end of the first year.
2)
Detailed reports on the pre-exec and the sub-exec are then given when these positions come
up for election.
3)
Member’s voting habits are studied in detail in the spare off-year.
4)
A big final report should be produced when the post-exec finishes their 5 year term. This
report should include all the previous reports extended with the information up to the present time.
Thus the practical effect of each important decision (detailed report 1) should be extended to the
current moment.
We are now in a position to discuss the nature of the post-exec body. Before doing this however, I
will point out some of the elements that the post-exec function corresponds to in our society. These
are:1)
accountants, auditors and treasurers.
2)
the opposition. In our present government form most of the immediate critical function is
carried out by the opposition party. This critical function is now carried out by the post-exec.
3)
political scientists.
4)
historians.
Thus our post-exec position covers a broad spectrum of functions.
Clearly the task is one that needs what are normally termed intellectual capabilities (i.e. reading,
writing and arithmetic). Communication and personal skills are not too important. I think the task is
best done by a fully independent co-operative body that specialises in this type of work. The reasons
are:1)
if the body is a sub-member they may be reporting on themselves (or criticizing bodies to
whom they are related). An independent body will have less bias.
2)
A specialist body will have greater familiarity with the information associated with
comparative bodies.
3)
As a fully independent post-exec must be chosen each time, a time will come when there is a
shortage of possible independent internal bodies.
However the disadvantage of an external body is that the ‘recognition’ of such a body becomes
less significant. Perhaps the best thing is to oscillate between internal and external bodies (or have
composite bodies).
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13.8

SUMMING UP

To sum up then, I have tried to develop a executive system where:1)
the form, duties and responsibilities of each executive element are absolutely clear and
2)
there is a clear cut mechanism by which all executive elements will eventually be assessed.
Hopefully this has been done. However the cost of this is that all concerned will have a reasonable
amount of work to do of a rather unpleasant nature. Perhaps I should re-emphasise why this is
necessary.
In the current world, it is assumed that a ‘leader’ does a good job if they do what the members want
them to do. This can be termed as a ‘populist’ system. In my system I am trying to do something
more - I am expecting that my leader-ship (i.e. the executive) will be making better decisions (and
by implication harder and more difficult decisions) than the membership can conceive at the time.
Let me give an example from the current world. {I must give an example at a national level because
at lower levels (i.e. local government or co-operatives) we are not familiar with the same examples.}
The massacre at Port Arthur has forced the Australian government to implement new gun laws
restricting the ownership of guns. This is very much a populist action and clearly as far as it goes,
it is a ‘good thing’. However, like all populist actions, it refuses to address the ‘hard’ question.
Introducing a law that limits who may have a gun, simply means that the law abiding citizens give
up their guns but the people that ignore the law (criminals and dangerous people) will keep them.
The implementation of such a law could leave the country in a worse state than before. However the
normal populace does not want to think about such things and so they believe the government has
acted correctly.
However the system I am proposing, will force the executive to face these hard decisions.
Let us see what would happen if the executive just acted in a populist fashion and did nothing
about removing guns from the non-law abiding element. Clearly the non-law abiding element will
be using their guns and eventually an incident will occur where innocent lives are lost again (lives
that may perhaps even have been saved, if lawful people had been allowed to keep their guns). The
post-exec will report on this matter (certainly under their detailed report of type 2 - and it may affect
the general ‘choice’ of Australia as well). The relevant executive will receive a black mark and this
black mark would count heavily against them when they next try for another job. Thus the executive
is forced to consider the future results of their actions more carefully and hence better judgements
should be made. {Under my system actually, a heavy monetary penalty could be imposed on a
person holding an illegal weapon and this money would be given to the individual whose evidence
lead to the public knowledge of this illegal ownership. See chapter 7 for details.}
Thus this whole system is designed to be driven by ‘a posteria’ investigation. The intention is then
that the membership will choose their executives on the basis of their past performance rather than
on the basis that they are doing what the membership ‘wants them to do’ at the moment (with their
very limited thought on the matter).
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14.		

VOTING

In the last and in the following chapters, I have and shall be trying to create a logical decision
process. While doing this I have been thinking about its applicability to the important decisions of
my own circumstances of life. Sadly I have been thinking of one circumstance where nothing could
have been done.
In my young days in Australia I belonged I belonged to two clubs - The Sydney Rock-climbing
Club (which I have referred to many times) and also the Kameruka Bush-walking Club (KBC). 30
years ago, although the KBC was not the biggest of the clubs, it was possibly the most active and it
was certainly the loudest and most forceful of the bush-walking clubs in the Sydney area. It is now
defunct and of it is the circumstance surrounding its demise that I think is relevant to us here.
First of all it is very hard to be sure of what causes a club to die - there are usually many reasons
and the relative importance of the reasons will always be disputed by the different parties. I would
not have mentioned my feeling on the subject here expect that, two years ago, I and another old
KBC member were doing a canyon trip together and we were discussing the demise of the KBC.
This was not a matter we had discussed previously but surprisingly enough we found we both were
in complete agreement as to the cause (and we don’t agree about many things). So it is because this
agreement that I am putting this down.
Now the whole point of the circumstance is that it was, is (and as far as I am concerned always will
be), a matter that cannot and should not be discussed (except with very old close trusted friends).
However very specifically about 20 years ago a certain motion was put forward at a KBC AGM
meeting pertaining to the matter and this motion was passed unanimously. {I was at the meeting and
abstained. I strongly disagreed with the motion but the circumstance of how the motion was put, were
such that is was difficult to oppose unless one could propose an alternative (and that would have had
to have been organised beforehand).} This single motion ultimately resulted in the death of the club
(at least in two people’s opinion). The fundamental importance of the motion was never discussed.
Unfortunately then some of the most important and fundamental aspects of life cannot be discussed.
This being the case there are clear limitations on the degree to which we can create a logical
decision process. Never-the-less we will do our best.
‘Voting’ in the present world, forms a nice clean independent problem and, in-as-much as this is
true, this chapter forms an good semi-independent chapter. Unfortunately, although my solution
in practical terms is much better than any present system, it muddies the waters concerning its
independence. Thus I have tended to change a clean problem that does not have a solution (and this
has been mathematically proven), into a dirty problem that does have a practical solution. Such is
life.

14.1

THE FUNDAMENTAL PROBLEMS

Alas the problems that face voting systems, are simply vast. The principle problems are:1)

Excessive Work
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Consider the following example (to be used in point 2 as well). Suppose a country of a million
citizens wants to vote for a new government for the next 5 years. Then the work that each individual
citizen must do to correctly evaluate the conflicting alternatives is enormous. Even if the voters
spent their whole time studying:
(a)
the previous performances of possible candidates and
(b)
the practicality of the various proposals,
they still could not have studied everything that was pertinent to the decision in the time. Of course
we of the current world, have become blase over the matter and we know we simply won’t bother.
However, at this stage, we do need to remind ourselves that it is an almost impossible to do the task
properly.
2)
Lack of Voter Incentive
Suppose now in the previous example we forget about the people voting well but rather we will
be satisfied if people vote adequately. We will assume that this can be done by each person doing
only a couple of hours work on the subject (i.e. doing (a) and (b) of the previous paragraph). Now
collectively it is clearly very worth while that everyone should spend this time because a bad
government could result in a waste of perhaps a 100 million hours (in total over 5 years) which is
still a 100 hours per person (i.e each person spends 2 hours to gain 100). However unfortunately
the chance of any individual voter affecting the result is only 1 chance in a million. Therefore the
individual gain to each person is only in fact 100/1000000 = .0001 hours i.e. it is minuscule. Thus
the individual gain does not justify a person spending even the bare minimum of two hours working
at their voting.
This general problem is often referred to ‘voter apathy’ and many people speak about it
as though it is an individual problem. It is not an individual problem - all sane people want to see
return for their work - it is a system problem.
3)
Constitutional Restrictions
A voting procedure will express the will of the majority but there are times that we must accept
that the will of the majority is unconstitutional. Thus in Germany in the 30’s the majority of people
might have desired to get rid of the Jewish population. Such an action is clearly unconstitutional and
so the majority cannot be allowed to have its way. Thus a voting procedure must be integrated with
what is constitutionally allowed. Alas our current systems are not designed or conceived in this way.
Thus people in the current world blithely assume that, what the majority want, is right.
4)
Failure to Obey Arrow’s 5 Logical Conditions
There are 5 simple logical conditions that everyone would expect any voting system to obey. Arrow
has proved that no ordinal voting procedure can satisfy all these conditions. {An ordinal method is a
standard voting procedure where voters express their wishes by defining a sequence of preferences.}
A common example of such a logical weakness, occurs in ‘vote splitting’. If two candidates with
similar points of view, stand for election then the vote for this point of view will be split and, in
most current systems, there will be less chance of this point of view being represented. Clearly the
fact that there are two candidates standing for this point of view, should not effect whether the point
of view is represented. This is known as breaking the “irrelevance” logical condition.
There is a considerable amount of literature on this subject already so I will not expand any
further. Although this an important logical point, I think the practical significance is less than the
other 3 points.
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14.2

OUR APPROACH

The problems associated with voting systems do not stand entirely alone and much that I have
already covered in this project has been essentially a lead up to overcoming these voting problems.
Thus:1)
Structure
The structure we have introduced into our land society structure and our co-operative structure, has
been designed with the ‘work load’ and ‘incentive’ problems in mind. Thus my structure keeps the
number of voters small (i.e. approx 50 in land societies and 20 in co-operatives). This makes life
easier in two ways:(a)
if one replaces a million by 20, the ‘work duplication’ and the ‘affect on result’, factors are
much less significant.
(b)
when people work together in small groups, they will tend to gain the requisite knowledge
pertaining to voting automatically.
2)
The Executive
The very purpose of the executive is of course to reduce the work load in the decision process.
Never-the-less there is still the problem of choosing the executive themselves. However even here
our post-exec will carry out assessment studies of past executives (see 13.7) and our sub-exec will
collate the information relevant to the possible candidates and do a preliminary analysis (see 13.6).
Thus hopefully our work-load has been reduced to the absolute minimum.
3)
Voting is Public
Our system certainly does not allow members to hide their poor voting habits under the banner of
‘secret ballot’. Our post-exec will periodically study the full history of members voting patterns
and members may be removed if their voting habits are too poor. Thus, although there may not be a
great deal of natural ‘carrot type’ incentive to vote well, our system provides some ‘big stick type’
incentive (and social pressure as well).
4)
The Judge
In our system all bodies will have a judge associated with them. This judge will automatically rule
on any motion as to whether it is constitutional or not. Thus our system already to some extent
integrates the voting and constitutional activities. {This of course is mainly important as regards
minority rights.}
Finally in chapter 11 we have already suggested a decision process that was based on bargaining.
The crucial item in this bargaining process was that, if a party felt sufficiently strong about an issue,
they might leave the society. {This also applied in marriage as we discussed in chapter 12.} This
system was tightly integrated with the constitution because parties that were in the ‘right’ would
not be disadvantaged by any division process but parties in the ‘wrong’ would be disadvantaged.
Clearly what we would like to do therefore is to formalise this bargaining process in such a way that
it becomes a voting system.
The fact ordinal voting systems have been proved to be logically inconsistent is, to my mind,
not an indication that ‘God’ has created an imperfect world but rather that ordinal voting implies
an incorrect conceptualisation of the situation. Thus we have to forget all about sequences of
preferences. What is left then is that people express their desires in a quantifiable manner and
clearly this quantification, by consistency with our bargaining process, must be related in some way
with the possibility of the party leaving the society. In other words we must try to integrate ‘voting
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with one’s mouth’ with ‘voting with one’s feet’ in a quantifiable way. Alas when all else fails, one is
forced to do the obvious.

14.3

THE BASIC METHOD

I said in the previous section that our method must involve some sort of a quantification. Fortunately
there is already a very old standard method that works by simply taking the aggregate of a voter’s
estimates of the value of possible options. Thus the first thing we need to do then is to demonstrate
how this works in practical terms (it goes under the name of Bentham’s method). It is best to
consider a specific example.
Suppose there are four members (A, B, C and D) of a co-operative body with equal entitlements
and they wish to vote on three possible proposals (2 of the proposals are considering doing possible
future jobs but the third option is simply the possibility of doing nothing). Then the four members
might estimate the value of these three possibilities in dollar terms as in the following table:Voters
		
A
B
C
D
Sum
Aggregate

1
-500
-200
500
0
-200
-50

Proposals
2
-800
400
-100
600
100
25

3
0
0
0
0
0
0

The dollar values are the benefit that the members believe will accrue to the body as a whole. The
form of a co-operative body should ensure that all members gain or lose equally on any resolution
on which the body might vote (otherwise it would be a constitutional matter which would need to be
referred to the judge). Hence there is no point in them writing down what they think might be their
own individual gain. {Also if they had different entitlements, the picture would be very confusing.}
From the aggregate of these voters options, we see that the method would choose the second
proposal with an expected gain of 25 dollars (clearly however with a huge variance in view of the
different values given by different members). If the entitlements were unequal then we need to
weight the voters appropriately. Thus if the entitlements were: A=.2, B=.2, C=.4 and D=.2 then the
method would choose the first proposal with an expected gain of 60 dollars.
This method then does not suffer from any of the five logical inadequacies investigated by Arrow.
However there is different type of problem from which it suffers. This can be seen by example.
Thus suppose A was rather unscrupulous then they might vote (-1000, -1600, 0) (although they
did not believe the losses would be as great as this) simply as a means of obtaining their own way
(i.e. proposal 3 - to do nothing). This is referred to as the ‘lack of an independent utility function’
problem in the discreet literature on the subject. I personally think it is better to described it as the
‘putting your money where your mouth is’ problem.
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Clearly we have to do something about this and fortunately what we have to do has already
been indicated in our previous section. Thus the quantification must in some way be associated
with a member’s desire to secede from the society. I will now therefore introduce a term called
a ‘commitment index’ which will reflect a member’s satisfaction with their society and hence it
represents to what extent they might want to leave the society. This ‘commitment index’ will be a
decimal number in the range 0 - 2 where we define the following:1)
0 : as indicating that a member can see no gain in being a member of the society and hence
they are about to leave (hence the number cannot be negative),
2)
1 : as indicating that a member regards themselves as having average satisfaction (i.e. they
have the normal expectation of benefit) and
3)
2 : as indicating the member regards they are receiving the maximum possible benefit (hence
the number cannot be greater than 2).
Other numbers then have proportional meanings within these ranges. {In fact it is dubious whether
there should be an upper limit of 2. However for the time being I will assume that this exists.}
What I want to do therefore is to use the change of the ‘commitment index’ as the numerical
quantification of voters desires (instead of the ‘dollar advantage’ to the co-operative body). The
advantages are:1)
there are definite limits which will prevent ‘extreme’ voting and
2)
it is easier to check that a voter’s vote is consistent with the voter’s actions. Thus we can see
whether a voter is ‘putting their money where their mouth is’.
However there is a somewhat tenuous connection between ‘commitment index’ and ‘dollar
advantage’ so I will introduce this different form via this connection.
The ‘commitment index’ may be related to the ‘dollar advantage’ by assuming that the
‘commitment index’ times the accepted ‘association value’ (see 11.5) is the members estimate of
the ‘association value’ to themselves personally. Thus in our previous case, suppose the assets of
the body were 10,000 dollars and ‘a’ (as described in 11.5) had been defined in the constitution
as being equal to .2 . Then the accepted ‘association value’ is 2,000 dollars. This means that if the
members had the following ‘commitment indexes’ then they should estimate their personal view of
the ‘association value’ as the following:Member
A
B
C
D

Commitment
Index
.3
.45
1.
1.1

Association
Value
600
900
2000
2200

The whole voting process can now be carried either in terms of ‘association value’ (and changes) or
‘commitment index’ (and changes). In terms of ‘association value’ we get:Member
A
B
C
D

Start Assoc
Value
600
900
2000
2200

Proposal Change
1
2
3
-500 -600* 0
-200
400
0
500 -100
0
0
600
0
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New Value
1
2
3
100
0
600
700 1300
900
2500 1900 2000
2200 2800 2200

Finish Assoc
Value
0
1300
1900
2800

In terms of ‘commitment index’ we get:Member
A
B
C
D

Start Commit
Index
.3v
.45
1.
1.1

Proposal Change
1
2
3
-.25
-.3
0
-.1
.2
0
.25
-.05
0
0
.3
0

New Value
1
2
.05 0
.35 .65
1.25 .95
1.1 1.4

3
.3
.45
1.
1.1

Finish Commit
Index
0
.65
.95
1.4

It can be seen now that A is restricted from voting -800 on proposal 2 (otherwise both the
‘association value’ and the ‘commitment index’ would turn negative) and so they can only now vote
-600 (which brings either measure to zero). In this case it makes no difference as to which proposal
is chosen (except that the expected gain should now be 75 dollars). Member A should now consider
leaving the society. Clearly now A no longer has any option of voting (-1000, -1600, 0) to get their
own way.
The dubious nature of restricting the ‘commitment index’ to 2 now becomes clear because there is no
natural corresponding restriction on the ‘association value’. I will discuss this further in section 14.5 .
In general of course all values must be multiplied by the appropriate entitlements. Formally then if
we have m members with entitlement Ei (i=1,...,m)
voting for n proposals (j=1,...,n)
and members vote Vij as their change of ‘commitment index’
then the proposal for which
E1*V1j+E2*V2j+…+Em*Vmj
is a maximum is chosen. {I shall call this ‘t’.}
If Ci is member i’s ‘commitment index’ before the vote
and C’i is member i’s ‘commitment index’ after the vote
then
C’i = Ci + Vit
.
The Vij are restricted so that
0 < Ci + Vij < 2 .
This then will be our basic voting method but there are still many problems. Thus the reader
probably feels that:1)
no normal member could quantify their feelings on a proposal in terms of a ‘change of
commitment index’,
2)
the work involved in all this is excessive,
3)
the control on the ‘commitment index’ is still very weak.
The next two sections will demonstrate that these problems can be mostly overcome.

14.4

PRACTICAL ADDITIONS

The first thing we need to note is that the our method so far has been designed only with serious
proposals in mind (e.g. voting for a new executive). To some extent we only need to consider
serious proposals because decisions on small matters, can all be made by the appropriate elements
of the executive. However sometimes the executive may simply wish to estimate the feeling of the
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membership. Thus they may wish to know whether the membership feels that a certain proposition
should be investigated in detail. For circumstances such as this, our voting procedure would be quite
inappropriate. Clearly here the best thing is to have a informal ‘straw vote’ in the normal form of a
show of hands and of course this can occur without any change of ‘commitment indexes’.
In the following 2 chapters in fact I will be demonstrating that very likely we will be able
to get away with only one serious vote per year (the vote however would include many proposal
variations - very likely as many proposals as there are members). Thus because it only occurs fairly
rarely, the total work in our voting system will not be excessive.
As regards the serious proposals, I am now going to suggest that the proposer of the motion does
some extra preparatory work to make the voting easier for the rest of the members. It is appropriate
that the proposer does this extra work because they must have already spent a reasonable amount
of effort on the subject (and presumably they want their motion passed). Furthermore in our system
the proposer is normally one of the executive and so, as the executive is paid by the members, it is
reasonable to expect them to do the work that will make the member’s voting job easier.
In the last section I demonstrated that a motion could be considered either in terms of a ‘monetary
gain to the body’ or in terms of a ‘change of a commitment index’. In general I decided it was best
to work in terms of a ‘change of a commitment index’. However it is often better if a proposal is
viewed in both these lights. Our first requirement then is that the proposer should enunciate their
proposal in both scales. This is demonstrated in our example after we have mentioned our next
requirement.
There will obviously be a considerable variation of opinion about whether a proposal is likely to be
successful or not but I suggest that the proposer should put down, for each variation of the proposal,
- the expected effect, the worst effect, the best effect and the probable variance - and all this to be
specified in terms of both dollars gained and change of commitment index (i.e. both the equivalent
forms as suggested in the last paragraph). The situation is best demonstrated by an example.
Suppose the pre-exec of a co-operative is suggesting that the body should build a new factory of
which there are two forms (one cheap and the other expensive). Then after extensive analysis of
costs etc, the pre-exec might put down:-

Expected gain
Prob variance
Max loss
Max gain

Proposal A
$s C of CI
50000 .1
25000 .05
100000 .2
200000 .4

Proposal B
$s C of CI
20000 .04
10000 .02
50000 .1
100000 .2

Proposal C
$s C of CI
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

where Proposal C is the normal option of doing nothing. {C of CI stands for Change of
Commitment Index.} The correspondence between the $ benefit and the change of ‘commitment
index’ is through the estimate of the ‘association value’. In this case we have assumed it to be
$500000 (e.g. assuming a=.2 and the assets of the body are 2.5 million dollars).
The members will then use these figures as a guide to how they should vote. Thus a member that
feels that Proposal A is too optimistic but proposal B is roughly right, might vote
(-.05, .04, 0).
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Another member that feels A will be an absolute disaster and B will marginally loose money, might
then vote
(-.2, -.02. 0).
Clearly only under very exceptional circumstances should a voter exceed the ‘Max loss’ and ‘Max
gain’ limits. To do this would imply that the proposer has specifically misrepresented the situation
to the membership and so this would imply that there should be a judicial inquiry. Clearly the ‘max
loss’ to ‘max gain’ range must extend well on either side of zero.
The given figures then should make the voting procedure reasonably easy. Either a member feels
so strongly about a proposition that they can actually define how it will affect their ‘commitment to
the body’. More likely however, the effect would be so marginal that it would be hard to quantify in
terms of a ‘commitment index’. In this case the member thinks in monetary terms and follows the
guidelines given. They then vote as demonstrated in the examples above.

14.5

FURTHER CONTROL ON THE ‘COMMITMENT INDEX’

Our purpose in choosing the ‘commitment index’ as the basic measurement function was that we
could more easily check that voters were ‘putting their money where their mouth was’. However
there has been very little practical implementation of this idea as yet, so in this section we are trying
to progress a little more in this direction. As you might expect the ideas of this section are simply
more detailed variations of the ideas already given in marriage in 12.4.
Before we start we must be careful not to set our expectations too high. Our voting procedure is just
essentially a formalism that reflects the underlying bargaining procedure (that would occur if there
was no voting). However the bargaining procedure always contains an element of doubt as to the
truth of the situation (i.e. one never knows whether a party is indulging in brink-man-ship). Hence
this doubt must be reflected in the voting system as well.
The principle control must always lie in terms of investigations of members past voting practises.
Thus if a member’s ‘changes of commitment index’ are consistently higher than average, one will
suspect such a member of overstating their case (and hence indulging in brink-man-ship). Likewise
if a member always just follows the ‘expected gain’ option, then one will suspect such a member
of not thinking independently on the subject. My system specifically gives the task of investigating
such habits to the post-exec. A member could then be expelled for ‘bad voting habits’.
A much more definite use of the ‘commitment index’ would be to use it to redetermine ‘a’ (as
defined in 11.5). This would allow a member with a low ‘commitment index’ to leave the body with
only a small penalty whereas a member with a high ‘commitment index’ could only leave with a
high penalty. Of course there is a reverse situation - a member with a low ‘commitment index’ could
be expelled easily (i.e. little penalty) whereas a member with a high ‘commitment index’ would
require higher compensation.
The obvious adjustment would be for each member ‘i’ to have individual ‘a’s defined by
a=aCi
(Ci is the member’s ‘commitment index’).
However this will not work because the same ‘a’ must apply to instigators and non-instigators
otherwise the penalty one body pays will not be equal to the compensation the other body receives.
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Something more sophisticated is required (and alas it will be less effective as well).
What we can do instead is to let the adjusted ‘a’ be the minimum of the average of the instigator’s
‘aCi’ and the non-instigators ‘aCi’. The following example demonstrates the idea.
Suppose that we have 4 members A, B, C and D with equal entitlements and whose
‘commitment indexes’ are: A=.05, B=.55, C=.95, D=1.5 . We will suppose the original value of ‘a’
is .2 . Now suppose that A, C and D want to get rid of B. There is no good reason for this and so A,
C and D are designated as instigators by the co-body’s judge.
Then the ‘a’ that will apply to the settlement will be given by
a = .2 x min(.55, (.25x.05 + .25x.95 + .25x1.5)/.75 )
= .2 x min(.55, 1.)
= .11
and so B’s adjusted entitlement will be .25x(1+.75x.11) = .27 .
This system gives a very definite use to the ‘commitment index’ but it will often have very little
effect. Thus A, C, and D’s ‘commitment indexes’ would only have effected this result if they had been
considerably smaller. Other methods and extensions are possible. Thus in the above example, the
loss of entitlement to A, C and D could have been shared in proportion to their ‘commitment index’
values (thus making their ‘commitment indexes’ relevant). However the calculation is becoming rather
complex and I doubt if it would be worth while. {The ‘min’ operation reflects the fact that members
always have the right to leave - irrespective of how committed other members might be.}
This now is an appropriate time to explain why I have placed an upper limit of 2 on the
‘commitment index’ (remember in terms of the ‘association value’ this limit is illogical). The above
example shows that a ‘commitment index’ is of practical significance when it is low but of little
practical significance when it is high. An upper limit of 2 simply prevents excessive ‘commitment
index’ changes when the practical significance cannot be checked. The limit is no big deal.
Finally what has been ignored up to this point, is that members may wish to change their
‘commitment indexes’ due to circumstances independent of the voting. Thus a member may wish to
decrease their ‘commitment index’ simply because they have an increased commitment elsewhere.
Likewise the body might suddenly become much more profitable due to some fortuitous accident
and then all members may wish to increase their ‘commitment indexes’ although this has nothing to
do with their voting. However clearly such changes must be limited because, if members can change
their ‘commitment index’ at will, its significance in controlling voting will be lost.
A sensible compromise is to allow members to change their ‘commitment index’ by only a
limited amount each year. To be consistent with our use of ‘a’, this should be 1/(‘change time
scale’) - where ‘change time scale’ was defined in 11.5 (the term is in years).

14.6

CONCLUSIONS

I said at the beginning that what I would do in this chapter is replace a nice ‘clean ‘ problem (that
did not have a logical solution) and replace it by a ‘dirty’ problem (which does have a practical
solution). Thus our current voting system (i.e. the sequencing of preferred options) is simple, has no
approximations and is fully independent. My system on the other hand:1)
requires difficult quantification (with alternative measures),
2)
may be dependent on a judges verdict,
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3)
will be open to later scrutiny (which may even result in loss of membership).
Thus my method is certainly not very clean.
I need to conclude then by pointing out that it really was an absurd hope to imagine that voting
could be conceived to have such a simple solution. Voting is part of the decision process which must
always be a very messy process. Thus:1)
decisions are normally dependent on a complex quantification of different options and so a
correct voting method must contain a quantification for each option as well,
2)
many decisions will tend to favour a certain section of the members more than another. Any
decision that favours one section must be subject to judicial scrutiny. Thus a complex interaction
with the judicial system must be expected. {This given system is probably inadequate on this score
also and so perhaps it should be extended to deal with ‘constitutional’ issues as well. Thus in such
a vote one might imagine that non-instigators would be marginally recompensed (in terms of a
slightly higher entitlement) and instigators would be similarly marginally penalised.}
3)
all decisions must be subject to post examination so the same process must apply to voting
as well. Furthermore this post examination must be allowed to effect what will happen in the future.
Thus good decisions must be rewarded and bad decisions must be punished.
Finally I should make it clear that I do not think the voting procedure I have outlined, will be
appropriate for all circumstances. I have already said that it would not be appropriate for small
decisions. For very large decisions (i.e. nations voting for a world pre-exec) my method would also
be inadequate because then one can imagine that more quantities would be needed so that members
feelings could be adequately represented. Thus members might need to input:1)
their estimate of the associated monetary gain,
2)
their estimate of the variance on this monetary gain and
3)
their change of ‘commitment index’.
{I’m glad I am not doing this problem because the mathematics of how these terms should be
logically combined, is above my mathematical capability.}
A voting process must be geared to adequately represent the situation, bearing in mind the work and
sophistication that members can be expected to be involved in. I hope the method I have proposed,
covers the standard middle ground. However this is as much as I would hope.
One of the most interesting ‘voting’ decision process to watch, is a flock of birds trying to decide
when they shall migrate. {There are many false starts by various sub-groups of birds before the
flock as a whole finally gets under way.} Having read this chapter I hope you will have a bit more
sympathy for the birds.
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15.		

MEETINGS

I have to admit to a great deal of personal stupidity when it comes to meetings. I am far too
efficient. I usually prepare for meetings carefully, - so before-hand I make a list of the questions I
need to ask and the things that need to be done. At the meetings I go through this list quite quickly
and then go away and consider the significance of what has been said by myself alone. Thus I tend
to have a lot of very short meetings. {This is when I am in control i.e. designing a new computer
system.}
This is stupid of me because, apart from meetings, the only thing I have to do all day is sit
in front of a computer. Meetings are my one excuse to leave my desk, socialise and see the world.
I waste this one golden opportunity by being ridiculously efficient. {The only other excuse to leave
one’s desk is to go to the toilet - and if one does this too often one’s bladder shrinks.} It is not as if I
need to be efficient - I normally spend at least half my time at work sitting in front of the computer
doing nothing but twiddling my thumbs. {Life was infinitely better when we didn’t have terminals
but we had to walk down to the mainframe, punch up our input and then return for our output a few
hours later.}
Furthermore when it comes to meeting over which I have no control (i.e. departmental or school
meetings) I concentrate much too hard on what people are saying and only speak myself when
there is a definite need. Again this is a ridiculous technique because, concentrating on what people
say, usually results in you getting all steamed up (because you are aware of their bias). This means
that, when you yourself need to speak, you are so tense that your voice is loud and hard so nobody
wants to have anything to do with you. {The essence of being acceptable is to be relaxed.} In fact
whenever I have such a meeting coming up, I always try to take myself in hand and say to myself
- Bryden, this coming meeting is of no serious consequence - it should form a nice entertaining
break for you from sitting at your desk - remember the fundamental law is to enjoy life - don’t get
worked up. I remember this advice to myself for the first half hour but after that I tend to degenerate
and start taking the meeting seriously. What an idiot I am. Am I the right person to give advice on
meetings ?
{At this stage I would like to pay a tribute. Of the various groups I have belonged to, by far the
best as regards meetings were the ‘Maids of the Mill’ (a women’s Morris team - I was their muso
for a while). Their meetings were always pleasantly run, balanced in input and productive in form.
The worst meetings that I have been associated with, are university ones - their meetings mostly
consist of everlasting in-fighting. I have been reading this book by Richard Leakey on the evolution
of mankind from the apes. One of the points he makes is that the development of our intelligence
might not have been to have overcome our natural external problems (we don’t need as much
intelligence for this as we have) but rather to deal with the deception games and battles we have
between ourselves. Academic meetings definitely add credence to this view.}
The heading ‘Meetings’ that I have given to this chapter may give a slightly false impression
both as regards its independence and its contents. A more precise heading might have been
‘Information Interaction in the Decision Process’. Under this heading it can be seen that the chapter
is closely associated with the Information System (chapter 6) and my previous chapter on ‘Voting’.
Furthermore because I deal with the AGM in the next chapter, there will naturally be a close
association to this chapter. Thus this chapter is not as simple and independent as it might appear.
When I first wrote this chapter, the ‘Information System’ chapter had not been written. When
written, the Information System chapter removed a fair hunk from this chapter. Also when I referred
to this chapter in the ‘Executive’ chapter I was imagining it would include the AGM. When it came
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to the point however, I found I first needed some consideration of the nature of ‘Companies’ and
‘Firms’ before the AGM could be defined. Thus the AGM had to be delayed to the next chapter. As
a result, this chapter has turned out to be both slight in content and light in nature.

15.1

THE PROBLEMS

I think it is convenient to introduce this chapter in terms of a review of the problems with meeting
systems. However this might give the impression that the subject has significant problems. I don’t
think there are. Compared with ‘Voting’ or ‘Land Ownership’ there are practically no problems at
all. Listing the problems is just a convenient manner of reviewing the situation and indicating the
scope of what we need to cover.
The fundamental problem we need to face is how to integrate our meeting process with the
information system. In the current world this problem exists to a minor extent for example in
parliament, when one might ask how the parliament speeches should be integrated with ‘tabled
information’. However I showed in chapter 6 that our current information systems are completely
inadequate and so I shall begin with the assumption that there will exist an information system
similar to that which has been outlined in chapter 6. {Chapter 6 was actually written just with a full
land society in mind (i.e. its users will be citizens and member societies). However it not difficult
to imagine how this system would be extended to co-operative bodies, either in terms of fully
independent systems or by using society’s physical facilities (but with a information storage area
whose access is restricted to the co-operative members only).} This means then that:1)
there will be a location where all the relevant information of a society is stored,
2)
all members will have ready easy complete access to all this information (probably
electronically),
3)
all members will have a slightly more difficult (and limited) write access (in this case a
member’s identity would need to be confirmed more carefully).
Given this information system, then, as regards normal physical meetings, one can ask the following
questions:1)
Bearing in mind that everything that goes on at a meeting should be information pertinent
to the society as a whole, then “how should the record of all that happens at a meeting, be input into
our information system ?”.
2)
Bearing in mind that all members will have ready access to the information system, then “is
it now so essential that members attend physical meetings ?”
3)
What should the time sequence for all this, be ?
4)
Can we now dispense with physical meetings altogether ?
Thus the integration of the information system with the meeting process, forces us to reconsider the
fundamental logic of meetings.
The other minor problems are:1)
Meeting can waste an enormous amount of time. This we will need to limit the amount of
talk and yet be assured that all members can still get their views properly aired.
2)
We will need to decide on what the right of ‘questioning’ should be.
3)
For large bodies, the members themselves may still be significantly large bodies i.e. large
co-operatives or even nations. Thus we must decide how such bodies should be represented.
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4)
There are the usual sequence problems on who is allowed to speak next or whether a variant
of a motion should be voted on before the motion.
5)
We have to decide how does all this fit in with the ‘Voting’ process of our last chapter and
the AGM of the next chapter.
15.2

OUR SOLUTION - AN INTERACTIVE INFORMATION SYSTEM

Our solution will be in fact to integrate the meeting process into an interactive information system
and so we will eliminate physical meetings altogether. The reasons are:1)
This solves our integration problems of the last section.
2)
The ‘talk’ of meetings will now consist of ‘written items’ in the information system. It is
much harder to ‘write’ than ‘talk’ and this in fact is a great advantage because it means it will not be
so easy for members to waste other member’s time with unconsidered talk on irrelevant matter.
3)
Our information system can now provide much better control on ‘veracity’ (see 6.5).
4)
It is very convenient as regards voting as the computer facilities of the information system,
can carry out the necessary calculations.
5)
If we eliminate the necessity of a physical meeting then the whole ‘meeting process’ can
take a much longer period of time. This will allow members to think more (or do research) before
they enter an item (i.e. talk). The thinking time of course becomes more important for bigger bodies
because then more people would need to be consulted on the particular subject.
{About a year ago I felt very proud to be Australian. There was this reporter guy on TV
and he was saying that, if you go to America, you can stop a normal person in the street, ask them
a question and they will give you a sensible articulate answer immediately. However if you do the
same thing in Australia the normal person blinks a few times and then says they don’t know. The
TV guy seemed to think this said a lot for American education. Not as I read it. We all have roughly
the same brains and if we want to add to the sum of human knowledge, we have to think first. If a
person can give a reply without thinking, it simply means that they know the answer already. So all
Americans walk around with the ‘politically correct’ answers to all questions always ready at hand.
What a waste a brain power - to carry all that political garbage in your head, just to please a few TV
questioners. {I have a horror of being put in a situation where one has to make the trite answer. On
TV you see situations like: - a guy in Antarctica being asked what they think about it - answer - “it
is fantastic” or: an athlete being asked how they feel on winning - answer - “I feel pretty good” yuk ! Lord deliver me from such situations.}}
6)
Interaction via the information system overcomes the problems concerning the
representatives of large bodies. In general, bodies would input and receive information via their
official information channel and so, as far as the external world is concerned, they don’t need a
representative at all. Internally the body can be organised as it will (presumably with their executive
elements (see chapter 13) located near their terminal).
7)
Many of the sequence problems no longer exist because items can be input and received at
the same time i.e. people can ‘talk’ at once.
Thus there are many advantages associated with integrating our meeting process with an interactive
information system. However if one is not careful, some of the fundamental benefits of a physical
meeting can be lost. We need to think very carefully about all that is implied when a member makes
a ‘speech’ or someone asks a ‘question’.
A.

A Speech

Up till now, our information system has simply consisted of a repository of information items that
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all members can read. As such this is really just the equivalent of tabled information. However
our information system can easily be extended so that certain chosen items in the depositary are
sent (via the information lines) to each member’s terminals (which itself may be a full information
system). We will call such items ‘circulated items’. Clearly then to do the equivalent of ‘a member
making a speech’, we must allow a member to enter a ‘circulated item’ into the information system.
However when a person gives a speech, there is more involved than just members receiving a
circulated item. Thus:1)
the audience must spend at least the duration of the speech, absorbing the information (and
if they are asleep the speaker can see it) and
2)
the speaker will receive some sort of informal response. This might be in the form of cheers
and/or boos during the speech or clapping at the end. Even absolute silence is not without its
significance.
Neither of these important features is present in a ‘circulated item’.
Therefore to replicate these features of a speech in an ‘interactive information system’, we need to:1)
have a ‘circulated item’ in which the originator specifies the amount of time that the receiver
should spend absorbing the information (normally the time taken to read the item i.e. you are saying
the item must be read) and
2)
require an informal response for a ‘circulated item’. This response would normally indicate
that the receiver has read the item and, in a word or two, what they think of it i.e. “Rubbish”, “I
agree”, “Inspiring” etc.
These two features added to a ‘circulated item’ can then roughly give the effect of a speech.
The features are not as good as ‘speech’ in-as-much as the receiver may not spent as much time as
they are supposed to, reading an item (similarly however a person may not listen to what a speaker
says). However the features are better in that they are written down and so they are more amenable
to accounting and cross-checking (as we will discuss in the next section).
B.

A Question

A question at a meeting also usually implies much more than just that the questioner wants a bit of
information from the body being questioned. Thus:1)
Both the question and the answer have the three features of ‘speech’ of our last paragraph
(i.e. ‘circulated’, ‘absorption time’ and ‘response’ ). {In the current world the ‘question’ is usually
not subject to ‘response’ but the ‘answer’ is. I personally find that the formation of the ‘question’,
usually inspires me to wish to criticise the ‘question’ - more than I wish to criticise the ‘answer’.}
2)
By implication the question may imply that the body giving the answer, may have to do a
significant amount of work.
3)
Often the question is framed so as to put the body answering it, ‘on the spot’ i.e. it is a
means of discrediting them.
The general logic as regards questions has already been discussed in the Judicial chapter in section
7.5 and the same logic applies here. Hence we have that:1)
the body asking the question, must give the full reasons for asking the question and
2)
the body giving the answer, may frame their answer as they feel appropriate (in particular in
light of the reasons for the question).
With these features the ‘question’ and the ‘answer’ are more likely to be of a similar size.
There are now two different cases that will need to be distinguished:1)
The question may not be of general interest and so the question and answer do not need
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to be treated as ‘speeches’ (but not ‘private’ because both the question and answer will be in the
information system and hence all members can see the details if they desire).
2)
The question may be public and so both question and answer would be subject the features
of speeches (i.e. ‘circulation’, ‘absorption time’ and ‘response’).
Thus in our system a member must clearly state whether their question is to be treated as ‘public’
or not. {If the question is public I suppose we had better let it be optional whether all members will
need to give a response to the ‘question’ (not answering the question of course but giving their view
on what they think about the question).}
The fundamental feature, however, that I think that must apply to both forms, is that the questioner
must now specify the amount of time that they require to be spent upon their question (by the body
being questioned). Clarity as to how much work is required to be done, is clearly essential. If the
questioner specifies too little time then the body giving the answer will probably simply say that
there was insufficient time to answer the question.
With these extra facilities I believe our ‘interactive information system’ will have the capability of
replicating the normal features of physical meetings. However it is not simple because what happens
at a meeting is not simple. Certain things like putting a person a ‘on the spot’ via a question cannot
happen so easily (however the judicial facility of ‘immediate witness’ could still be invoked if
there is justification). I think perhaps this process of formalising the situation tend to imply that our
current expectations of what is possible, may have been too high.

15.3

A BALANCE OF WORK

Our last section will have indicated that there may be a large amount of work (i.e. time spent)
associated with a meeting and so the purpose of this section is to try to make sure that this work is:1)
‘fairly’ balanced between all members and
2)
appropriate to the occasion.
What we will be doing therefore is, for every member, to calculate:-a.
the work they have caused other members to do and
-b.
the work they have been required to do themselves.
From this the balance of work can be found. This balance must then be adjusted by the benefit
derived from the work. When this total balance of work is made public, most members would
probably desire to maintain a balance from a sense of social justice. Thus enforcement procedures
would probably be unnecessary. Naturally this ‘balance’ need only be fairly approximate.
It is convenient normally to just refer to ‘members’ here but in fact ‘members’ should be assumed to
include the executive elements and the judge as well. There is also a slight problem associated with the
various members being of different sizes. When a member gives a ‘speech’ and desires that members
spend a certain amount of time absorbing the information, they cannot specify that each member must
spend a given amount of time on the subject - because the work each member is required to do, must be
in proportion to their entitlement (and this of course applies in the other direction as well i.e. the work
that they can require of others). The easiest thing to do is for the body giving the ‘speech’ to specify
the total amount of time to be spent and then each member multiplies this amount by their entitlement
fraction to give the time that they must actually spend. {This implies that the executive elements and
judge should be envisaged to have a nominal entitlement also - .1 seems reasonable.}
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We will consider a meeting therefore to consist of ‘speeches’, ‘questions’ (public and not) and
‘motions’. In fact there could be other forms as well e.g. ‘circulated’ information without response
etc. However the mechanics we suggest can easily be extended to include such cases. ‘Speeches’
and ‘questions’ were dealt with in the last section but motions were dealt with in the previous
chapter. I now need to update ‘motions’ in the context of meetings.
Firstly our ‘straw’ votes of the last section can now simply take the form of a ‘speech’ where the
response is slightly extended with some formalised content i.e. one must say either “I agree” or “I
don’t agree”. As regards a full serious motion, clearly now this must be part of a very substantial
‘speech’ with a response of a very particular type - namely the members change of ‘commitment
index’. There may be further related ‘speeches’, extra variants etc as well. The details of this will
be dealt with in the next section. However the important thing is that the work specified for each
member to do on the motion, must be quite substantial. It is hard to conceive that it would be less
than an hour. However with some minor adjustments, it can be seen that motions fit into our meeting
context work quite well.
We can now make some minor assumptions that:1)
if a member does not give a response, then they can be assumed to have not spent any time
absorbing the item and
2)
if a member does give a response, then they have spent the time they were requested to,
absorbing the item.
Given this then we are now in a position to calculate the full balance of work requested by others as
opposed to work they requested others to do. However we now have the difficult case of considering
the benefit. There are two cases to consider - ‘speeches’ and ‘motions’ - for ‘questions’ we can
assume the full benefit is derived by the body asking the question (so the benefit does not need to be
accounted for).
For ‘speeches’ we can allow members to specify the benefit they have received in their response in
the following form. Thus:1)
If a member says they derive no benefit (or they say nothing) then the work of absorbing the
speech, is accounted against the body that gave the speech.
2)
If a member says they receive benefit (of an assumed unitary amount) then it is assumed
it was just worth-while absorbing the speech and so nobody owes anyone anything i.e. there is no
accounting.
3)
If a member gives a specific factor (e.g. 1/2 or 2) then this factor times the work (time) is
transferred from the receiver to the member that gave the speech and accounted accordingly (hence
if the factor is 1 every-thing cancels).
For ‘motions’ the nature of our voting system allows a much more objective definition of benefit.
Firstly if the motion is not passed then clearly there is no benefit (in my voting system ‘not passed’
simply means choosing the ‘status quo’ option). If a member considers that thinking about the
motion was a useful exercise in itself then they can express this benefit in their response as in the
previous paragraph (and it will be accounted accordingly). However if the motion is passed then
the average change of ‘commitment index’ has an equivalent aggregate change of monetary value
(e.g. see the last example in 14.3 where this is $75). Thus this benefit should be accounted in
favour of the body proposing the motion. Unfortunately this benefit is in monetary terms whereas
everything else has be in terms of time spent. The body as a whole will have to agree on a consistent
conversion factor.
As we said in our Executive chapter, all this balancing work would have to be done by the post276

exec. It is probably sufficient if this is done one a year at the AGM. The details of the process are
then best demonstrated by an example.
Let us consider a member of a co-operative with an entitlement of .1 . The co-operative has 20
members so this member has twice the average entitlement.
Then suppose during the year:1)
30 ‘speeches’ are made each requiring 5 hours total work (i.e. the average member should
spend 15 minutes on each),
2)
2 ‘motions’ are presented each requiring 40 hours work (i.e. 2 hrs per average member).
3)
Our member returns 1/2 the time they spent on the speeches to the members that made the
speeches, because they perceived they received benefit. Our member did not give a response to 5 of
the speeches.
4)
Our member makes one ‘speech’ themselves requiring a total of 4 hours work. Of this 3
hours is returned in perceived benefit.
5)
Our member asks a question of the pre-exec (not public) for which they specify 1/2 an
hour’s work.
6)
Our member presents a small motion requiring 20 hours total work (1hr per av memb). This
is passed with an average gain of 5 CIT-HOURS (i.e. it was only just passed). In this particular
society a CIT-HOUR is equated to a normal hour’s time. Our member receives 10 hours back on
this motion in perceived benefit (from fellow supporters of the motion).
Then our member is deemed to have spent (25x5 + 2x40)x.1 = 20.5 hours work
of which
(15x5x.1)
= 7.5 hours was returned in perceived
benefit.
Our member requires
4 + 1/2 + 20
= 24.5 hours work
of which
3 + 5 + 10
= 18 hours was returned in
perceived benefit.
Thus our member is accounted as doing 13 hours work and requiring 6.5 hours work to be done.
This calculation would in fact be carried out for all members (including the executive elements and
the judge) and the full results would be placed in the body’s information system.
In actual fact probably the majority of all meeting work would either be done by the executive or
be required to be done for the executive. As this is very much part of the executive’s job (and its
performance will be strictly analysed - see 13.7) there should be no need for limits in their case.
There may need to be a limit on members as to the total work than they can require to be done
for them (in proportion to entitlement of course). However I imagine the limit would rarely be a
restriction.
The complete method of course is very approximate but it should be sufficient to curb excessive
demands on other member’s time.

15.4

TIME AND SEQUENCE PROBLEMS

Finally in this section we must specify when a response must be given by and what the general
sequence procedure should be for motions.
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In 11.7 I suggested that a co-operative body should be able to ‘give a response’ to a significant
query within a working day. Thus if a member is itself a co-operative body we could specify for
example that the response to a ‘speech’ must be given within a working day. This would mean
that, with suitable adjustments for difficult questions or large motions, the meeting process could
occur continuously throughout the year without any particular specification of time. This may
be convenient under certain circumstances but in fact there will be conditions when it is better to
designate a particular meeting period (in particular when members are individuals- (who may go
away on holidays or be ill).
What we can say, therefore, is that over a specified meeting period of time, the response time for all
members must be quite short. Thus for example Tuesday the 11th of December might be designated
as a meeting period during which the response period must be less than half an hour (i.e. during
this time, the member’s executive must be located close to their information terminal). We can then
specify our meeting times and sequences in terms of ‘response times’ and the same procedure can
apply to an non-designated meeting (with standard response time e.g. a day) and to a designated
meeting period with a designated response time.
Clearly the designated response time should apply to a short speech (e.g. where the requested
absorption time is less than 10 min) or a simple non-public question. For speeches or questions
requesting a significant amount of time, a formula must be defined that gives the number of
response times that must allowed to elapse. Finally for an actual serious motion I would suggest:1)
that the motion be circulated for 10 response times before voting takes place.
2)
that a variant of a motion must be circulated before 5 response times have elapsed (i.e.
halfway) and must have already been accepted by the judge as a genuine variant. {As specified in
last chapter, a motion may have many variants which would all be voted on at the same time. Thus
the problem of amendments and their sequence problems does not arise.}
The actual form of the AGM with its detailed reports and complex motions, is best left to the next
chapter. However its general structure must be consistent with this format.

15.5

AND SO

I am sure that my proposed meeting process with its specified times and controls, will appear
entirely obnoxious to you. However it is not intended to supplant the friendly personal meetings
we have at present. It is designed for futuristic ‘electronics communications age’ meetings between
large co-operative bodies. Under those circumstances, nothing can be very personal. However for
this situation, my system would provide the essential control on the demands on other people’s time.
I said at the beginning of this chapter that I am not very good at meetings. Finally then to finish the
chapter, let me relate a story demonstrating how meetings ought to be run.
I on the whole have had very little to do with industrial activity (in spite of the fact that I was the
union rep for my floor at GIO). However at Caltex Oil I had to work at their Banksmeadow terminal
for a week designing a system to schedule trucks. On one day the truckies had a stop work meeting
and this was had with the manager of the terminal in the room next to where I was working. I could
hear everything that went on so it was fairly hard to concentrate that day.

278

The meeting went on without a break for 8 hours. For the first four hours or so the truckies
expressed their grievances with passionate intensity. I though the whole terminal was bound to
be closed down for good. The manager hardly said a word. Gradually, as the day wore on and the
truckies got tired, the manager began to make few placid and innocuous remarks. At the end of the
day they all went off to the pub. I saw the manager the next day and expressed my amazement at
the ferociousness of their problem. The manager replied “No problem at all actually - it is just that
truckies occasionally need to let of steam a bit”. So this what meeting are really all about - all this
work is clearly up the creek.
{In fact a few months later, the truckies did go on strike for a week and everyone in Sydney became
very worried about a petrol shortage. However, as far as the company was concerned, the strike
gave them a profit. Petrol stations normally have reserves for a week or more so they didn’t lose any
custom. The company didn’t have to pay the truckies wages for the week and at the end of the week,
the truckies, who are actually very loyal, worked like stink and refilled most customers with very
efficient full load drops in a couple of days overtime. Effectively the truckies gave about half that
week’s strike wages to the company at no disturbance to the company.}
Anyway don’t let the horror of my meeting system worry you too much.
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16.

VARIATIONAL PROBLEMS - COMPANIES & FIRMS

In 1987 I was merrily writing this stuff up when I came to this chapter - and I then came to a
screaming halt. I had reasonably copious notes for what was supposed to be two chapters on
Companies and Firms but on re-thinking about the subject, they seemed to lack any concrete
substance at all. I was so disheartened that I gave up and I didn’t return to this project again for a
couple of years. Anyway I want to make sure that this does not happen again - I definitely want
to complete writing up this project now. So I thought the best thing to do was to put my cards
completely on the table and admit - this chapter is a load of waffle. Hopefully then you will not
read it and I won’t be discouraged by having any expectations that it is any good. {As always in life
when you look back, I realise now what happened in 1987 was for the best. Thus it was far better to
leave this project for a couple of years and come to it again with a different angle - the new angle is
of course to try and make it a bit lighter. However I still don’t want to become discouraged again.}
The reason then that I include this chapter is that has always been my goal to present a full and
complete political/industrial system. This means that my system would give a solution to all the
recognisable problems (there would still probably be plenty of unrecognised problems - still if
you can’t recognise them, you can’t do anything about them ). This chapter then deals with the
remaining recognisable problems in the industrial system. Admittedly I don’t have much of a
constructive and concrete nature to say about them but at least they are considered and I give some
sort of a solution.
The structure of the chapter is also a mess. It would have been much nicer to have had a full chapter
on both Companies and Firms. However there was not enough content for this (my original notes
had a lot of examples to fill in the space - but this now tends to leave me cold). One ought not to
complain because, up till now, I think my chapter structure has worked out very well indeed.

16.1

THE PROBLEMS

The problems I am principally dealing with here, are associated with a co-operative body either
increasing or decreasing in size. For companies this will mean there is either more or less money to
invest and for firm it will mean there is either more or less work to be done. These problems then
will be associated with either new members joining or members leaving the society. Specifically the
problems then are:1)
How should the co-operative body decide whether to try to increase of decrease in size and
when should this occur.
2)
When should we formally allow the entitlement of members to change and what will be the
mechanism for this to happen. In the present world the entitlement structure of a company will vary
almost continuously, as shares are bought and sold on the stock-market. However in our system,
where members are required to take a much more definitive role in running the company, this would
be hard to organise. Thus we may need to dampen the amount of buying and selling that is allowed
to occur.
3)
Particularly in firms, it will be very important that members are forewarned about possible
increases or decreases of the probable total work load of the body. Likewise the executive of the
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body would want to know about future possible increase or decrease of member participation. We
will need to decide how is all this could be organised.
4)
Up till now we have assumed simply that ‘companies’ own the assets and ‘firms’ do the
work. However a little consideration will indicate that ‘firms’ must own some assets. Thus a firm
must own assets to pay their members for the work they have done. Moreover the normal growth
pattern would consist of a firm growing in size until it split into a company and a firm. At the
moment before the firm splits its assets off to form a company, the firm must own considerable
assets. Given then that a firm will own assets and yet its entitlement will be primarily decided by
the amount of work done, it will be necessary to keep the ‘assets’ and ‘work done’ in a appropriate
balance. Furthermore when a member ceases to contribute to the work load, how will they be
compensated for the assets they have contributed to previously.
5)
-a.
-b.

How specifically do we reconcile the growth patterns of members with
their ‘commitment index’ and
their ‘forewarning’ information (as in point 3).

6)
In 11.5 we introduced a dissolution system which tried to not disadvantage the noninstigators (and so effectively penalised the instigators). How do we reconcile this concept with the
normal buying and selling of shares that occurs at present on the stock-market. Thus in this case if
a person sells, the price of other shares will be affected and so an instigator is effectively affecting a
non-instigator.
As I said before, we will not be entirely successful in solving all these problems - a simple clean
solution is probably impossible. However it is worth bearing in mind that, in the current world, most
of these problems are simply ignored. The problems also indicate that, very soon, companies and
firms will have to be dealt with separately.

16.2

ENTITLEMENT CHANGE

This may seem to be an innocuous subject but it is worth bearing in mind that in the current world,
‘entitlement change’ provides the basic control process in free enterprise industry. Thus:1)
it provides a means of deciding the ‘price’ of shares (the fundamental measure of a
successful company) and
2)
it allows the possibility of a take-over bid (which is usually the only way of introducing a
new management).
Our industrial system has been structured so that neither of these aspects will be quite so crucial.
However the subject is still very important.
Firstly we will define entitlement to be strictly just to represent the ownership of assets and
voting power. Thus in firms, the body (through the executive) will try to keep the entitlement in
proportion to member’s input and output (i.e. the work they do and the money they receive) but at
any given time it will be defined to mean simply ownership of assets and voting power. It would
not be practical to keep entitlement in proportion to work as this, of necessity, must always vary
enormously over time.
The definite concrete suggestion I now want to make is that this entitlement change should occur
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just once a year. The reasons are complex and are entirely different for our two different cases namely ‘companies’ and ‘firms’.
A.
Companies
With companies one has to bear in mind that members are only loosely associated with the body
and would seldom be aware of the full details of what is going on. In fact there would normally only
be one point in the year when all members would understand the full details - this would be after
the production of the annual reports. Furthermore a annual decision on growth and change would
be quite sufficient for a slowly varying body like a company. Thus for a company, a yearly decision
on entitlement change by a fully informed and aware membership is best. Individual members
might occasionally find it necessary to sell their entitlement during the year (i.e. an individual might
die). However for the remaining partial year, this could be on the basis of a private agreement
between the buyer and the seller (and the company would recognise the agreement at the end of
year ‘entitlement change’ operation). Thus I am suggesting that entitlement change would occur just
once a year and this would be organised internally by a fully informed membership (as opposed to
the way it is done in the present world via the stock-exchange which is continuous and external by
an uninformed public).
B.
Firms
With firms the situation is entirely different. Here growth (or decline) will occur automatically
on the basis of how much work the pre-exec organises the firm to do and how much work the
membership actually wants to do (on the basis of the bidding system we outlined in chapter 10
- with 10.7 B. demonstrating its operation in a firm). {The pre-exec and the sub-exec together
must use a forewarning system (see last section point 3) to assure that the ‘firm’s load’ and the
‘membership desire’, will be in approximate balance.} Thus each member’s workload will be
varying continuously. However clearly we would not wish for entitlement to be affected by these
short term variations. Therefore it is easiest to let entitlement be updated just once a year when all
members have had time to review the total overall picture of all the work load over period of several
years. Alao a firm will wish to create consistent ‘recognition’ over a long period of time so it is in
their interest dampen short term fluctuations.
Thus in both cases I believe it is best if this difficult entitlement change operation is left to just once
a year when all people are fully aware of all different aspects (which is only after the production of
the annual reports). The entitlement change question will require some very hard thinking and no
one wants to think hard more than once a year.
One implication of this system is that we must now allow for ‘provisional’ members. During
the year, new members that wished to participate in the co-operative body, would be termed
‘provisional’ members with zero entitlement. At the AGM (where the ‘entitlement change’
operation would obviously occur), if all were agreeable, the ‘provisional’ members would
become full members with a given entitlement. The situation is analogous to the ‘student’ class of
citizenship in land societies.

16.3

THE ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING (AGM)

From what has been covered in the last section (and the chapter on the executive), our AGM will
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1)
Annual reports (principally the post-exec reports - see 13.7),
2)
Entitlement change (as in the last section)
3)
Election of an executive position (only one - see 13.3)
4)
Constitutional changes (changes that consider the possibility of dissolution of the body and
hence some parties may be regarded as ‘instigators’ and the rest as ‘non-instigators’ - see 11.5).
The sequence of when to do these things is difficult to decide. Clearly the annual reports must come
first. However there are variety of arguments that can be put concerning the sequence of the other
activities. Thus ‘entitlement’ change should come before the ‘election of the executive position’ on
the basis that the executive should be elected by those over whom they shall authority. On the other
hand if members know who their executive will be before hand, they can better decide whether to
join or not. Similar conflicting arguments can be put in all other cases.
In view of these many conflicting sequence arguments, I thought the best thing to do would be to
define the sequence in terms of the practicality only. It is always best to do the items that are definite
in form and will take a known amount of time first, before doing the items that are indefinite in form
and will take an unknown amount of time. On this basis then the sequence would be:1)
reports - because reports are always produced,
2)
standard entitlement change - there must always be some changes of entitlement with new
members joining and old members leaving. However the complicated cases like ‘the body deciding
to get rid of a member because of their poor voting habits’ are of a constitutional nature. Thus we
should do the standard cases first and leave the ‘constitutional’ cases right till the end.
3)
executive election - the executive election is slightly less regular because an executive is
elected for 5 years and so on some years there would be no executive election.
4)
constitutional changes (including the constitutional entitlement changes of 2) - constitutional
problems rarely arise but, if they do, they can go on for ever.
The next thing to consider is the response time. In 15.4 I suggested a normal response time of a
working day but allowed a shorter response time for particular meeting periods. In fact for the AGM
I think it best to use the standard response time of a day, as the issues are very big and hence a large
amount of thinking time will be necessary. The time and format of the AGM must be written into
the constitution because, on joining the body, members must clearly agree they can cope with their
meeting obligations. Thus if the time and format is indefinite, members cannot be sure whether
these obligations can be met. Because of the work load involved in an AGM, different bodies should
have AGMs at different times.
Consistent with all this (and our meetings in general - see last chapter), I think the AGM must
approximately have the following form.
1)
On the first day of the constitutionally defined day of the AGM, all the reports are tabled.
{Possibly as a ‘speech’ of the last chapter and hence: they are ‘circulated’; an ‘absorption time’ is
defined and; a ‘response’ is required.} Principally these reports will be the post-exec’s reports as
described in 13.7 . However the pre-exec should also give a report detailing the body’s possible
future plans and the sub-exec should give the details of the probable desired future member
involvement (including ‘provisional’ members).
2)
Two weeks later (i.e. 10 response times) each member should input their personal desires
as to the amount of their future involvement. This input must probably be made in a definite format
(the details are discussed in the following two sections).
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3)
One week later, using this member information, the pre-exec and sub-exec together propose
an ‘entitlement change’ motion. There should probably be 3 variants in this motion representing:-a.
a growth variant,
-b.
a ‘continue as we are’ variant and
-c.
a decline variant (this variant might be the closest to the ‘status quo’ because, with natural
loss, maintaining only the same members means the body may decline).
All these variants must have been checked by the judge previously so that no constitutional issue
is implied. {‘Entitlement change’ can give a false impression of nature of this motion. Because
entitlement represents proportion but not absolute magnitude, a motion may make no change of
entitlement at all and yet could mean members would contribute more (or less) than they did before.
‘Entitlement-change/growth’ would be a better title but is a bit of a mouth-full.}
4)
One week later all members would add their preferred variants to the ‘entitlement change’
motion (as in our normal motion sequence described in 15.4). There could well be as many variants
of the motion as members now.
5)
One week later the ‘entitlement change’ motion is ‘voted on’ (i.e. members input their
‘commitment index’ changes for all the variants). The preferred variant is selected and the
associated entitlement changes are made (and all the relevant bodies are notified).
6)
A week later the sub-exec puts the ‘new executive’ motion (if a new executive is needed that
year). {Again there will be several variants for the different candidates.}
7)
A week later members can add their variants. {This is improbable because all the suitable
candidates should have been included by the sub-exec.}
8)
A week later the ‘new executive’ motion is ‘voted on’ and so the new executive element is
chosen.
9)
Up till now, our AGM process has taken a definite 8 weeks. I now suggest that 4 months
be allowed for possible constitutional changes or for motions implying a ‘constitutional’ change
of entitlement. This means that the AGM may possibly last for the first 6 months of the year.
The second half of the year however would be free. It would be inappropriate to make important
decisions during the second half of the year because the reports are now out of date and the
executive will be busy preparing the new reports.
In this general meeting process, the extra response times of course would allow members to make
plenty of extra ‘speeches’ or to ask a variety of ‘questions’.

16.4

COMPANIES

For companies at least, we can be fairly definitive about how the change of entitlement should be
organised.
First in the post-exec’s report we can require that the post-exec specify the asset value of the
company if sold (this of course is already required in their report - see 13.7 a).
Then as the member’s input to the executive (see 16.3, the last point 3), each member specifies,
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for each portion of entitlement that they might consider selling or buying, the value (in terms of
the total company asset value) they would append to this. The situation is best demonstrated by
example.
Suppose the post-exec says that the sale value of the company assets is $1,000,000 and
we consider a member with entitlement .1 . Then the member might value their assets as in the
following diagram (fig 16.1).
A MEMBER’S BIDS (fig 16.6)

In fact the member’s input would read (.075, 1,500,000; .025, 1,250,000; .05, 1,150,000; .1,
1,000,000). If the accepted ‘association value’ is 100,000, (i.e. a=.1 as described in 11.5) what these
figures are saying, is:-a.
the member will hold on to 3/4 of their entitlement unless they get an absolutely exceptional
bid,
-b.
the member is prepared to sell 1/4 if they should receive a very good bid,
-c.
the member is prepared to expand their entitlement by 50% for a price marginally above the
‘association value’.
-d.
the member is prepared to expand a lot should they be able to buy at an absolutely rock
bottom price.
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The sub-exec then collates all these figure from all members and produces a diagram (fig 16.2) as
below:MEMBERS’ BIDS RANKED WITH ALL BIDS (fig 16.2)

Here all the bids are ranked in order and the diagram shows our member’s bids ranked in with all
other members. From this the pre-exec can choose some possible expansion options. Because in
general there were a large number of good bids (i.e. the full entitlement was reached with a value
well above the ‘sale value’ + ‘association value’) the pre-exec chooses the ‘conservative option’ as
being to stay the same size. The ‘expected option’ is to expand by 15% and the ‘expansion option’
is to expand by 40%. As would normally be the case, our member’s extreme bids (1,500,000 and
1,000,000) make no difference at all and their 1,150,000 will only be invoked if the ‘expansion
option’ is chosen when the motion is put to the membership.
The price used for the entitlement change would then be as shown in the diagram. The price
naturally decreases with the amount of expansion that is required. {It is possible that there might
need to be limitations on how members vote when there may be a clear individual interest. Thus
a member, wishing to sell at 1,150,000, might vote for a 30% expansion simply to get a slightly
higher price.}
Clearly the amount of money distributed as dividend, is also crucial to the amount of growth. Thus
the dividend must be defined in this motion as well. Members could suggest different expansion
variants (taken from along this diagram) or suggest different dividends. However clearly the bid
order cannot be changed.
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It might appear that a member has a lot of work to do. This is not true - all they need do is place a
high value on their present entitlement and they will get the same as the previous year. This would
rarely be the best option but it is the easiest.
With companies it is possible to give a simple change of entitlement mechanism because the
ownership of assets is easily transferable. By the same token however it means we cannot invoke
our dissolution system which favours non-instigators over instigators. {At least I cannot see how
the two systems could be integrated.} This system would allow people to check that a member’s
‘commitment index’ was consistent with their actual expansion. Thus our example member should
have a ‘commitment index’ a little over 1 (because they are prepared to expand at a value a little
above the association value). However because our ‘entitlement change’ system has no penalty
system built into it (as our dissolution system has) there is little one can do to penalise those
members whose ‘commitment index’ is inconsistent.

16.5

FIRMS

I think we need to start this section by understanding how the basic finances of firms would work.
Initially presumably the firm would start with each member contributing so that the firm would
have a float of money which would allow it to operate. Thereafter a firm as a whole would obtain
work and this work would then be sub-contracted to its members. The firm will make or lose
money depending on whether the money that the firm gets for the whole job, is greater or less than
the money that the firm pays to its members for doing the sub-parts of the job (and this of course
depends on a bidding system among the members). This will continue over a period of time and the
firm hopes that the losses on some jobs will be made up by profit on others.
We can now see our problem. The entitlement of members is supposed to be in proportion to work
done and also to represent their ownership of assets. However this in fact has very little to do with
how those assets were accumulated - the assets arose because certain particular jobs were successful
(and the assets disappeared when other jobs were a failure). If we were capable of accounting things
in very fine detail, we should really say that the entitlement should go to the members that caused
the successful jobs (and subtract entitlement away from members that caused the unsuccessful jobs
- but this is impossible because we cannot have a negative entitlement). So when we get down to the
fine detail, this whole system is going to be a bit of a mess.
The best thing of course would be to have no ‘failure’ jobs. Clearly if the pre-exec though a job was
going to be ‘failure’ then they would not take it on. However the way a ‘failure’ would normally
arise, is by pre-exec getting a job (which they thought the firm could do), but which, when it came
down to the actual member’s bidding, turned out too expensive (i.e. insufficient members bid
keenly enough for the various sub-parts). Thus the pre-exec did not realise that the membership
was insufficiently keen to do this job (or they were otherwise occupied) and so the job became a
financial failure. Thus the prime requirement to prevent failures, is for the membership to let the
pre-exec know what their future desire for future work is in ‘quantity’ and in ‘type’.
In my original notes I included such a system but, looking at it now, there does not see to be
anything in it that is not blatantly obvious. The only crucial thing about such a system is that it must
be formal i.e. it must be written down in the firm’s information system in a specific form. There are
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two reasons for this:1)
The data can then be numerically operated upon. Thus the pre-exec might desire to know the
required future work of a specific type over a given period of time.
2)
If a job does turn out to be a ‘failure’, the post-exec can check whether a member was
consistent between:‘their desire for future work’ and ‘what they actually bid for’.
As regards the major ‘entitlement change’ operation, the situation is going to be so complex that it
will be hard to be very specific. This also implies that the situation will be dependent on personal
subjective judgement.
Firstly the firm’s constitution will need to specify the period of time backwards over which a
member’s entitlement should be in proportion to work done e.g. should a member’s entitlement
be in proportion to the work done over the past year or over the past 5 years. For consistency of
‘recognition’ a long term is better. However if the long term is used, new members (who may be
doing much of the future work) will have very little representation. Clearly both types of firm
should exist and people have the choice.
As regards the member’s input for their ‘entitlement change’, it should probably simply consist of
one of 5 options:-a.
minimum possible,
-b.
decrease as convenient,
-c.
the expected,
-c.
increase as convenient,
-e.
maximum possible.
The sub-exec in coming up with a definite ‘entitlement change’ motion then will first try to marry
the member’s desire for entitlement change, with what would be expected (i.e. if this was kept
in exact proportion to the work done). However the next item is the really hard part because the
sub-exec must now try to calculate the financial gain-or-loss that is to be associated with this
‘entitlement change’. This calculation then must consider:-a.
the value of the firm’s assets at the moment,
-b.
the value of the member’s previous entitlement and the assets associated with this,
-c.
any clear cut actions of the member that contributed to the gain or loss on specific jobs (and
in this calculation no member can ever have been implied to be in debt to the firm as a whole i.e.
that their entitlement was negative).
Clearly this must be a very difficult subjective calculation. A member could complain to the cooperative’s judge if they thought they were unfairly treated, but, because of the subjective nature
of this calculation, the judge would only support a member if they could see a clear cut error.
Fortunately there would never be a large amount of money involved.
As before there should be several variants of this motion. Members can also add their own variants
if they desire. However as each variant must be checked by the judge, a new variant may become
expensive in terms of the judge’s time. Finally then all the variants are put to the vote.
As with Companies, it is reasonable easy to check to see if each member’s ‘commitment index’
is consistent with their growth patterns. Moreover as the change of entitlement mechanism is less
specific (as opposed to Companies) it is easier to use this information (hopefully only to a mild
extent) when considering entitlement change.
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16.6

CONCLUDING REMARKS ON THE INDUSTRIAL SYSTEM

Fairly clearly there are some weaknesses associated with the work of this chapter. Thus:1)
our entitlement change system for firms is very imprecise,
2)
I have not been successful in integrating the ‘commitment index’ with ‘entitlement change’,
3)
a mechanism for constitutional change has not yet been defined (and this would then need to
be integrated with the ‘entitlement change’ procedure).
On the other hand if you compare this system with our current system then you will realise
that at least I give some sort of a solution. In our present system these problems are simply left
to the executive (with almost no membership control at all). Clearly we would need a lot of
practical experience with these types of problem before we could be more precise about further
developments.
This chapter then concludes what I have to say on the industrial system. Thus at this stage I though
it might be appropriate to remind you of the much more concrete and definite results that I have
been obtained in the previous chapters on the industrial system. Thus:1)
in chapter 9, I introduced an industrial structure that would definitely treat the ‘bosses’ and
the ‘workers’ in the same way (and the control of the procedure would not be in the ‘bosses’ hands),
2)
in chapter 10, I showed that to maintain equality in employment, it is essential that an
independent ‘recognition’ facility be maintained.
3)
in chapter 11, a workable dissolution procedure was defined,
4)
in chapter 13, an executive structure was defined that would overcome the ‘assessor of the
assessor’ problem,
5)
in chapter 14, a logically consistent voting procedure was defined that would overcome the
multitudinous problems of our present voting systems,
6)
in chapter 15, a meeting procedure was defined that would limit member’s ability to waste
other members time.
Thus although this current chapter has its weaknesses, my previous chapters were much more
definite in what they achieved.
In the high and far-off times, when I was the manager of the Caltex Operations Research team, one
of my team came up to me and said - “You know Bryden that, in spite of your apparent flippant
attitude to management, you are the only manager here that actually takes the job seriously, the rest
act seriously but in fact they all treat it as a scoring off game, - you act lightly but actually you really
worry about it - you are a nut.”
I expect he was correct. However I do try recognise my fault (that I take work too seriously).
In the current world we don’t have enough work to do and so “work expands to fill the space
available” (and, for the majority of people, that is what they want). I think in fact it is far better ‘to
do nothing with a mob of other people’ than ‘to do nothing by yourself’. To some extent the sinners
in the current world are those that hog all the work to themselves (e.g. doctors etc), rather than those
that are idle. This all tends to make a mockery of trying to apportion work justly.
So this is farewell to the industrial system and it may be farewell for me for any thoughts about
work all together (with a bit of luck when my turn comes show my face for employment next year,
it might well be that society does not require my services - so I must accept my fate). From my
experience of work then I’d like to make two little points before I go:-
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1)
Where ever you are, there tend to be a few lowly paid obscure people who do their work
incredibly well. The present world system basically works because of these people - who do their
work for ‘love’ and not for money.
2)
Work is often a bore but its circumstances are usually great fun. I particularly like going to
work. Thus for me this has included:-a.
going to work by train and trying to read all my favourite comic strips over people’s
shoulders,
-b.
walking through the beautiful snow covered streets of Sheffield and
-c.
roller-blading from Stanmore to the city to work at GIO.
Moreover it is always good to be tossed in with a bunch of people you don’t know and have to do
something together. As I duly punch up this stupid project, I miss all this ‘fun’ interaction.
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17. 		

THE DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM

This is my fun chapter. It was written in 1982 in London when Jane and I had just got together and
she was working and I wasn’t (a perfect situation). Winter was descending and I had not enjoyed an
English winter for 14 years - every day had the excitement of getting colder and colder. I would go
for a walk for an hour or so, dreaming about things like possible freight systems etc - then I would
come back to our one room flat, warm up in front of the radiator and write up my dreams. The
result of course is that far too much detail has been developed. However, in remembrance of this
wonderful period of time, I cannot bear to chop it down.
It was via transportation considerations in fact that this whole project got started. From 1975 to
1980 I gave a course on Linear Programming and I didn’t believe a student could really understand
this technique unless they tackled a real-life substantial problem. Initially I chose this example to be
optimising an oil refinery. However in 1977 the students came to me complaining that they didn’t
understand how oil refineries worked and so instead they thought I should give them a similarly
large problem, for which they did know the details. I thought about this for some time and finally
decided that I would give them the problem of how society should optimise its activities when
neither fossil or nuclear fuels were available (this was the time of the energy crisis).
The awkward feature of this problem is how to approximate the energy needs for transportation
because to answer this, one must know where people live and how much moving around needs to be
done. To solve this problem I made the assumption that the population demography was such that
the transport system for:1)
the village centre to the family homes and
2)
the town centre to the villages and
3)
the city centre to the towns and
4)
the national centre to the cities
could all be of the same form (but with different sizes and capacities). With a few slight
generalisations, this leads to the first two laws of my land structure. Thus when I started to think
about the political implications a few years later, it was easy to get my project under way.
{However even with approximations like this, the energy problem is still fairly difficult. The
students soon wished to revert back to the original refinery problem. In fact as soon as one starts
to eliminate our current proliferate use of energy, one finds that human life on earth is much more
limited by water resources than it is by energy.}
Apart from some fairly minor details on construction, the content of this chapter is still very much
as I wrote it in 1982. I very much doubt that it is possible to design a transportation system that is
significantly better than what I have described. Thus, at least in my own mind, this chapter has stood
the test of time so I am very pleased with the content. However the sad thing is that my original
writing in no way seemed to reflect the fun of doing the work - it just seems to be full of prosaic
statements, diagrams that are hard to visualise and boring tables. It seems strange that such a fun
piece of work can appear so dead. In this rewrite I will try to bring it life a bit more but I am not at
all sure how successful I will be. As you read this boring stuff, remember I am actually trying to
describe a wonderful, fanciful dream.
Of course the form of the ‘distribution system’ is not really germane (one of Bertie Wooster’s
favourite words, isn’t it - so I try to copy him) to the central political issue. All that one really needs
to know is that:1)
our different land structure is amenable to a reasonable distribution system (and so for
example, to back-up the claim (that I made in 3.3) that a journey from a family home (in a parish) to
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the city centre, would take no more than 1/2 an hour) and
2)
our distribution system can cope with the continuously varying land structure and population
demography.
To demonstrate that these two points are satisfied, one needs to describe the distribution system in a
reasonable amount of detail - but not the amount of detail that I will give.
Finally before you start I must remind you that this is very much a quantitative problem. Thus we
will have to consider in detail things like - volume demands, distances, sizes, frequencies, costs etc.
Furthermore all these quantities must be worked up separately for each of the different distribution
systems i.e. villages to town, towns to city, cities to nation capital etc. Thus we are doing to have
deal with a lot of quantification - so the various tables I produce will need fair amount of time to
understand. This generalisation also makes the problem surprisingly abstract.

17.1

SCOPE AND PROBLEMS

By the distribution system I mean - how we get everything (including people) to and from where
they are needed. Chiefly this means transportation but it also includes power (i.e. electricity), water,
gas, oil, sewerage (i.e. pipeline systems) and communication (i.e. letters and electronic data). In
terms of our land structure, this principally means how things are moved to and from:1)
the villages to the shire’s town,
2)
the towns to the state’s city,
3)
the cities to the nation’s capital.
These are the three levels that I will mainly be dealing with. This means I will largely ignore:A)
The distribution from people’s homes to the village centre.
This distribution is easy if everyone lives in the village. However, if one was to assume that homes
were evenly scattered over the parish land, then this distribution form would be quite significant
(surprisingly in my system it could in fact cost more that all the other distribution systems put
together). In this case however, we can simply let the people that choose not to live in the village,
bear their own extra distribution costs. Thus there is no political problem (and clearly there is no
practical need for people to not live in the village).
B)
The distribution from the national capitals to the world capitals.
For the systems 1), 2) and 3) we can assume that the distribution is over land and the systems are
to a central location. Unfortunately however, as the world is actually spherical in form with a large
amount of ocean, this approximation is no longer valid for this particular case. Fortunately as I
describe in 3.6, this case would be the last to be implemented and so I think it can safely left for a
few centuries (when the required form may be known). You will also note that my land system does
not imply that the world/nation distribution system ever needs to be relocated (i.e. point 2 of my
pre-script).
I will also need to deal with the distribution details within the capitals themselves.
The actual quantity of moving that needs to be done is clearly very difficult to estimate. As my
societies are much more independent than societies in the current world, the required need could
be considerably less than as present. However as I think that moving around and travel is one of the
fundamental enjoyments of life, I have assumed levels similar to what we are accustomed to in the
western world. I hope you approve.
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In the current world, our major distribution problems are probably regarded as things like:1)
the excessive numbers of private cars and trucks polluting the cities and roads (in terms of
noxious fumes, noise and space used),
2)
the inefficiency of our public transport systems (which results in them being under-used),
3)
the lack of co-ordination for our various pipeline systems,
4)
the inconsistent pricing arrangements for communication.
This chapter will solve these problems. However these types of problem will most definitely not
be our primary interest. These problems are actually fairly superficial and usually they can be
overcome by a more sensible pricing arrangement. The biggest problem of the current world (in
my humble opinion) is that we are so entrenched in the status quo system that we cannot even
raise our heads above it, to grasp what the fundamental problems are. Thus this chapter is basically
concerned with problems like:1)
How should the various levels of society control (i.e. own) the particular elements of the
distribution system (this is essentially a more generalised ‘public’ versus ‘private’ debate).
2)
Should the transportation system allow vehicles to pass (as our road system does) or should
it be essentially fixed speed (as rail systems imply).
3)
Should our transportation system be oriented to single or multi drop operations (again a
current logical difference between rail and road transport).
4)
How should the distribution versus facility structure problem be resolved e.g. for electricity,
does the generating company produce the electricity and also distribute it or, do they only generate
it and the distribution is carried out by a sub-department of a general distribution department.
5)
How should the distribution costs of electricity, water etc, be paid for (note these costs are
very time dependent).
Thus we are going to try to raise our heads above the current quagmire of the present situation, to
answer some fundamental questions first. When these primary questions have been satisfactorily
answered, the rest of the technical detail may follow without much difficulty.

17.2

THE GENERAL FORM

Clearly our first task must be to obtain an approximate feel for the length of our distribution arms.
This must also include considerations of population density for the various levels of society. I think
the best thing to do is to start with the most perfectly regular case so that we can calculate some
specific numbers. Then we can discuss how this will vary in practice.
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The following diagram (fig 17.1) gives a distribution system for 64 member societies regularly
spaced in a square supernal society.
THE MOST REGULAR DISTRIBUTION FORM (fig 17.1)

64 lies fairly close to the centre of our probable range of 50 - 100 members - thus this is an
appropriate case to consider. This case then gives an average distribution arm length of .4 (of the
width of the supernal society land) from member capitals to the supernal society’s central capital.
The diagram also indicates that the line usage can be kept in reasonable balance by increasing the
lines along the diagonals near the centre. Thus then each line serves 5 to 6 members.
If we now apply these factors to the member numbers given below and assume a population density
of 200 people per sq km, then we get the following table:SOCIETY
Family
Parish
Shire
State
Nation
World

MEMBERS
8
100
50
50
50
100

TOT POP
8
800
40000
2m
100m
10b

AREA
SQUARE
.04
.2x.2
4
2x2
200
14x14
10000
100x100
.5m
700x700
50m		

AV. DIST TO MEMBERS
.8 (.3)
5.6
40
280

where distances are in km and areas are in sq km. {Member numbers have been chosen with
considerable care so that the final totals appear reasonable and round simply. It is not as easy to do
this as you might think.}
200 people per sq km (i.e. slightly less than 1 person per acre) is roughly the population density
of western Europe. So this is a suitable figure to choose. Intense agriculture can easily support
a population density 5 times this figure so this gives a great deal of spare capacity. {Note with
irrigation and care, all land that receives a reasonable amount of sunlight, can support intense
agriculture.}

294

The factors then that would alter the average distribution arm length, are the following:To Decrease
1)
Populations naturally cluster together on good land and leave the poor lands sparsely
populated. Thus those populations that live on intense agricultural land, will have distribution arms
with less than 1/2 the distance than those given in the above table. Thus as the vast majority of
people live on good land, on average the distribution arm lengths should be considerably less than
those given.
2)
As discussed in 3.3, quite a few member societies will probably act as ‘suburbs’ or as
‘satellite towns’ to the capital of the supernal society. Such societies would be clustered near to the
capital using less than standard land usage and these societies would have very short distribution
arm lengths distances.
To Increase
1)
Physical obstacles and less regular circumstances mean that the numbers we have indicated,
could not be achieved in practice.
2)
The distribution arms in fact would be specifically designed not to go through the member
capitals (this would imply a major conflict of autonomy). Thus there must be extra links from the
member capitals to the main arms of the distribution system.
3)
As societies wax or wane in size, they must be continuously altering their form to adjust to
new circumstances. Thus the ideal static configuration can never be achieved.
One the whole I think that the increasing circumstances will be approximately balanced by the
decreasing circumstances. Thus I think that the given average distribution arms lengths, are in fact
reasonably representative. {Apart from the village case in which case most people would live either
in or near the village. 300m is then probably a more appropriate figure (as shown in the table in
brackets).}
In the diagram on the following page (fig 17.2), I have tried to give a realist picture of a town/shire
distribution system for 74 parishes. You will note:1)
Although I gave the size of a shire in the table as 14x14 kms, in practise it will be less than
this (approx. 10x10 km in this case). This is because:-a.
the normal shire will be settled on good land and
-b.
allowance must be made for the supernal federal land.
2)
Besides the town federal area, I have allowed for 4 federal areas. These are:-a.
A ridge that is used as a park and a stone quarry.
-b.
A hill that is used for forestry and allows for possible contraction or expansion.
-c.
A reservoir used for water and recreation,
-d.
Land used for sporting facilities and agriculture (under the control of the shire). This area is
also a convenient buffer zone for expansion or contraction (see next chapter).
These shire federal lands tend to be near the boundaries of the shire so this also tends to slightly
reduce the average village serving distance.
3)
In this case the average distribution distance to a village is considerably less than the 5.6
given in our previous table. However because of the effect noted in 1), this reduction would be less
for the larger state and national systems.

295

A REALISTIC SHIRE DISTRIBUTION SYSTEM (fig 17.2)
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4)
Although this system is primarily designed to link the villages to the town, the villages can
reasonably easily organise to have direct access to each-other by adding more ‘private’ links to the
system.
5)
Clearly it is often very convenient to align parish boundaries with the arms of the shire
distribution system (and even more so when it comes to the state distribution arms and links).
However the construction of the system (see 17.3.4) will be such so that member societies, should
they desire, can construct their own crossing facilities reasonably easily for access across the
distribution arms (at their own expense of course).
We now have to consider the form of the distribution system within the individual federal capitals.
My basic suggestion is that the main feeder distribution arms and the supernal distribution arm
links, should all converge into a large transfer terminus. The capital itself would then be served by
circular arms (of the same nature as the member distribution arms) that also feed into this transfer
terminus. The following diagram (fig 17.3) demonstrates the situation:THE DISTRIBUTION FORM IN CAPITALS (fig 17.3)
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I have chosen circles rather than feeder arms as the distribution system in the capital, because
distance will now be of minor importance (the distribution system is designed for the much larger
distances to member capitals) and circles are more convenient (i.e. no turning round) and they
maintain a more balanced load. The transfer terminus is clearly a very complex affair and for
transportation in particular, I will demonstrate a complete detailed design in the next section. The
transfer terminus (and with its large feeder arms) effectively tends to divide the capital into two
halves. It seems convenient to have a main residential/commercial half where most activities occur.
The minor half can then be the industrial area for activities like power stations, water storage
(temporary for surges in demand), freight, bulk loading, parking and maintenance facilities. All
these industrial activities will be fairly directly associated with the distribution system.
On the circular arms there must naturally be termini where a transfer to subsidiary distribution
systems, can occur (to serve the capital in more detail). Thus for the transportation system people
might get off at the termini and then cycle (there are other options which I will discuss in the next
section). Similarly in the case of power, it would probably be convenient to change to a different
voltage level at such termini. The hinterland of these termini effectively tends to divide the capital
into partially independent areas. It may be useful to use this as a means of sub-structuring the capital
into different political ‘wards’.
The number of circles to use is very debatable. Clearly as this must depend on the physical size of the
capital, in the following table I first indicate some probable sizes (distances and areas are all in km):-----------------------------------CAPITAL---------------------------------SOCIETY POPULATION
% OF TOT
POPULATION DENSITY -----SIZE----Parish
800
Village
66
518
2000
.25 .5x.5
Shire
40000
Town
20
8000
2000
4
2x2
State
2m
City
10
200000
4000
50
7x7
Nation
100m
Nat Cap
3
3m
15000
200 14x14
World
10b
World Caps 1
100m
Our ‘city/village’ of chapter 8 gave a population density of 50,000 per sq km. Thus in this table for
our nation capital density I have used a figure of less than a 1/3 of this value. 4,000 corresponds
to present day city densities (i.e. terraces and flats) and 2,000 corresponds to present day town
densities (i.e. houses). Thus am not implying any horrific densities.
If now we were to assume the number of loops and termini are as given in the following table, we
get for each capital the following approximate average and maximum distances to a terminus:CAPITAL
Village
Town
City
Nat Cap

WIDTH
.5
2
7
14

CIRCLES
0
1
2
3

TERMINI
1
4
12
25

DISTANCE TO A TERMINI
EXPECTED
MAXIMUM
.15
.3
.3
.6
.6
1.2
.9
1.8

It can be seen that this simple system (an extra loop for each level) allows ‘walking’ as possible
option for the subsidiary distribution system for the movement of people in the capital. This seems
reasonable to me and so I tend to favour this simple form.
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Finally to complete the detail of the general form of our distribution system, in the following table
I show some probable total arm lengths, widths and hence total areas, for the various distribution
systems:-

SOCIETY
Shire
State
Nation

---------------------------------------------ARMS---------------------------------------------LENGTH (KMS)
WIDTH (M)
TOT AREA (SQU KMS)
% OF LAND
210
20
4.2
2
1500
50
75
1
10500
200
2100
.4

The diminishing effects (referred to for the average arm length) are less applicable when it comes
the total arm length. Thus I have used a factor of 15 instead of a factor of 10 (which is what our
perfectly regular system gave). It can be seen that the total amount of land usage is very small.
As regards the general questions we posed in 17.1, we now see that our general form has already
implied many of the answers. Thus:1)
A society must be in complete control of the distribution arm facilities that serve its member
societies as regards positioning, construction and maintenance. Members will be responsible for
linking themselves to these distribution arms (which will be on their own land) and for any crossing
facilities that they desire. As much as possible members will provide their own facilities that use
these arms. Thus member’s societies would provide and maintain the transportation vehicles used
between their capital and the supernal capital.
2)
This form implies a single-drop transportation system. This follows because:-a.
the individual links to member capitals makes a multi-drop system inefficient and
-b.
there would be a conflict of autonomy if supernal society vehicles used member’s
individually owned links.
It is worth noting however, that single drop system is more efficient than a multi-drop system
because:-a.
the accelerating and de-accelerating at irrelevant stops is wasteful of energy,
-b.
the extra stops are wasteful in time and
-c.
at the outer drops vehicles must be only partially full.
The disadvantage, however, of single-drop system is that serving periods may be longer. Thus this
will be the important question that will need to be addressed in the next section. Naturally it would
still be possible to have a multi-drop system operating in some minor degree. Moreover clearly a
multi-drop system will be used on the circular distribution arm loops in the capitals.
3)
Our system implies that distribution must be regarded as a unified operation and hence the
distribution of the associated facilities (i.e. electricity, transport, water etc) must be carried out by
sub-departments of the distribution department. This follows because:-a.
Only one department can decide where the arms are to go (and all the facilities will be in the
same arm),
-b.
The maintenance would almost certainly be better done by one department as they would
have inspectors and workmen on hand and
-c.
Most probably the total construction would be easier done by one department.
Thus the majority of the work is of a unified nature and so the organisational structure must
follow in the same manner. It is better this way also on the basis that distribution must tend to be
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monopolistic (and hence under full society control) whereas production (i.e. power stations or water
storage) is less monopolistic (and so can be run as free enterprise).
Thus so far we have already answered 3 of our 5 fundamental questions.

17.3

TRANSPORTATION

As you might expect, ‘transportation’ is very much the major part of the distribution system and as
a consequence, this section will be so large that I am forced to break it down into sub-sections. Even
after doing this, I think it still gives a better balance if I put ‘Packages and Freight’ in a later section.
17.3.1

The General Form

The current world has two radically different transportation systems - namely ‘road’ and ‘rail’.
Although two independent systems will in general tend to lead to a less efficient total operation, at
least as far as we are concerned, it has the advantage that we are in the situation to make a practical
comparison of the relative advantages of both systems. Thus in our optimum system hopefully
we can simply choose the best features of either system. To some extent this choice of system has
already started because, in choosing a ‘single-drop’ system instead of a ‘multi-drop’ system, we
were effectively choosing a ‘road’ feature rather than a ‘rail’ feature.
1)
Passing or ‘fixed speed’ ?
Roads systems allow vehicles to pass but in general trains systems cannot allow this. As a result of
this, roads systems allow vehicles to travel at variable speeds whereas trains are forced to go at a
fixed speed (unless there is no train in front of them).
We can reasonably easily argue out this question logically but it so happens we do not need
to (and so we can save our overworked brains for future occasions). Although road system started
with variable speed and allow passing, in practice the general trend now is towards less passing
and hence to travel at a fixed speed (usually simply the speed limit for the given area). Experience
is telling us that the cost of providing a passing facility (in terms of extra lanes, increased driving
attention and the possiblity accidents) is not worth the marginal increase in speed for a few vehicles.
2)
Number of lanes
A related question to the above is how many lanes should be provided. Thus does one have:-a.
one large lane (with big fast vehicles) or
-b.
several lanes (with smaller slower vehicles).
If one has several lanes then each lane can have a different speed and so we can obtain some of the
variable speed facility of 1).
Clearly the answer to this question must also depend on the demand and on the required
vehicle size (so that sufficiently large objects may be carried). Never-the-less I think the general
answer is that there should be just one lane but with the following provisos:-a.
that there be a ‘rough’ lane for construction and repair work,
-b.
that the lanes are increased where the load would be out of balance (e.g. the lanes for my
regular distribution system in 17.2 should be increased on the diagonals close to the centre as
shown) and
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-c.
that there must always be an alternative transportation method so that lanes can be repaired
or maintained. This requirement often implies that there must be two lanes (in each direction).
When there is no repair work, then the extra lane could be used by vehicles that could do their job
more economically at a slower pace e.g. freight.
3)
Loading on the transit lane ?
Trains tend to load on the transit lane while road vehicles do not.
Our system has already implied that at all member capitals, vehicles will load off the major
transit lanes (because at this stage the vehicles will be on the members private links). At the termini
in the capitals I think we should also not allow vehicles to obstruct the transit lane while loading.
Thus we will accept the ‘road’ feature in this instance.
4)
Level or Fly-over Crossings ?
In the current world, motorways always cross by fly-overs while roads usually cross at junctions
(i.e. on the level). Railways use both systems.
In considering this question, one must bear in mind that even a simple level crossing (i.e. a
junction allowing no left or right turns) will:-a.
reduce the flow-rate of each lane to less than half,
-b.
require very careful control,
-c.
be fundamentally dangerous.
Thus I will only consider fly-over systems. {Our construction form will make fly-overs reasonably
easy to produce.}
5)
Power carried or supplied in transit ?
In the current world, electric trains and trams have their power supplied in transit while in all other
systems, vehicles carry their own power supply with them.
Fortunately as we have chosen a fixed lane system (see point 1), we will be in a situation
where we will have the capability to supply all vehicles with energy in transit. The advantages of in
transit energy supply (via electricity) are:-a.
it is less polluting (electricity of course does not pollute at all - however the pollution
associated with its production must be included) and
-b.
it is usually more efficient (e.g. the energy associated with de-acceleration can be returned
into the system).
The disadvantage is that there is a considerable capital cost in supplying a electrical pick-up facility
to the lanes (but note in our case the primary power will always be at hand as part of the distribution
arm facilities).
I general it is more economic to add power to a big system because distances are larger and
the cost of adding the facility becomes less significant. Thus I will assume then that the nation and
state systems will have power supplied in transit but in the shire system vehicles must carry their
energy with them. This is fairly close to current practice.
6)
Central or Individual Vehicle Control ?
Roads system give the complete control of a vehicle to its driver. However, although trains still
control their speed, the rail-tracks and point-settings will determine where a vehicle will go (and
this is determined by the central control).
In fact what I think though happen, is that the central system should control the speed
of all vehicles but the driver should determine where they wish to go (at lane divisions only of
course - there is no point in giving the driver the right to leave their lane and crash their vehicle).
Clearly modern technology by means of regular sensors on the lanes, computers and electrocommunications, will allow a central control centre to determine the position and speed of all
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vehicles at all times. A centrally controlled speed device can also be installed in all vehicles. Thus
all this is possible at a cost that would be small in comparison to the cost of the total system.
The advantages of such a system become apparent when we try to think how we might attain the
maximum possible vehicle through-put rates.
You may now note how equitable I have been. Of my 7 fundamental features - 2 are from rail, 2 are
from road and 3 are independent. Our next job then is to consider how efficient this system is likely
to be in terms of vehicle through-put.
The maximum possible through-up would be obtained if all the vehicles were capable of travelling
contiguously i.e. each vehicles touching (or nearly touching) the vehicles in front. In terms of the
present world, this possibility may sound far-fetched. However we need to work through the details.
There are three circumstances to consider:A.
Traveling along a Lane
Electric motors are in fact capable of very exact speed control and so two vehicles are quite capable
of maintaining a meter gap between them even while traveling at several hundred km/hr (mostly
because of Newton’s second law - ‘a body in motion will continue its motion in speed and direction
...’ and so the motor only has to counter the wind and wheel resistance). The problem arises of
course when the first vehicle hits the brakes and the following vehicle does not have time to react.
However what would happen in our system in this case is that, if a vehicle considers they must
make an emergency stop, then first they would push their emergency stop button. The result of this
action would be for an emergency stop message being automatically relayed to the central control.
The central control would then slow down all vehicles on the pertinent area of the distribution
system. Thus vehicles are stopped together and so no problem should arise. In fact it may be slightly
easier if vehicles maintain direct physical contact (which could be organised).
Thus densities approaching the maximum possible should be possible for normal lane travel.
B.
Lane Division
Suppose that three vehicles (A, B and C) are traveling in direct physical contact and, on
approaching a lane division, A and C wish to take the right lane and B wishes to take the left
lane. Then in our system this does not pose a problem. A and C can go right and B go left (via
their internal choice mechanisms whose physical realisation I will discuss in 17.3.3). In fact the
remaining gap between A and C is inconvenient (for reasons described in C.) so this will either be
closed or widened. However the operation poses no problem.
Thus lane division also does not pose a problem in obtaining maximum through-put rates.
C.
Lane Merge
Clearly this will be our difficult case. Firstly in the case of lane merges, I think it is always best to
designate one lane (the major one) as having the ‘right-of-way’ and so vehicles on the ‘right-ofway’ lane simply continue to travel as normal. Vehicles on the minor lane (without right-of-way)
however must adjust their speed so that they arrive at the merge point where then is a gap in the
right-of-way lane. In the worst situation the vehicle may have to come to a complete stop and wait
until a gap appears.
Naturally this operation requires some difficult calculations and decisions (I am always
amazed how well in fact most people normally cope with the situation - I personally tend to get a bit
frazzled). However as regards my system you should note:-a.
the calculation would be done by the central control,
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-b.
the exact positions and speeds of all vehicles will be known (i.e. there will be no unseen
vehicles) and
-c.
acceleration and de-acceleration calculations are things done perfectly easily and well by a
computer.
Thus in theory perfect solutions should be possible. However, because the cost of an error
is so terrible, we should try make the situation as easy as possible. This can be done very simply
by requiring that vehicles traveling on normal lanes, shall have their speeds adjusted slightly so
that small gaps (that are too small to use) are closed up and suitably wide joining gaps are regularly
created. With this adjustment I think this awkward merge situation should only reduce our throughput by no more than a factor of 2.
Thus in general my system should be capable of having through-put values that approach the
theoretical maximum. In comparison to current day systems, our through-put values will be very
high indeed.

17.3.2

Loads, Sizes and Frequencies

We now need to think about what the transportation demand might be for our system. With this in
mind then we can consider some appropriate sizes for the various vehicles and from this we can
work out what our frequency times might be (and hence see how long a person will have to wait to
catch the next vehicle). Finally then we can calculate whether our transportation lines will be able to
cope with the implied traffic.
The following table then gives some idea of the transportation demands we think are appropriate.
REQUIRED DEMAND PER DAY (BOTH DIRECTIONS)
------------------------------FROM--------------------------- ----------------------TO----------------------------PASSENGERS------- FREIGHT
PASSENGER FREIGHT
MEMB CAP % CAP % TOT
NO. TONNES
SUP CAP
NO.
TONNES
Village
100
100
500
4
Town
25,000
200
Town
100
20
8,000
400
City
400,000
20,000
City
50
1
100,000
3,000
Nat Cap
5m
150,000
The table gives a very high passenger travel demand because I think that traveling around, seeing
the world and in general getting together, is one of the fundamental pleasures of life. {In the middleages people went on pilgrimages and aborigines used to go on ‘walk-about’ but it all tends to
amount to the same thing.} Thus I have assumed that daily: all people in the parish want to go to the
town, 100% of people of the town want to go to the city, and 50% of the city want to go to the Nat
Cap. These figures are clearly too high but one has to remember that there may be many multiple
trips (e.g. a villager may wish to visit the Nat Cap). The second column then indicates what this
means in terms of percent of total population. It can be seen then that these figures imply that the
supernal capital will have a daily visiting population in excess of its own resident population (i.e.
compare the penultimate column with the capital population figures given in 17.2).
The freight figures are calculated on a basis that all people in the supernal capitals, will need to be
supported by 50 kilograms of freight per day (i.e. food, energy materials, construction materials
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etc). This figure then is also high (i.e. this gives 18 tons per person per year). However the
important thing to note is that, even with this very high figure, the freight demands are much less
than the passenger demands. {For freight then the member demand is calculated back from the
supernal demand.}
For a transportation system, the most crucial decision is what the line size should be (i.e. width and
height) because, once this is implemented, it will be almost impossible to change. The line size will
define the maximum vehicle size but clearly vehicles may be smaller. It is slightly more convenient
for us to specify the maximum vehicle size and it can be assumed the line size will be marginally
larger. This is done in the following table (units in meters and tons).

SOCIETY
Shire
State
Nation

MAXIMUM VEHICLE SIZES
---------------VEHICLE---------------------------CAPACITY-----------WIDTH
HEIGHT
LENGTH
PASSENGERS
FREIGHT
2
2
10
10
2
3
3
25
100
20
4
4
40
300
50

Clearly these figures have been chosen with a certain amount of hind-sight as I know they will give
rise to reasonable frequencies and line capacities. The size of the maximum shire vehicle is also
chosen so that it can carry sufficiently large objects and groups of people.
Combining these two tables (together with a sensible ‘% full’ figure), we now get the following
table for the required number of trips per day (for passengers and freight):MEMB CAP % FULL
Village
50
Town
50
City
66

VEHICLE TRIPS PER DAY
PASSENGER FREIGHT
SUP CAP
100
4
Town
160
40
City
500
100
Nat Cap

PASSENGER
5,000
8,000
25,000

FREIGHT
200
2,000
5,000

I have assumed a slightly higher ‘% full’ figure in the city as in this case vehicles frequency will be
sufficiently high that this could be organised without difficulty (and more importantly of course it
makes my numbers round better).
I shall now assume that passengers are mostly carried during the active part of the day (i.e. 6 a.m. to
11 p.m.) and freight is carried during the inactive period of the day. This then will give frequencies
and waiting periods for passenger vehicles as in the following table:JOURNEY
Village - Town
Town - City
City - Nat Cap

AVERAGE FREQUENCY
(PER HOUR)
6
10
30

MAXIMUM WAIT (MINUTES)
NORMAL
PEAK PERIODS
10
5
6
3
2
1

Here it is assumed that frequencies will need to be doubled for peak periods. This, combined with
the fact that vehicles are normally only half full, allows a factor of 4 between normal and peak
period loads. The waiting periods thus indicate that our single-drop system can in fact provide
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a very good service. These waiting periods would be even less if smaller vehicles were used. {I
have assumed that freight is not subject to immediate demand and hence can be carried over night.
However ‘packages’ will be carried in passenger vehicles. This will be discussed in 17.4.}
Finally we need to consider whether our transportation lines will be able to cope with this
implied traffic. In our perfectly regular case we had 12 lines going to the supernal capital with
approximately 6 member capitals served by each line. This then means that the average gap between
vehicles during peak hour, is as shown in column 1 in the following table:TRANSPORTATION LINE USAGE
SOCIETY PEAK-HOUR
MINIMUM SPEED VEHICLE PASSING SPARE CAPACITY
PERIOD (SECS)
KMS/HR
TIME (SECS)
FACTOR
Shire
50
40
1
25
State
30
60
1.5
10
Nation
10
100
1.5
3
To calculate the spare capacity, we first need to know how long a vehicle will take to pass a
stationary point. This will depend on the vehicle’s minimum speed and so some figures for this have
been given in the second column. Our merge limitations (see 17.2.1) mean that this passing time
must be doubled and then this result (and our peak-hour period) leads to our spare capacity. {Freight
demands are much less and will be carried over night. Thus they will not affect this result.}
We can see that our shire and state systems then have plenty of spare capacity. Thus in these cases
we can probably merge the three lines (associated with main feeder branch) into one. The national
system does not have so much spare capacity and this implies perhaps that maximum sized vehicles
must always be used. This would be reasonable because in this case, frequencies are so good that
there would be no advantage in using smaller vehicles.
It can be seen that these figures imply that, during peak-hour, a new vehicle will be entering the
national capital approximately once a second. Thus we will need an exceptionally well organised
transfer terminus to deal with loads such as this. This then is the task of our next sub-section.

17.3.3

The Capitals and their Associated Termini

The following table firstly sums up the pertinent detail we have already covered as regards
transportation in each capital.
CAPITAL
Town
City
Nat Cap

CIRCLES
1
2
3

TRANSFER TERM.
MAJOR LINES LINES
4
6
8
12
12
18

PEAK-HOUR PERIOD (SECS)
LINES
SUPERNAL LINK
16
180
20
60
10

In this table I have assumed that the circles are in both directions and hence have two lines through
the transfer terminus. The table indicates that it will be quite hard to design a transfer terminus that
can successfully cope with these loads.
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In the diagram on the following page (fig 17.4), I first demonstrate how, for a city, all the relevant
lines might pass through the transfer terminus and how a selection of line divisions and merges can
give all vehicles the necessary options as to where they might go. In this diagram you will note:1)
I have assumed that in the terminus a line must go to a fixed destination (because it is
essential that people should know where to go for departure - however it does not matter where
people arrive). Thus all the complex choice of lines takes place before arrival at the terminus.
2)
The East-West layout of the terminus lines is not obvious (at least all my initial attempts
were North-South). The East-West design follows from the fact that member societies own the
vehicles and so many vehicles will wish to go to the terminus and then immediately loop back to
their member capital.
3)
There should be a North-South symmetry in the diagram. Unfortunately this symmetry
would mean that the upward loops would need to over-lay the downward loops (i.e. all the complex
stuff in the middle right-hand side). To prevent this happening, I have had to distort the symmetry.
{One also has to swap the side on which one travels to maintain the symmetry.}
4)
The diagram is mainly with passenger transportation in mind (which as described in 17.3.2,
is our major load). I have indicated a freight facility at the back but give no details.
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TRANSPORTATION LINES FOR A CITY TRANSFER TERMINUS (fig 17.4)
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5)
My cross-over option (A in the following diagram - fig 17.5) implies there must be a flyover bridge. B and C are other cheaper options but B gives an imbalanced load on the lines and C
implies a dangerous merge situation. I think it has to be A.
CROSS-OVER OPTIONS (fig 17.5)

As I shall discuss later, I am assuming that most of these lines shall lie underground. This means:
6)
The national link terminus can lie next to the state terminus on-top of the entering lines as
shown. As this terminus has only one destination (and the frequencies are less) there should be no
problems. Thus I don’t need to give any details.
7)
The dotted lines represent the lines for the returning circle loops. These would pass beneath
the terminus and would not have loading or unloading facilities.
8)
All vehicles on arrival will look onto a clear uninterrupted view of the city. This should be a
pleasant way to arrive.
Clearly the town and nation capital cases will not be the same but one can imagine similar a simpler
form for the town and a more complex form for the national capital. In general in this sub-section I
will mainly be concerned with the city case.
We now need to consider the nature of transfer terminus in detail (not the supernal link part because
this is trivial). Firstly if transfer times are going to be reasonable, this whole transfer operation must
be kept very compact. To do this we will need to do what is always done in these circumstances namely to make free use of the vertical dimension. In fact we have already implied the use of the
vertical dimension in the use of fly-overs. The next step is to put all the lines underground and have
all their associated platforms above them. Then all the other facilities (e.g. reservations, waiting,
restaurants etc) can go on levels above the platforms. Probably for the city case, the inner circle
loop should continue to be fully under ground and probably the outer loop should be partially
underground (to that it could be easily crossed in all circumstances).
Clearly the loading and unloading operation must occur as quickly as possible otherwise we will
need more platforms and the operation cannot be so compact. To allow this, the first thing is to
make sure that loading and unloading operations can occur concurrently and that they do not
interfere with each-other. The neatest way for this to happen is for unloading to occur at the front
(over the whole of the front so there must be a vertically operated door) and loading at the back.
{Of course it could be other way around but with my terminus form, unloading at the front gives
the immediate initial view of the capital.} This form of loading has a platform problem (i.e. to get
the people off the line so that they will not be run over). One solution is to have vertically moveable
platforms. However my preference is to have a pivoting line section as shown in the following
diagram (fig 17.6).
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A ‘PIVOTTING’ LOAD MECHANISM (fig 17.6)

The advantage of the above arrangement is that the vehicle looses energy as it comes up the tunnel
to the pivoting platform and gains it again as it goes down. Thus we automatically get conservation
of energy as well at the same time. The disadvantage is that vehicles must be of the standard
maximum length. This probably does not matter because good flow-rates tend to favour full-sized
vehicles and smaller vehicles could load and unload on private facilities. {I have changed my
mind - I now think the timing for this will be too demanding. Moving and elevating front and back
platforms is probably simpler and easier.}
Given this loading and unloading arrangement, the following table specifies some likely loading
times. This leads to the number of platforms and so we then get the total size of the terminus.
CAPITAL
Town
City
Nat Cap

TIMES (SECS)
ARRIVAL LOADING
16
40
20
60
10
120

NO. OF PLATFORMS
PER LINE
TOTAL
4
24
4
48
16
288

TERMINUS WIDTH
(METERS)
60
160
1,200

The arrival times are the peak arrival times from our previous table and loading times includes
unloading time as well. Our front and back loading system means that there are no side platforms,
so, to obtain the terminus width, we only have need to add a small amount (for the vehicle gap) to
the total vehicle width.
For the town and city cases, our terminus sizes are very reasonable. The Nat Cap case is perhaps
too big (even allowing that there would be large moving walk-ways going North-South as well). A
more sophisticated solution is probably needed that uses the vertical dimension more (e.g. vertically
and horizontally moving platforms taking passengers to many levels). The fundamental difficulty is
that the flow rates are so huge. Thus it would take a corridor 30 meters wide to allow people to walk
away from just one line even with continuous use. Presumably people would tend to avoid using
the Nat Cap transfer terminus unless it was essential and this would reduce the usage to something
more reasonable.
The other smaller termini on the circle loops can take a similar form (i.e. several branches from
the main underground line, take vehicles upward to arrive at a pivot position with unloading and
loading platforms front and back). The extra facility we need to allow here is for some vehicles to
leave the distribution system and travel at walking pace (using their own power) along the walkways, to private destinations close to the termini. Hopefully the vast majority of people would
prefer to walk, cycle or roller-blade to their final destination (and the distances given in 17.2 make
this easy). In fact this usage of walk-ways would mainly be needed by freight.
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17.3.4

Construction Detail

The purpose of this section is to show that a very natural method of construction, is quite
relocatable. Unfortunately of course as this is a very technical subject, I will not have the expertise
to prove conclusively that it will work. However as I think our present ‘status quo’ based society
specifically avoids this relocatable solution, the method needs to be high-lighted. {The situation is
vary analogous to the dwelling forms I described in chapter 8. In both cases the solutions pose a
threat to our ‘status quo’ concepts that the world must remain as it is.} As before the solution will be
a road/rail combination with a few other ideas thrown in as well.
Firstly we should note that, because our transportation system will have a fixed speed for all
sections of the lines, the tracks can be banked so that there should be no lateral force at all (except
in the case of an emergency halt). This clearly makes life much easier. As regards the vehicle/
surface interaction I will assume that pneumatic tyres are still the way to go. {At least my
understanding was that, when the French were talking about constructing high-speed trains, their
preference was for pneumatic tyres rather than metal wheels.} The disadvantage of pneumatic tyres
of course is that they wear out. However as our system will have no lateral forces and usually only
mild acceleration or braking, this problem should mostly disappear. The solution however is not
very dependent on this technical detail.
In the following diagram (fig 17.7) then I demonstrate what I imagine will be the basic form of the
vehicle and track interaction.
VEHICLE-TRACK INTERACTION (fig 17.7)
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The physical dimensions are for the state/city system. You will note:1)
I have made the cross-sectional size of the ‘track’ elements very large. This is done for the
following reasons:-a.
Each track section can then span a reasonable distance before it needs support. Thus for the
state system the meter deep sections should be able to span 3 or 4 meters before they need support.
Thus each section can act as a bridge in itself (in particular it could bridge over a full lane).
-b.
It implies there need be very little track maintenance.
-c.
Track sections can be made in factories to high accuracy specifications and put together in
the field with very little work.
2)
In rail systems, the guidance system is associated with the wheels (i.e. the flanges on
the insides of the wheels). In this system the guidance and support functions are separated and
independent guides sense where the vehicle is relative to the track (as shown). An automatic system
would then steer the wheels so that the vehicle position is kept in correct alignment. In my system,
if the steering system failed, the guides would also physically hold the vehicle in position (but the
guides would wear out very quickly).
3)
Because there will be a very even track surface, the vehicle can use the low space near the
track (apart from where the wheels are) and so gain better stability.
4)
The power supply can now run through the hollow interior of the track elements. The actual
pick-up of power could occur either through the guides (via an insulated line through the section
casing as shown) or independently.
LANE DIVISION (fig 17.8)

At a lane division, one of the two guides will be raised and the remaining guide will choose the lane
division (the right guide chooses the left lane and vice-versa). The following diagram (fig 17.8)
should make the situation clear.
The diagram indicates there must be slight grooves in the intersecting tracks to allow the guides to
pass through. However these grooves would be small in comparison to the size of the wheels.
The track elements would in general be supported by support elements (approximately every 4
meters for the state/city case) as shown in the following diagram (fig 17.9).
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TRACK SUPPORT ELEMENTS (fig 17.9)

These elements must be of varying height to accommodate the varying height of the terrain. As
usual there must be some height adjustment facilities to allow for any slight movement of the
supports.
As a transportation line will usually consist of 4 lanes (1 for each direction and 2 spares to allow
for repair work), these lanes can be organised to be above and next to each-other. If we then put in
some cross struts, a bridge can be formed as shown in the following diagram (fig 17.10).
A BRIDGE (fig 17.10)
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Such an arrangement implies that our basic track elements must have considerable tension and
compression capabilities. The arrangement requires the extra parallel lanes at the same level, to help
prevent a twisting movement from top to bottom. One would expect such a bridge to have a span of
at least 30 m (for the state/city case for which I have given the dimensions).
The significance of all this is that our entire track system, can now be made up of a few basic
elements. Thus we have:1)
the basic track elements. These would normally be straight and of fixed length but clearly
there must be curved elements of variable length as well. {One would hope that all these elements
would have also a slight bending capability. This would help the fitting process.}
2)
support elements of various heights,
3)
merge and division elements (the merge element could be the same as the division element
except it would need two extra grooves),
4)
struts and major supports for bridges.
Thus most of the elements of our transportation system can be made in a factory and be put up
usually only with minor adjustments to the physical environment (i.e. foundations for the supports
and perhaps a few cuttings). The system then is relocatable because it can taken down and re-used
without an excessive amount of work. Of course there is nothing new in what I am proposing
because this is what children’s train sets do all the time. What I have tried to do however is to
identify what are the best basic elements (that will give the simplest construction and the greatest
flexibility). Thus you will note that my elements are not those that are used in children’s train sets.
{I have not said what the elements will be made of. This will depend on the required strength but
presumably it will be some form of re-enforced concrete.}
You may think all this is rather fanciful ! This is nothing - now I am really going to go over the top.
When roads or railways are made in the current world the construction process needs vast earth
moving forms of equipment, cranes, temporary shelters etc. These all make a terrible mess of the
local environment for a while. Clearly my system implies much less mess (all that is needed is an
accurate survey, foundations for supports and a sometimes a few cuttings (and the lanes can put
one on top of each-other to reduce amount of earth/rock removal)). However we will certainly need
some very large cranes to put our basic elements in place. Thus we have the problem of how to
get our manufactured basic elements and the cranes to the continuously moving construction site
(preferably without constructing a road just for this purpose).
Clearly the completed tracks themselves can carry the new elements up to the point where they are
complete. This leaves us with the problem of how to move the track element over only partially
complete end bit of the lane and how to get the cranes into position. Well my solution to this
problem is to introduce a ‘construction monster’. This is shown in the diagram on the following
page (fig 17.11).
You can see that my somewhat limited draftsmanship abilities are not really up to this task. The
principle feature of this ‘construction monster’ is that it can ‘walk’. The ‘monster’ has 3 basic
functions:1)
to provide crane facilities for the area below it,
2)
to provide a control centre and temporary habitation for the related construction personnel,
3)
to give shelter and light for the construction going on below it.
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The main purpose of the monster is to provide a crane facility. This is probably best done by having
small rails along both sides of the top body of structure. Pulley carriages would run along these rails
(giving long-ways movement). Two carriages from both sides would act together to form one crane
and the sideways movement would given by shortening or extending the pulley on either side. The
structure would support several such ‘cranes’. The structure is made long and thin because:-a.
sideways the structure only needs to straddle the lanes but
A ‘CONSTRUCTION’ MONSTER (fig 17.11)
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-b.
long-ways the cranes must carry the track elements from the completed track, to where the
element is needed on the new work.
Very likely several such monsters would be needed and they would pass the track elements up
between themselves from the completed track to the new work. {The receiving monster would also
have the task of lifting the carrying vehicle from the ‘arriving’ lane to the ‘returning’ lane.}
The structure would walk by retracting one leg (a leg would consist of extensible concentric
cylinders), swiveling the leg forward and extended the leg again. All legs would then swivel (to
re-centre the main structure over the 4 legs) and then another leg would be moved. Walking must
always be a very complex business but, at least with a ‘construction monster’, the cost of this
complexity becomes less significant because we are dealing with a very large total operation. The
monsters would only need to walk very slowly as the track is slowly completed. The advantage of
walking is that it is very flexible - thus our monsters could easily cross rivers, surmount small cliffs
and even walk over towns.
I have said that in general such a monster would only have to move very slowly as the
transportation lane was completed. However such a monster would also sometimes have to move
from job to job (such an expensive piece of equipment would clearly be owned by a large supernal
company - as are cranes in the present world). One of the visions then that I have of the future
world, is that occasionally, over the peaceful country side, these enormous construction monster
would be seen slowly lumbering from job to job, towering over the local country-side. What a fun
vision!

17.3.5

Times and Costs

I shall sum up this section on transportation by trying to give some idea what journey times might
be and even more approximate idea of the total cost of the operation. Time and cost go together
because the time spent on journeys can be regarded as a cost.
In the following table I first give the average speeds that we can expect of our vehicles. The
following times then result from our previous calculations (i.e. first table in 17.2 and the table on
‘waits’ in 17.3.2).

CAPITAL
Village
Town
City

SPEED TO SUP.
CAP. (KMS/HR)
80
120
200

-------------------JOURNEY TIMES (MINS)------------------TO SUPERNAL
----------------TOTAL TO---------------CAPITAL
TOWN
CITY
NAT CAP
4.2
10
35
120
20
23
110
84
85

I have chosen reasonably high average speeds because we are dealing with large dedicated vehicles
travelling on very flat surfaces (and there are no stability problems and there is no interference from
other vehicles). The total times include the average waits and the walking that is necessary in the
terminals. As you can see the times are very reasonable (much better than you can get in the present
world with private transport). I have assumed that any ticketing or ‘customs’ operations would take
place in the vehicle while in transit (ticketing need only consist of inserting a citizenship card into
a read device). Using the results in 17.3.3, these figures could be extended to give the expected
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journey times from an average point in a capital to another average point in different capital. I have
not done so because the meaning of the results tends to be too confusing.
To estimate the total costs is going to be very difficult (particularly for someone like myself that is
fairly ignorant of even present day construction or vehicle costs). However we can do a few fairly
definite calculations and then see where this leads us.
In the following table I first show the amount of track that would be needed and this can then lead
to the amount of construction needed per person (quantified in terms of the amount of construction
material).
SOCIETY
Shire
State
Nation

TRACK CONSTRUCTION
---LENGTH (KMS)----------------------------PER PERSON------------------------LINES
TRACKS
TRACK (METERS) CONSTRUCTION MATERIAL
(CUBIC METERS)
210
1,000
25
15
1,500
6,000
3.
4
10,500
50,000
.5
1

In the next table then I show the probable vehicle needs (total and then per person).
SOCIETY
Parish
Shire
State

PEAK-HOUR
REQUIREMENT
2
15
200

VEHICLE REQUIREMENTS
PROBABLE
------------PER PERSON-----------TOTAL
VEHICLE
PER SEAT
5
1/160
1/16
40
1/1000
1/10
500
1/4000
1/13

I have included freight vehicles in the probable total.
The interesting thing about these figures is that they imply that the ‘per person’ track costs will
be dominated by the low level societies while, in the case of vehicle costs, each society will have
similar needs (assuming that the ‘per seat’ costs of all vehicles are roughly the same). However the
figures clearly imply that none of our ‘per person’ total costs should be anything like as much as we
have got used to expect in the current world.
If I do find some-one that can equate these quantity figures with actual costs, I use them and so give
some final ‘per person ‘ costs. For the time being, however, I will let my case rest.

17.4

PACKAGES AND FREIGHT

This was a subject that I previously spent an enormous amount of time on. However I shall curb my
enthusiasm now because, as I explained in 17.3.2, the freight loads are much less than passenger loads.
I find it convenient to follow current practice and divide the subject into two independent systems.
These are:-
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A.
Packages
Packages are envisaged to be relatively light items (i.e. 50kgs and less) that will travel in the
passenger vehicles (but independently of the passengers). They will not be expected to have a
specific orientation or form (i.e. they may be laid haphazardly on top or below other each-other).
Packages would then include the remaining function of our current postal system (letters are part of
our electromagnetic information distribution system).
B.
Freight
Freight is envisaged to consist of relatively heavy items that would be carried by specific ‘freight’
vehicles. This freight can then be divided into two types:-1.
that which will need a full vehicle and
-2.
that which does not require a full vehicle and hence the freight must be held in containers
smaller than the ‘freight’ vehicle.
I will use the terms ‘bulk’ and ‘container’ freight for these two types although the terms are open
to misinterpretation. It will be the ‘container’ freight that will be of interest to us in this section
because:-a.
‘bulk’ freight can be a private matter and so does not require any public organisation and
-b.
it is my desire to make sure that the peace of our capitals (excluding the industrial side) is
not destroyed by large vehicles delivering items that are comparatively small.
This means that we must make sure that there is an efficient public ‘container’ freight system. In
practical terms ‘bulk’ freight is almost always concerned with construction and large industrial
concerns and so we would hope that it would be very rare that full sized freight vehicles would need
to enter the non-industrial main area of our capitals. As opposed to packages, freight containers will
have a definite orientation which will be respected (i.e. they won’t be dumped haphazardly on top
of each-other). This being the case, the containers can be assumed to be rectangular and probably
reusable.
{I have not yet said anything about passenger luggage. Because of the extreme importance of
having an efficient transfer operation, I propose that a passenger’s personal luggage shall be
assumed to be that which they can carry by themselves without affecting the general flow of people
in the loading, unloading and transfer functions. Such luggage that a person cannot cope with in this
manner, must travel as a package (or freight).}
Packages can probably be dealt with by having a recess at the top of each passenger vehicle for
packages. On entering a terminal, this recess would be opened for access from above. If the relevant
packages for unloading at this terminus, are contained together by a nylon netting (light but strong)
then they can be taken out (by crane) and a new set of packages (also in netting) lowered in. This
operation should take less time than the passenger loading and loading process. The cranes can
take the packages bundles up and down to a floor of the terminus specifically devoted for package
sorting. People could then either pick up their packages at their final terminus destination or a
further service deliver them to their private destinations.
As regards ‘container’ freight, the crucial decision concerns how the vehicles shall be loaded. In the
present world this is normally from the side but in our case I think it must be from on top because:1)
the top gives a much bigger access area,
2)
the top does no need to be enclosed (as opposed to the sides where they may fall off). {The
containers can be assumed to be weather-proof.}
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3)
top-loading allows a more compact operation (the vehicles can all stand next to each-other
as one does not need to leave access for the loading vehicles).
The cost of top loading is that there must now be an extensive overhead crane pick-up facility.
However as we are talking about a big operation with a very large through-put, the capital cost of
such an overhead facility should not be out of proportion.
Given our vehicles sizes in 17.3.2 and 17.3.4, our maximum load dimensions might now be:SOCIETY
Shire
State
Nation

VEHICLE LOAD DIMENSIONS (METERS)
HEIGHT
WIDTH
LENGTH
1
1.8
9
1.8
2.7
23
2.7
3.6
37

and these dimension will in turn determine the maximum sizes of our containers. {Probably the
maximum length of our containers should be half the given lengths. There is no point in our public
facility having to cope with a very large container as that would be better dealt with privately as a
full load (i.e. ‘bulk’ in my terms).}
Given these dimensions (i.e. heights are small in comparison to the area) it does not seem
worthwhile to consider the possibility of containers being put on top of each-other (too much extra
complexity for too little gain). Presumably our pricing structure would now be based on area used
(and weight). This should persuade users to use the full height when possible. When I first did this
work, I thought a container having the three maximum height dimensions (i.e. 1. x 1.8 x 2.7) might
be useful as such a container could be used on all three systems with perfect volume efficiency (by
appropriate orientation). I now tend to think that most users would prefer to have a fixed orientation
rather than perfect volume efficiency.
As regards the containers themselves, our essential requirement is that they must have some
standardised attachment features on their top surfaces so that our over-head loading devices can
pick them up, move them and put them down on different vehicles. If the container is to be reoriented (as in the last paragraph) then clearly the attachments must be inset. When I original
did this work I was considering an automatic transfer process and this means we must have
an automatic pick-up process. This in turn implies some fancy attachment methods and fixed
positioning. I won’t try this time.
Our actual sorting and freight transfer facility would then consist of, in it simplest form, many
freight vehicles waiting on a large number tracks (one for every destination i.e. for all the member
capitals, the other minor capital termini and the supernal capital) beneath transverse over-head
pick-up rails. Small cranes running on these overhead transverse tracks would then pick up the
appropriate containers from the waiting vehicles and take them and place them in their required
destination vehicle. {Usually the transfer would be between a current society vehicle and a supernal
society vehicle.} Vehicles move on when they are sufficiently full (or have been unloaded). A
strapping down process should not be necessary as our tracks have been banked to give no lateral
forces (note our vehicles have sides which will prevent containers falling off completely).
As in the case of packages, the users can either pick-up the container at the final destination
terminal or else an independent system (small pick-up vehicles) take the containers to private
destinations.
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As an example then I think this system could cope with:1)
farmers (in shires and parishes) packing their produce into containers in the evening,
2)
the various freight systems taking these containers to the national capital produce markets
(in the industrial area) by the early hours in the morning (for selling and hence some possible
rearrangement of containers),
3)
the containers (sometimes now containers of containers) freighted by the national freight
system to required capital termini and private destinations ready for the retail market in the
morning.
{But some poor buggers will still have to go to work during the middle of the night which has
always struck me as a intolerable situation.}

17.5

THE OTHER SYSTEMS

The other systems in the distribution system would consist of electricity, water and communications
(the definite ones) and sewerage, gas and oil (less definitely). I don’t have a vast amount to say
about these other systems so this will be a short section.
The first thing to note is that in general it is very convenient if all these systems do lie together. I
have already mentioned that the electricity system will be ready on hand to supply power to the
transportation system and how inspection and maintenance personnel can be conveniently shared
between the systems. Besides this, it will probably be convenient for the communication lines and
the various pipeline systems, to share a covered dry environment. Furthermore it is clearly very
useful if the transportation system is at hand, to bring all the hardware in when all these systems are
being constructed. Thus there are a lot of advantages in the systems being all together. {There are
a few disadvantages as well. Thus most of these systems would prefer a flat terrain but electricity
would like a hilly terrain because then the subtle use of hills can reduce the required number of
pylons.}
Corresponding to the transportation termini, the other systems would also need termini where a
transfer to member society (or subsidiary) systems would occur. Like the transportation system,
these various society systems would have different physical characteristics. Thus for example, the
physical characteristics of the electrical systems for the various societies might be:SOCIETY
Village/Parish
Town/Shire
City State
Nation

VOLTAGE
240
5,000
50,000
750,000

MAXIMUM WATTAGE
10,000
100,000
1,000,000
10,000,000

Clearly it is best if all these termini are all located in the same vicinity. This should also apply for
the minor termini in the capitals (i.e. on the loops). The hinterland for each service would then be
the same and so each capital would be divided up in a consistent manner (defining ‘wards’ which
can be used also as a minor political demarcation form).
As opposed to the transportation system, it should be clear that all these other systems can be
relocated without excessive difficulty. Thus the need to create a new relocatable form (as we did for
the transportation system), no longer exists.
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The main point I need to make in this section concerns ‘pricing’ (i.e. how the users should pay for
the various services). The point will apply to the transportation system as well.
In the current world we have got used to expecting a fixed pricing structure whereby all
users know what they will have to pay for a certain facility well in advance. This is nice for the
users but unfortunately it does not reflect the practical realities of many situations. For services
where their is a high capital cost but little running cost and there is a big time-variation in demand,
then the pricing must depend on time. Thus the usage when there is low demand, implies very little
cost but usage in times of high demand may imply a very high cost because then the whole system
may need to be extended just to meet this high demand. For some systems the future demand can
be reasonably well predicted and thus a pre-determined pricing structure can reflect this cost. Thus
most transportation systems charge higher rates at pre-determined peak periods. {In our system
it would be easy to do this with finer and more realistic increments because the calculations and
monetary transfers would be done by the computing facilities associated with the information
system.} However the demand for water (and hence its distribution) cannot be know before hand
(because this depends on the vagaries of the weather). Thus for systems like these, the price
structure will depend on demand and this will only be known at the time of operation. Thus what
will have to happen is that people will always have to check what the current going distribution
rates are (on the information system) before using a facility. If the rate is too high (and the usage
was not essential at that moment) then they might not use the facility (which would be a good thing
as this would reduce the peak-load).
{In the present world the demand for the distribution of electrical power is reasonably predictable.
However this may not be so in the future. If electricity is produced principally from direct sun-light
(the only sustainable method) rather than fossil fuels then the power available will depend on when
and where the sun happens to be shining. Thus the pricing for electricity distribution will be very
variable and highly unpredictable. Moreover the time-variations would now be associated time
scales of hours as opposed to water whose time-scales would be of the order of weeks (because it is
far easier to store water than it is to store power). Thus the usage and pricing of power will become
a very time-dependent problem.}
Thus people must start to prepare themselves for a more complex and variable pricing form. This is
tending to happen already in the US in the pricing of air tickets.

17.6

SUMMING UP

When the first ascent of Mt Everest was make in 1953 one of the comments that was made by
one of the major climbers of the day was - “Thank heavens that is over - now we can get down to
thinking about doing some serious climbing”. {Probably a French-man - just the sort of thing a
French-man would say about a British achievement.}
Anyway this is the sort of comment that I look forward to hearing being made in regards to
transportation on this earth. Up to about 100 years ago transportation on this earth was indeed a fine
challenge. However our technology has advanced enormously in past century. The only reason that
transportation is continuing to absorb a large proportion of this world’s effort and thought is that
we are continuing to blindly support certain transportation forms which are blatantly inappropriate
for the occasion. What I hope I have done in this chapter is simply to indicate that, with current
technology, transportation on this world should be a simple problem. We should solve it and so get
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it out of the way. Then we can move onto the serious problem which is how we can move things
around up in space. My regret is that I personally, have only had the chance to work on this trivial
problem and never had the opportunity to face the real serious problems up in our future world.
However the original rationale for including this chapter was not to see if we could design a better
transportation system but rather:1)
to see if our new land structure was compatible with a reasonable distribution system and
2)
to check whether our distribution system can cope with the continuously varying land
structure and population demography that our land system implies.
As regards point 1 I hope you will agree that our land structure is in fact ideal for supporting
an efficient distribution system. This is not surprising because the land structure was in fact
originally designed to support an efficient transportation system (and the political stuff was a later
addition - though of course the political stuff is far more important than the distribution facility).
As regards point 2, in this chapter I have tried to overcome the problem in a very simple way
by requiring that our distribution systems be relocatable. In this respect then I have demonstrated
that my relocatable systems are probably considerably more efficient, even for a static situations,
than the systems that we use at present. However in making my systems relocatable I may have
over-stressed the degree to which this relocatability is essential. The time-scales during which
societies move are very long (i.e. of the order of a 100 years) and, during this period of time,
systems wear out. Thus sometimes systems may not need to be relocated simply because they are at
the end of their useful life. Moreover the systems often could be sold to the new societies moving
into the land area. It is nice then that our systems are relocatable - but it is certainly not absolutely
essential.
Finally let me remind you that the purpose of this chapter was also “to raise our heads above the
current quagmire of the present situation” so that we can see what the fundamental distribution
problems are. I hope you remember what some of these fundamental problems are and, if you don’t
like my solutions, you have worked out some solutions for yourself (and checked them out in a
complete quantifiable manner).
And so I fear the time has now come to leave these nice easy pleasant problems associated
with distribution and tackle the really nasty (almost unsolvable) problems of land transfer and
entitlement.
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18.		

LAND TRANSFER

I have only personally been closely involved in one large land transfer operation. It left a big
impression on me.
In the early 60’s there was a great deal of enthusiasm for a new activity which we called
‘cascading’. This involved going down white water rivers just wearing a well waterproofed pack
- one lent back on the pack (which gave a lot of buoyancy) and used ones feet in front (booted of
course) to ward off any oncoming obstacles. In the appropriate conditions it was a fun activity.
Anyway my friend Jack and I thought we would like to cascade the Cox’s river. However under
normal conditions the Cox does not have enough water and so we had to wait for some heavy rain.
We waited for a month or so without any luck. However finally when the rain came it was no half
measure - it was the biggest flood for 10 years.
So Jack and I set off (midweek but this was no problem because we were both idle research
students) first via train to Katoomba. Going down to the Cox via the Megalong Valley then we had
the first indication that conditions were a little extreme. A tiny creek that you normally step over,
was now a raging torrent. Jack and I were swept 50 yards downstream as we swam across it. {There
is a little applied maths problem that I would love to set for some exam. A person wishes to cross a
river. If one assumes that
-a.
the river always has the same width (other-wise one would cross at the widest spot) but has
a variety of depths,
-b.
a person can be approximated by a uniform vertical cross-section and
-c.
the water drag is proportional to the square of the velocity,
then, in order to minimise the chance of being swept away, at what height of the river should the
person choose to cross. The answer is 2/3 of their own height - it is a nice example of elementary
calculus.}
The presence of the Cox’s River was heralded a mile or so before we could see or hear it, in a
peculiar manner. There was this over-powering smell of fresh earth. When we could finally see it,
the sight was very strange. The river appeared to be a very brown large lake out of which ‘LockNess monsters’ would periodically raise their huge heads into the air. As we got closer, the monsters
turned out to be large trees which, as they rolled over, slowly raised their crowns into the sky. So the
Cox had been transformed into a vast land transfer operation. {There is some story that the amount
of earth that a river moves is in proportion to a seventh power law (and hence most earth removal
occurs only in extreme events). This law seemed to be vindicated to us on this day.}
When we got to the shore we geared up and prepared to enter (I’m not sure that it even entered
our heads to question as to whether the conditions were appropriate). Anyway it was over fairly
quickly. The first thing we found out was that, when you hit a pressure wave (which were about 6
feet high), the idea that you could float down in control with your feet in front was ridiculous. You
just went round like clothes in a washing machine (and, as in a washing machine, water circulation
was very effective - thus our carefully dressing in several layers of water-proof clothing was of no
avail (no one had wet suits in those days)). Then we came upon a log jam. Jack saw it coming and
moved out of the way but I had taken my glasses off (and the noise was such that I couldn’t hear
Jack’s warnings) and so under I went. By chance it was OK because the hole was big enough (but of
course if it had not been big enough I would have been history - jams like this are a standard cause
of river deaths). Anyway that was enough to persuade us to call it a day. The oomph had left us.

322

During my unfortunately rather long association with Jack, there have been times when I have
had to say some rather nasty things about him (but I must curb myself now because, since those
times, Jack has become a heavy - FRS and all that sort of thing). That night however, under those
ferocious conditions, Jack actually got a fire alight. It almost compensates for the time he arrived at
our tent in the snow and promptly upset a billy of porridge all over the tent. Amazingly, on our walk
out the next day, the creek which the day before had required swimming, was now back to wading
size. Small creeks do go up and down remarkably quickly.
So the purpose of this chapter is to try to organise the necessary land transfers between our various
societies to be done in a less traumatic manner than the way nature contrives to do it (and so not
tempt poor innocent bushwalkers/climbers to their early graves). The original work was done in
1983. Since then my dwelling forms (Chapter 8) and the distribution system have been designed
to be much more relocatable. Thus land transfer should have become easier and hence this chapter
should be less important. Thus I was hoping that I would be able to use my previous chapter moreor-less intact. Unfortunately that previous chapter made some statements that I now can no longer
understand. Thus it stated that “new land will be allocated to member societies by a normal bidding
system based on the rent they are prepared to pay”. But ‘a normal bidding system’ will not take care
of the requirement that member societies will want their various bits of land are in close proximity
to each-other (preferably contiguous). Thus the old chapter seems to have some flaws in it and so
once again I have a complete chapter to redo.
This chapter is an important pre-curser to the next more significant ‘land entitlement’ chapter.

18.1

PROBLEMS AND SCOPE

‘Land Transfer’ is essentially the other side of the coin to our ‘Society of Choice’ system (Chapter
3). Thus if you give people the choice to move to other societies then eventually the popular
societies will become over-populated and the unpopular societies will become under-populated.
This imbalance must eventually be resolved by land transfer from the under-populated societies
to the over-populated societies. Our system of entitlement means that over-populated or underpopulated societies are not financially advantaged or disadvantaged and thus there should be no
need for a immediate resolution. However eventually over the long term, land transfer must occur.
Land transfer can in general effect our various societies in two different ways:1)
there can be a gradual changes to a society (usually associated with outer boundaries being
extended or contracted) and
2)
it may imply that a society must be completely resettled on new land. This would normally
occur for particular sub-societies when their supernal societies are undergoing gradual change.
Thus if a state is undergoing a gradual contraction change on a certain boundary, then the shire at
that boundary will probably require to be completely relocated (and certainly some of the shire’s
parishes will need to be completely relocated).
To us in the current western world, the complete new resettlement of a full shire may sound to
imply a rather traumatic operation. However in terms of deriving an equitable logic, the complete
resettlement problem is simpler than the gradual change problem because, in the complete case, all
members operate on the same basis. Thus in fact most of this chapter deals with the gradual change
problem and the complete case is left just to our penultimate section. Also as regards the complete
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case, the society, whose gradual change has implied the complete change for the sub-member, will
clearly have to take responsibility for the affected sub-member’s resettlement.
The major fundamental problem that we will face then is how to allow all societies to be assured of
a reasonable degree of permanence (so that they are happy to develop the land to its full potential)
while at the same time allowing decline and growth to occur. The balance will not be easy. Also
it must be borne in mind that our distribution system has assumed that a member’s lands are
all contiguous. A system by which the diminishing societies give back the land they don’t want
(presumably the odd bits on their boundaries) but then the increasing societies have to accept lands
scattered all over the place, is clearly not acceptable (at least not in the long term).
Clearly, as in the current world, land transfer must also define the ‘value of the land’. In our
society this will mean that land transfer must define the rent that each member society must
pay to the supernal society. Conversely (also as in the current world) the rent that the supernal
society demands from member societies for the land, must be the driving force for land transfer.
Specifically then we can say that our problem now becomes - how shall a supernal society rent its
land to its member societies so that:1)
member societies are assured of a reasonable degree of permanency,
2)
member societies can expand and contract when necessary and
3)
competitive and just rents are paid by all members at all times.
The major problem with the renting system will be how to give just compensation for located assets
(i.e. houses, bridges dams etc). The following example demonstrates the problem. Suppose a member
society X wishes to expand and member society Y wishes to contract by an amount of land L.
What the supernal society would like to do is to rent the land to the highest bidder and so
in this case if X was prepared to pay a higher rent for the land L than Y, then it would simply relet
it to X. However Y will have built located assets on the land and so it will want compensation. A
fundamental problem now occurs because there is no way that the supernal society can evaluate
the compensation because this must depend on how useful the located assets are to X (which the
supernal society cannot know).
Another strategy which overcomes the problem of compensation, is to not vary the rent. In
this case if X wishes to expand then it must bargain with Y over the value of located assets. As X
and Y will presumably have an equal incentive to find a solution we can assume a just price for the
compensation of located assets could be agreed upon. The trouble with this solution is that we now
do not have a mechanism to define a correct rent.
In mathematical terms the problem arises because we are trying to use a single bidding
system (equivalent of an equation) to try and define two unknowns (rent and the value of located
assets). The first method overcomes the problem by ignoring the value of located assets and the
second method overcomes the problem by ignoring the rent. We cannot obtain the value of both the
rent and the located assets - so we have a problem.
In this chapter I shall be trying to devise a precise and definite mechanism that overcomes all these
problems. However it would be much easier to leave the situation more fluid and simply say that the
supernal society should do its best to treat all member societies justly. The disadvantages of doing
this are:1)
member societies will not be able to plan for the future if they are uncertain as to how a
situation will be resolved,
2)
an undefined situation allows the possibility the supernal society might make a biased
judgement.
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I think it is best to give a definite mechanism even though there may be some minor flaws.
In this chapter I will be mostly concerned with how land is transferred between member societies.
However the supernal society will also require some land for its federal activities. For simplicity
I think it is best to assume that the supernal society will act just like a member society in order to
change its federal land holdings.

18.2

OUR DESIRED ‘CHANGE OF RENT’ EFFECTS

The effects that alter the price of land, can in general be placed in one of the 6 following different
classes:1)
environmental improvements (or deterioration),
2)
the presence of located assets (e.g. houses),
3)
local demand (e.g. a neighbour wishes to expand),
4)
global demand (i.e. general demand),
5)
external changes that affect the usefulness of the land,
6)
discoveries on the land (e.g. the finding of oil).
In this section then I want to specify how I think each of these 6 different classes should affect the
rent a member society should pay to the supernal society (or compensation to other bodies etc). In
the next section then I will try to define a specific set of practical rules that can implement these
effects.
1)
Environmental Improvements
By environmental improvements I mean things that would be of permanent benefit to most future
users of the land. This would include items like - an increase in the quality of the soil, dams,
terracing, cuttings, irrigation ducts, tunnels etc.
The first obvious requirement is that we should not allow the environmental quality of the
land to deteriorate. Thus when a society ceases to rent a section of land then the society must return
the land in as good a condition as it was received initially.
Clearly we will wish societies to improve the quality of the land. However for some
projects, societies would only improve the land if they received assurance that they would be settled
on the land for a sufficiently long period of time for them to receive a just benefit for their work.
Thus I think we must make provision for a member society to approach its supernal society and, for
a specific project over a specific section of land, receive assurance that the rent for this land will not
be increased for a given number of years. The maximum number of years should be limited and the
following table gives some sensible figures.
SOCIETY
Family Holding
Parish
Shire
State
Nation

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE YEARS
10
20
30
40
50

2)
Located Assets
Located assets are items like buildings and roads etc which are not permanent but which may be of
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some use to a new in-coming society. {As I have described before I have done my best to reduce
the amount of located assets by making most things relocatable.} For some items like bridges,
the distinction between it being an ‘environmental improvement’ or a ‘located asset’, is a little
indefinite.
Our desire in this case should be to induce a situation whereby an in-coming society is
forced to bargain with the out-going society so that the in-coming society pays compensation in
proportion to the benefit they receive. {Note in the worst case the in-coming society would have an
expectation of paying 1/2 this value as the out-going society can threaten to destroy the assets (and
the ‘1/2’ then comes from the ‘Theory of Games’).}
3)
Local Demand
In our case ‘local demand’ is normally associated with neighbours wishing to expand or contract.
Our desire in this case would be that rents should rise and fall with local demand but only
slowly over a very long period of time. For example we might limit rent changes due to change
of ‘local demand’ to no more than 1% per year. Our intention is then that ‘local demand’ will
eventually be felt but that the effected society would be able to adjust to the circumstance with
practically no hardship.
4)
Global Demand
In our case ‘global demand’ would mean a general demand for land over the whole of the supernal
society and so all members societies would be affected equally. A ‘global demand’ for example
might be caused by a new society trying to find land to live on (but the new society is not fussy
where it lives so the demand is for land everywhere).
Our desire here would be that rents should rise and fall with global demand and be effective
almost immediately. In this circumstance it must be borne in mind that most of the rent collected is
returned to member societies in proportion to their entitlement. Thus a society whose land holding
was in proportion to its entitlement, would not be affected by a global rent increase. The societies
that would be worse off are those whose land holding are in excess of their entitlement. However
this would been an appropriate result because such societies would need an incentive to give up
their land so that a new society could be settled (as in our example).
5)
External Physical Changes
These changes would be associated with new external circumstances (i.e. independent of the
particular society) that affect the value of the land. This could be a new dam (and hence irrigation
becomes more viable) or an increased external demand for a product that grows well on that
particular piece of land.
Our desire here would be that rents should rise and fall with the associated generated
demand but that a slight delaying effect should be introduced. For example we might limit the rent
changes due to such external changes to no more than 5% per year (thus this case can be deemed
to be intermediate between the ‘local’ and the ‘global’ cases). In this case the society does gain
a specific benefit (as opposed to the ‘local demand’ case) but on the other hand the society did
necessarily desire the benefit. The society must be given a reasonable amount of time to adjust.
6)
Discoveries
Who should be the benefactors of fortuitous discoveries on a piece of land, is one of the great
unresolved problems in our current world. Thus when oil is found on a piece of land which
community should have the major share of the benefit - the land owner, the local community, the
state, the nation, or the world? The problem needs some careful thought.
In the case of our society, in fact our general principles of independence largely imply the
answer to this question already. Because each society is fully independent as regards their internal
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activities then a society must be able to use a discovery for its own personal use, without any
hindrance. However if a society tries to export the discovered substance then the supernal society
has the right to interfere. This would be on the basis that, by taking a valuable substance from the
land, the society is reducing the environmental value of the land (as in point 1) . Thus the supernal
society can then rightly demand their ‘cut’. {And then if the supernal society tries to export the
substance the supernal society of the supernal society can do likewise.} Thus the question is mostly
resolved. However, in terms of the rent that the society has to pay for its land, there will probably be
a further effect. This is because other societies may then desire this land and the generated demand
may cause the rent to go up. However I think it would be appropriate to treat this case in the same
way as in point 5 and so any such rent increases should be slightly delayed.

18.3

A PRECISE MECHANISM

I regard the ‘effects’ I spoke of in the last section as being probably essentially ‘correct’. However
I have no such confidence concerning the detailed mechanism I give in this section (which is trying
to implement those effects). It is a difficult problem and I think one would need some practical
experience before having any confidence that one has the best (or even a good) solution. However I
think it is a useful exercise to try to define such a mechanism because:1)
it gives an some idea how a system might work in terms of precise rules,
2)
I think at least some my ideas are OK (and hence would need to be incorporated in any good
system).
I will present the system simply as a set of rules that a supernal society will enforce as regards
land transfer between its member societies (with another independent department representing the
supernal society’s interests in changes to its own federal land). The logic behind some of these rules
may be a little hard to understand. Hopefully however, my comprehensive example in the next
section, will make everything clear.
1)
Normal Transfers
Member societies may transfer land between themselves precisely as they wish. In such transfers
the rent would not alter. Members involved in such transfers must agree among themselves as to the
amount of compensation for located assets. Thus any compensation would depend on the supply
and demand situation.
2)
Releases
A member society may release back to the supernal society any section of land that:-a.
is of reasonable size (this would normally be deemed to be an area that could accommodate
at least a sub-member of a member)
-b.
has access to the supernal societies distribution system,
-c.
is on the society’s boundary (i.e. it is not enclosed by the member society’s land).
The environmental state of the released land must be at least as good as the state in which it was
received. No compensation will be paid for any located assets. The supernal society would then rerent the land to the highest bidder. {The new rent would presumably be lower as the member society
would have already tried to find a taker at the current rent and so receive some compensation for
located assets. A society might simply release land and bid for it again in the hope of obtaining a
lower rent - see point 5.}

327

3)
Environmental Improvement Projects
A member society may apply to the supernal society for special consideration in regard to
specific environmental improvements (that they have in mind for specific sections of land). The
consideration would take the form of supernal society agreeing that no rent increases shall apply to
the section of land with the given improvement for a given number of years (except for increases
that occur because of the independent ‘bidding sites’ - see point 5).
4)
‘Bidding Sites’
Each member society must put forward a particular area of its land which would be suitable for
other societies to bid for (hence it must be land that the society could release). Such land must then
obey the 3 conditions for land to be released. Besides this, the value of the ‘bidding site’ must be at
least 1/100th of the total value of the member society’s lands (on the basis of the original valuation
when the society received the lands). In the general example of a shire’s land (shown in 17.2), B, D
and E would all be suitable ‘bidding sites’.
5)
Normal ‘Bidding’ and Rent Determination
Other member societies may bid for ‘bidding site’ land at any time. Once a year member societies
may also bid for any other parts of a member’s lands but now the bid can not be more than 1% extra
on the previous rent.
If the member does not equalise the external bid then the land goes to the bidder (and of
course if the land is a ‘bidding site’ then the society must provide another ‘bidding site’). If the
member equalises the bid (the normal case) then naturally the rent goes up. If the land is a ‘bidding
site’ and the increase is more than 5%, then the rent for all the other land will go up as well (but not
more than 1% per year). Thus a member may have an incentive to release a ‘bidding site’ simply in
order to avoid a 1% increase of rent over the rest of its lands.
In the same way that a society’s rent may go up by 1% due to demand on the ‘bidding site’,
the rent may also go down. Thus if a member releases (as in point 2) the standard bidding site and
there are no takers (at 5% less than the current rent) then the rent of all the land will go down 1%.
6)
‘Global Demand’ Changes
The supernal society will keep track of the general trend of all rent changes. If there is a clear trend
up or down then the normal range of rent change of (-1% to 1%) (for non-’bidding site’ land) will
be changed to (A-1% to A+1%) where A is the average change of rent for the ‘bidding sites’.
7)
‘Physical Cause’ Changes
If a member feels that there is a clear physical reason why the value of a certain piece of land has
changed (as in points 5 and 6 of the last section) then they may put this case to the supernal society.
If the supernal society considers that there is consistent evidence that this is the case then the normal
rent change range of (-1% to 1%) may be changed to (-5% to 5%).

18.4

AN EXAMPLE

The following example gives a reasonably probable set of circumstances that are likely to occur
when a society tries to expand. The various situations effectively demonstrate most of our system’s
features. The following diagram (fig 18.1) sets the scene.
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AN EXAMPLE LAND PROBLEM (fig 18.1)

In the diagram
A is a society that would like to expand,
C is a society that would like to contract,
B, G, E and F are neighbours of A and C,
L1 is land belonging to B that A would like to expand into,
L2 is land belonging to C that C would like to release,
D1 and D2 are two arms of the supernal distribution system,
Ba, Bb, Bg, Be, Bf, Bc1 and Bc2 are the ‘bidding sites’ for the various member societies.
A sequence of events that might then lead to a final resolution of the problem, could be as follows.
1)
A, whose entitlement exceeds its current land holdings, wishes to expand. The preferred
region to expand into is L1 belonging to B. A therefore offers very good compensation for the
located assets in L1 to B. B however, who is satisfied with the current circumstances, is not
interested and hence refuses. At the same time C, whose land holdings exceed its entitlement, would
like to release its land holding in L2 if it could get reasonable compensation for its located assets. It
suggests a proposal to B but B is not interested.
2)
A, having failed to obtain the land L1 from B by negotiation, puts in a bid for L1 which is
1% up on the current rent (the maximum allowed). B equalises the bid and hence retains the land.
This continues for 5 more years and so at the end of this time, the rent for L1 is up 5%. At the same
time C decides to let the value of its located assets in L2 run down in case it is forced to release the
land without any compensation.
3)

At the end of 5 years, A gets tired of waiting to try and get L1 and so it puts in 5% bids for
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the ‘bidding sites’ Bg, Bf, Be and Bb. All these bids are equalised by their owners. However A also
bids for Bc1 and this is accepted because C does not want to have the extra burden of a general 1%
increase in rent over all its land. Thus Bc1 goes to A and C has to introduce a new ‘bidding site’
Bc2.
4)
Over the following year A repeats the process in 3) but now a general rise in the global rent
index (due in part to A’s own bidding) means that a 2% bid is acceptable.
At the end of that year the situation is as follows:-a.
the rents of G, E, B and F are up 3%,
-b.
the rent of A is also up 3% due to other societies’ bids, {Societies would normally bid for
the ‘bidding site’ of an expanding society because they would know that such a bid would not
be accepted and in doing so the value of their own entitlement would be increased (because of
increased rent).}
-c.
the rent for L1 is up 8%,
-d.
the rent (per unit area) for C remains the same but it has lost Bc1 and Bc2 to A (Bc2 had
some minor located assets because C was not fully prepared to make this a ‘bidding site’).
The increased rent does not necessarily imply societies will be worse off (although societies
with land in excess of entitlement certainly are). Thus A, which has less land than its entitlement,
may be better off.
5)
B now reconsiders its position. It can rent L2 at 8% less than L1 and receive compensation
from A that will cover moving costs and buy the located assets in L2 from C. A will transfer Bc1
and Bc2 as well. Furthermore if B continues to hold onto L1 it might still face the possibility of
higher bids in the future. Thus it agrees to transfer L1 to A and receives L2 from B with appropriate
compensation. Thus the problem is finally resolved.
Hopefully then this example demonstrated that the transfer of land must always be a very complex
process and all societies must give careful thought to all their various options. However, given that
this must be the case, our system allows this complex process to take place in a logical, consistent
and equitable manner.

18.5

COMPLETE RESETTLEMENT

In this section we return to the problem (point 2 in the second paragraph of 18.1) of how to deal
with a sub-society that is forced to completely resettle. In our previous example then this would
correspond to what happens to the sub-societies that are settled on L1 and L2. However to avoid the
cumbersome ‘sub-society’ terminology, I will pose the problem in terms of how a member society is
resettled when their supernal society ceases to rent their land.
The main problem I want to deal with is how a member that has had to completely move, should
re-allocate its new land between its own sub-members. However before dealing with this problem, I
will need to briefly discuss:1)
What warning should members have of such possible future resettlement and what control
over such possible resettlement should a member have?
2)
What compensation should be paid to member societies?
3)
How does a member that has been forced to move, in fact obtain new land?
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The answer to question 1 is associated with the value of the rent paid by a member for its land (to
its supernal society) and the rent paid by the supernal society for the same land (to its supernal
society). Clearly in normal circumstances these 2 rents should be roughly equal (the member rent
should in general be a little higher than the supernal rent because the member’s rent would be
increased by the benefits brought by the supernal society’s distribution system). If the member rent
was significantly higher than the supernal rent then the supernal society should be seeking to expand
- if less, the supernal society should be seeking to contract. Thus as soon as a member society (in
particular a member renting land that could become a ‘bidding’ site) saw that member rents were
less than the supernal rent, this should be an indication of future contraction. Most likely it would
be about 20 years before such a contraction would take place. As regards a member society’s control
over such movement, it can be seen that any member society that was prepared to pay the supernal
rent (rather than the member rent which in this case would be lower), would clearly never be asked
to move. Thus members should always be in a situation to see clearly what will happen in the future
and be capable of limiting their own movement (if they were prepared to pay the extra cost).
As regards compensation I think the system should be kept as simple as possible and so a member
society should just receive the appropriate proportional amount of that which the supernal society
received in a transfer. Thus in the example of the last section, member societies in L1 would receive
full compensation for located assets and removal costs whereas societies in L2 would receive
considerably less. However societies in L2 would have had a much longer warning of possible
transfer (probably 20 years) than members in L1 (presumably 6 years). To give compensation in
excess of that received would be fraught with difficulties as evaluation is exceedingly difficult. It
would also tend to encourage member societies to invest in new located assets when it would not be
economic to do so. Keeping it simple means that societies will know precisely what will happen in
the future and hence they can act appropriately.
I hope my land transfer system has already been made sufficiently flexible so that a member
society would be able to obtain new land without any intervention by the supernal society (‘Global
Demand’ changes were introduced partly with this situation in mind). This is particularly true when
one considers the long period of time that would normally be available for such a change. The one
facility however that it would be essential for the supernal society to provide, would be to allow
considerable ‘credit’ and ‘debt’ to a member society undergoing resettlement. Before a move, a
society would have an excess of money because they would be spending less on renovating their
old assets. On the other hand after the move, the society would need a temporary loan to pay for the
essential new assets that would need to be acquired (e.g. perhaps a new distribution system).
Finally we come to fundamental problem of how a society should divide its land among its
members initially. This is a rather tricky problem because each member should want to obtain
contiguous land but the supernal society cannot simply rent (on the basis of a general bidding
system) appropriate contiguous parcels of land because each member society’s requirement for land
will be different. A generally agreed valuation of the land is also required for point 4 in 18.3.
Clearly before any division can take place between members, the supernal society must specify
where its capital will be and where the distribution arms will lie (also any other essential federal
land). Members can then bid for land with a clear understanding of what the general situation will
be.
I think the supernal society then has to divide the total land into comparatively small parcels of land
that might fit a sub-member of a member (i.e. approximately 5,000 roughly equal value parcels
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of land). All members would then bid for each of these small lots as to the land they will rent.
{Presumably the supernal society would do a rough evaluation initially so that each member does
not need to fully duplicate the evaluation process.}
This bidding system will then have defined the initial rent (as in point 4 of 18.3) and what member
will notionally rent what land. However members lands will not in general be fully contiguous
(the desire for value and ‘contiguous convenience’ are not completely compatible). However a
bargaining process should then occur between members which would involve swapping the land
parcels between themselves (with appropriate financial inducements as well) until each member
obtained reasonably contiguous land. This swapping and bargaining process is relatively easy at this
stage because the various member societies would not have yet set up any located assets.
This total process then will require a large amount of time and effort. However the process is clearly
very fair and allows all the members to obtain the land that they desire.

18.6

AND SO

In the computing industry there is a belief in ‘black box’ systems and the associated concept of
‘whether one needs to know’. The story is that people are better off if the complexity of the system
is hidden from them. People are taught that ‘the system’ will look after their individual particular
needs so they don’t need to know how it works. {And the worst thing of all is that I have had to
teach this garbage during various periods in my life.}
Well if this chapter has done nothing else, I hope at least it has taught you that I do not believe in
‘black box’ systems. Thus this chapter need not have been written at all if one had just assumed
that supernal societies would always treat their member societies justly and fairly (in particular
in the complex activities associated with land transfer). However I do not believe that anyone can
trust anyone to act justly and fairly. Thus we cannot have ‘black box’ systems and so everyone
must know precisely how a system is going to work and so check at all times that no bias is being
introduced. Hence we must have this rather complex chapter on how land transfer can occur.
However if you think this is tedious just remember the many hours you have wasted on your
computer because your computer system certainly does not adequately look after your individual
needs.
I hope at least this chapter has persuaded you that this problem is solvable. However what the actual
best solution is still going to be very much open to doubt. This should be sufficient for the time
being. Remember our societies will all be much more relocatable than societies are at present.
Finally a short word on the philosophy of all land change. A cat is basically a territorial animal and
so a cat’s association with a piece of land is more important to it than its association with its family,
friends and associates. On the other hand a dog is fundamentally a social animal and so its social
contacts (family, friends, humans etc) are more important to it than where it lives. So what kind of
an animal is a human ?
Well naturally you know the answer to that question. However now I will pose a slightly more
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difficult question - what sort of an ‘animal’ is a society i.e. is a society’s identity primarily defined
by the land where it located or is its identity defined by its internal culture and its associations with
other societies and cultures.
In the case of Australia I fear on the basis of standard evidence you would have to say Australia’s
identity is based on its territorial association. Thus the flag’s ‘southern cross’, the anthem - ‘girt
by sea’, the ‘bush’, the names of our sporting teams (‘Kangaroos etc), ‘I love a sun-burnt country’
are all based on territorial association. Nevertheless I think Australian society does have a more
fundamental identity which is independent of the land which occupies. However this is probably
more associated with its blend of humour than anything else - and this is very difficult aspect to
define.
Anyway the point I am trying to make is that this land transfer system should encourage ‘societies’
to move up the ladder of animal characteristics from ‘territory based’ to ‘socially based’. You may
not like it but this development must eventually occur.
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19.		

LAND ENTITLEMENT

I am afraid that my only connection with the current land entitlement system is purely of an external
nature.
In my youth I did not just confine my climbing activities to natural rock but I did a fair amount of
climbing on buildings. The finest of these was the Land Department Clock-tower. It stands rather
innocuously between Bridge and Bent Streets but for climbing technical interest it is the best. {The
other three major clock towers are Central Railway, Town Hall and GPO. I made the first ascents of
all these except the GPO (which was not in place at that time).}
The initial attempt was rather amusing. {Most of these climbs involved several attempts. I enjoy
a multi-attempt affair. It is nice to find out what the difficulties are and to ponder over them for a
while. Then there is a heightened pleasure when the difficulties can be overcome.} Myself and John
D were to make the attempt but we had a couple of beginners with us as well who wanted to see
what it was all about. Naturally one cannot start until things are pretty quiet (i.e. after midnight)
so to fill in the time we thought we would take the beginners up an easy climb. The Art Gallery
was the obvious choice for this as it is well removed from the common throng. There was no point
in us both taking them up, so we tossed and John D was duly allocated with the task. This he did
and I mildly dosed in the car near by. After about an hour I casually looked out of the window and
there was a strange sight. A huge circle of police had completely surrounded the art gallery and was
slowly converging upon it. Our party had been taken for art thieves !
The usual thing that happens in these circumstances is that you get carted of to the local police
station for the night and get heavily grilled. Nothing much happens but the result is that anyone that
receives such a grilling normally never wants to climb on buildings again. So I had to get a new
climbing partner. The obvious choice was the young John E (everyone was called John in those
days) - to add to the poignancy of the situation there was never any love lost between John D and
John E.
Finally on the actual climb, the first pitch onto the top of the building was very nice indeed - a piton
protected the final move over the overhang. {All these old Victorian building have these eaves-like
projecting overhangs (completely surrounding the buildings). They are daunting for us climbers
because it means one has to stretch out to grab their edge, swing and then mantle-shelf onto the
sloping ledge above.} I always think the next bit of the climb where one quietly pads through the
various objects on the top of the buildings (skylights and air-conditioning facilities) to be the really
fun bit of the night. At the clock-tower itself then on the first attempt, we used the fact that the door
to the clock tower was open, to go inside and use the stairs and so avoid the following dangerous
pitch. However on the next attempt John E nobly volunteered to lead it. It consisted of 40 feet of
wall where the only holds were the 1/2 inch edges of the facing blocks and this was followed by
one of these horrible eaves-like overhangs with no protection at all. John E in his youth could be
very bold. This was followed by another nice pitch - up the fluting around the clock and other
ornamental stuff with good protection (as opposed to corresponding pitch on the town-hall where
we needed to place a bolt - and also place a sling on the moving hub of the clock mechanism).
The last pitch then was the real problem - it consisted of a tapering copper dome. We tried placing
pitons in the cracks of the metal but they all just pulled out. Our final laborious solution was to
hold up the rope as high as possible with a precarious piton and then move all the way round the
dome flicking the rope up as high as possible. A complete loop could then be formed and this could
be used for direct aid. This process was repeated a couple more times and then finally we could
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climb easily to the top. Time was running out so I simply rammed John E’s pullover down over the
lightning conductor spike. {It remained there for the next 15 years until it finally disintegrated. Most
other things we left at the tops were removed very quickly. The only other things that remained
permanently were the abseil slings we left on the centre-point wires.} Then a quick abseil off and
we were off as dawn was breaking.
Finally, as president of the Sydney Rock-climbing Club, I was rung up that day and I was told to
inform the members of the club that people climbing the Lands Department might be shot at by
their security staff. Clearly the documents specifying people’s land entitlement, must be guarded
very seriously.
This chapter is rather like chapter 16 which deals with the final problems of the industrial system.
Thus this chapter deals with the remaining difficult problems of the land system. As in chapter
16, my solutions are now rather dubious. Alas unfortunately the problems here are now a lot more
serious. However it is very easy to get these things our of prospective. Should you have been
reading this work sequentially, before reading this chapter, it would be best now to go back and read
chapter 3 again. This chapter is completely dependent on this previous chapter (and even I can’t
remember the full details of what was covered in that chapter). Moreover, although the problems of
this chapter are important, they are not as important as the problems I have successfully solved in
that previous chapter (at least in my opinion). The best thing of all of course is to let sleeping dogs
lie and not read this chapter at all.

19.1

THE PROBLEMS

In chapter 3 we defined a concept of land entitlement (specifying the proportion of land that was
‘due’ to each member society - and of course this applied at all the various levels of society).
A society using more land than its entitlement, paid rent on the excess and a society holding
less, received an appropriate rebate. The entitlement for each member society then increased or
decreased according to a population function (which they could to some degree define themselves).
A fairly complex set of rules also gave sub-sections of member societies the right of choice to move
to new societies and in doing so they carried their appropriate proportion of land entitlement with
them (based mainly on the population function). This gave us our much hailed ‘society of choice’.
This land entitlement also defined a society’s representation in the supernal government and also
any tax payable (or any benefits receivable).
Given a just initial entitlement of land, this given system would see that entitlements would be
justly maintained for population increases (or decreases) and for population movement between
societies. However it does not attempt to define what a just initial entitlement should be (and hence
it could be assumed that the initial set up would be simply defined by the current ‘status quo’).
The main problem we wish to address in this chapter then is to define a rationale for this initial
entitlement. This initial rationale may then apply to some degree at later stages as well (clearly it
would be inconsistent to have a set of rules that would only be apply once in time). The two criteria
that could be used in such a rationale (besides the ‘status quo’) are clearly:1)
population (including levels of citizenships) and
2)
defensive capability.

335

A fundamental problem that will be automatically related to this problem is ‘what proportion of
the land benefit (i.e. rent) should each level of society receive’. If each level of society requires no
land benefit for itself then the full benefit will flows down to the individuals (at the bottom). On the
other hand if the world government took 50% of the rental value and the national government also
took 50% then the state, shire and local governments would receive no benefit at all (let alone the
individuals). Thus one needs to define what the appropriate balance should be. This problem must
be related to the tax on societies because, if a society taxes their member societies up to the level of
their rent rebate, then the member’s entitlement is of no value (apart from their voting power). Tax
and rent are thus essentially the same thing in my system.
Before proceeding any further I need to point out that there is a fundamental error in my implied
assumptions so far. I have assumed that a society’s involvement in their supernal society can be
quantified in terms of just one figure - namely their ‘entitlement’ (in comparison to other member
societies). This step was essential to keep the system reasonably simple. Unfortunately there is a
situation where this simplification is blatantly incorrect.
The smallest level of society is a family and of course the members of this society will
simply consist of individuals. These individuals will naturally be a mixture of young and old. Now
as regards ‘ownership’ of the created assets, the entitlement of the individuals must be heavily
weighted in favour of the older people as the older people have earned these assets (and are more
dependent on them - see chapter 5). However as regards land then the entitlement should more-orless be equal (between young and old) because all people are equally dependent on the produce of
the land and all people are equally capable of defending it (perhaps in fact it should slightly favour
the young). Thus in this case one sees that one really needs two different entitlements:1)
an entitlement favouring the old to be used in decisions relating to created assets (i.e. how
the distribution system should be upgraded) and
2)
an entitlement where all are equally represented, to be used for decisions related to the land
(i.e. should one go to war or not).
Fortunately this problem is not so important for the higher levels of society because one can assume
that all sub-societies would contain equal proportions of old and young people (and hence they
would have no bias in either direction). However this case should make us aware that our basic
structure is already deeply flawed. Thus in seeking a solution to our above problems, we should not
try to expect too much. We can expect to get a much better solution than we have at present world
(because our current structure is hopeless) but we cannot expect a solution that is clearly right and
just in all circumstances. We cannot expect to get a clean solution when we have already imposed
an imperfect structure.
Finally before considering these problems in detail we need to consider just how important the
problems are. There are three circumstances to consider.
1)
The equalising effect of the given system
In chapter 3 (section 3.5 the last paragraph of A) I describe how my present system would work in
partially eliminating land entitlement disparities. However this would normally take a long period
of time - perhaps a couple of centuries. More-over one can imagine a circumstance by which certain
particular societies, with high original land entitlements, would specifically avoid any population
exchange. Such societies could then reap the benefit of their excessively high entitlement almost
indefinitely. This may not be very significant effect but I personally would find it to be most
aggravating.
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2)
Western and Third World differences
In the western world the current value of land necessary to support a person is very small in
comparison with average incomes. Thus in Australia a person can buy enough land to support
themselves by using only 1% of their yearly income (on average). Thus in the western world, the
initial disparities in land would be of little significance. However I don’t think this is the case for
the third world. Here it would probably take a normal person several years to earn enough money to
buy their supporting land. {I think the third world is saner in this respect.} Clearly we must be very
careful about arguing from our own particular circumstance.
3)
Valuation Procedures
The reason that land in Australia is so comparatively cheap is that we have an abundance of land
and hence the laws of supply and demand result in it being lowly valued. However if land became
a common world commodity that could be bought and sold between nations (as would happen
under my system) then land would soon take on its true physical value (so the value of Australian
land would go up and Japanese land for example would go down). Thus the degree of disparity
of the initial entitlements would be heavily dependent of how and when the valuation was carried
out - e.g. does one’s entitlement depend on the value of land as in the current world or as it would
be should we have free exchange. Now clearly I would support a valuation system that gave more
equal entitlements - and this would be the case should the valuation be based on values at the
current moment (without free exchange). Thus the very nature of the valuation process is of crucial
importance. {Note the easiest implementation approach would tend to favour the more unequal
form (and also more unjust form).}
Thus it is very hard to say how important these problems are. However we should certainly try to
solve the problem simply on the basis that it is a fundamental intellectual problem of life.

19.2

THE GENERAL SOLUTION

The first and rather horrible thing I have to say about my general solution is that the extra
entitlement adjustment should depend solely on ‘defensive capability’ and not on ‘population’.
There are three pragmatic reasons for this decision and also two general philosophical reasons. I
will deal with the pragmatic reasons first:-.
1)
The way my system works at present (see chapter 3) means that a population dependence is
already present to a partial degree. Thus there is less need to emphasise this aspect.
2)
Clearly the nicest thing would be to let the entitlement depend mainly on the number
of citizens that a society provides to the supernal society. This was certainly my first idea.
Unfortunately I could never find a satisfactory form. Thus, as requirements for citizenship must
always be determined by the supernal society, all forms tended to give too much power to the
central government (in determining the member society’s entitlements). I think such a situation is
simply too dangerous.
3)
Given a ‘defensive capability’ criteria then a further ‘population’ criteria would make the
whole system unnecessarily complicated.
The two philosophical reasons are:337

4)
The most fundamental rule of life is probably ‘the survival of the fittest’. One feels that
somehow this law must clearly and directly be incorporated into one’s system.
5)
All forms of the ‘population’ criteria will tend to emphasise our human population in its
present form rather too heavily. Thus in the past, humans and horses together have sometimes
formed very effective partnerships. Likewise in the future perhaps humans and dolphins may make
an successful team in using the wealth of the oceans. The ‘population’ criteria would tend to ignore
the contribution made by the horses or dolphins (and hence discourage these combinations). Also
with 6 billion humans (of very similar form) already in existence on this earth, we should not try to
introduce a system which would rely on and support the present degree of ‘sameness’ in humans. If
it should turn out that a more viable society could be formed by humans changing and diversifying,
then this development should not be hindered.
I am sure in fact that if ever my system was to be implemented on this earth then, at least initially,
entitlement would be defined purely in terms of human population and ‘defensive capability’ would
be conveniently be forgotten. However I must present the picture as best I see it. {It is of course
fairly trivial to work out a system by which our original ‘status quo’ entitlement could be gradually
replaced by a ‘population’ based entitlement.}
As regards ‘defensive capability’ the one clear and definite thing one can say is that, should
a supernal society be crucially involved in defensive activity (I will call this ‘conflict’ for
convenience) then at the end of the conflict, each member society’s entitlements should by adjusted
in proportion to the total degree by which they helped the supernal society in the conflict. Thus
should the earth be invaded by extra-terrestrials then the entitlement of the nations should be
readjusted to give them entitlements in proportion to the degree by which they helped the world
government in the defense of the earth. Furthermore this readjustment process should flow on to
the lower levels of society as well. Thus the entitlements of states should be readjusted to give the
proportion by which they helped their nations etc. Thus should the earth be periodically invaded
(say every couple of centuries) we would have no problem at all - the entitlements of all societies
could then be adjusted in a perfectly fair and logical manner. It seems a shame that it is improbable
that this situation will occur in practice.
Thinking about this process in more detail there are two obvious problems. These are:1)
How does one define what is a ‘crucial’ conflict? In fact I think it is best to define this as a
conflict that has a reasonable chance of completely altering a society’s land entitlement. Later I shall
describe some forms of conflict which can only partially change a society’s land entitlement. For
such conflicts, entitlements should only change to the defined partial degree.
2)
How does one measure the degree of support that each member society gives to the supernal
society in times of conflict? If it is just left to the supernal society to determine these relative
proportions then it would again give a dangerous amount of power into the hands of the supernal
society (as in our previous point 2). Probably what is required is that the supernal society must
define (before a conflict starts) the measures that will determine each member society’s degree of
help.
Thus the problems with this rationale are significant but with careful forethought, they can probably
be overcome.
Now for the difficult case, how do we determine ‘defensive capability’ when a defensive action has
not been imposed upon us. In seeking a solution to this problem we will not require anything too
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exact - if we can simply deter societies from having entitlements more than twice their equivalent
‘defensive capability’ then that is all that should be necessary. {Given our other facilities - i.e. 1. the
population dependence already present in the given system and 2. the need to support the supernal
‘defensive capability’ (as just mentioned).}
I think the best thing to do it to let each society define for themselves a test by which their
‘defensive capability’ may be checked. Clearly the test they define must:1)
be independent of any particular time and place and be such that it can be practically
implemented,
2)
must be reasonably dependent on population and
3)
must be reasonably supportive of the society’s own supernal society’s test (or actual
conflict).
For example a society might suggest a tug-of-war as their test of ‘defensive capability’. Then such a
test is clearly independent of time and place. It would indeed be fairly sporting to organise a tug-ofwar match between populations numbering several millions but it could be done (don’t forget any
practical test must need a lot of organisation (and hence also be quite expensive)). The test would
be reasonably dependent on population (i.e. more people can pull harder). Whether this test would
be supportive of the supernal test would depend on the nature of the supernal test. If the world
government said that their test of defensive capability was ‘their degree of presence in space’ (to
prevent an extra-terrestrial invasion) then it would be hard to imagine that prowess in a tug-of-war
would be supportive of this criteria. In this case then nations certainly could not then propose a tugof-war test. Nevertheless a tug-of-war test might still be OK for a village/parish test.
It will of course be enormously difficult and time-consuming to work out appropriate suitable tests.
Perhaps it will be as hard to work out the details of an actual test as to carry it out. In the following
two sections then I give some more definite ideas on possible tests. However these sections are still
just scratching the surface of what might be practical and useful.
As regards the practical implementation of these proposed tests, we need to place a few obvious
limitations:1)
A society’s proposed ‘defensive capability’ test should only be challenged by a society with
a smaller entitlement and if the challenger is successful then the result would be to give the two
contesting societies, an equal entitlement. Thus suppose we have two societies, A with entitlement
.02 and B with entitlement .01, then B may challenge A (on the test as defined by A). If B is
successful both A and B are given entitlements of 1.5 each. As this is only a partially ‘crucial’ test
(as in 1 of ‘the obvious problems’) then sub-members of A would be adjusted by 33% and submembers of B by 50%.
Unfortunately this rule in its simple form, means that there will be an imbalance as to who
can challenge and be challenged. Thus the society with the smallest entitlement, could not be
challenged at all and the society with the largest entitlement, could be challenged by all members.
We must therefore allow that certain sections of large societies can challenge certain combinations
of small societies. The supernal society must specify what sections or combinations are allowed - so
that the balance becomes equal.
2)
All such tests will inevitably entail an enormous amount of work (both in preparation and
in implementation). Thus some sort of limitation would be necessary on how the frequently these
‘defensive capability’ tests could be invoked. I think a sensible rule might be that a society must
be given 10 years notice to prepare for a challenge and that no society can have more than one
challenge outstanding at any one time (either of challenging or being challenged).
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3)
The supernal society must supervise these tests very carefully indeed to check that each of
the contesting societies is not receiving any help at all from neighbours or friends.
4)
Once a society has chosen its own particular form of test, a very long period of time must
elapse (perhaps 2 centuries) before the society should be allowed to altered the form (to prevent
societies proposing rules that would favour their particular current circumstance).

19.3

TERRITORIAL CONTEST

In the last section we left the nature of the test (or contest as I shall now refer to it) to be very vague
indeed. In this section I shall describe a form of contest is:1)
very realistic in checking ‘defensive capability’ and
2)
is less obviously ‘contrived’ than any other form that I can imagine.
Unfortunately these two features imply that this form also has many similarities to ‘war’. Hence its
use would be most unpleasant. However the form does not need to be invoked and it will clearly be
enlightening to know what such a form might be.
I will first briefly describe the nature of this form. At the end of this I am sure that you will feel that
such a contest would be most horrific. However I will then go through the various conditions that
would apply during such a contest and hopefully this will let you see that, in actual implementation,
the situation would not be so bad. At least it would be much better than our present wars.
In a contest a successful challenge must always result in an specific change of entitlement (i.e. .05
in the example of the last section). This given entitlement can have specific land area associated
with it. Thus the most natural form of contest is to see which society can hold or maintain such a
piece of land in contest against the other.
The best and most convenient situation would then be for this ‘contested land’ to be the
land separating the two societies. This land would then be physically transferred (if the challenge
was successful). However usually this would not be possible because the societies may not have
a common border (and also they may not hold land in proportion to their entitlement). More-over
a society that held the land before-hand, could ‘doctor’ the land to fit their own specific defensive
needs (i.e. put in secret tunnels and bunkers). In general we will have to say that the two societies
must jointly rent land for this very specific purpose.
Clearly both societies must have some agreed entry points at either ends of the ‘contested
land’ which would be accessible to the whole populations of both societies (and equipment as well).
The contest would be ‘over’ when a society can demonstrate that there were no individuals of the
opposing side left in the area. There must clearly be very definite height (in the sky) and depth (in
the ground) specifications within which ranges all activities are restricted (thus in fact we are talking
about a volume and not an area).
So this contest sounds like how good one society is at exterminating the other society (over the
contested land). This does not sound a very nice thing to do so we need to work through the limiting
details. This I do under the following 4 headings.
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1)
Individual Choice
The fundamental limiting factor is that our system of individual choice (see chapter 3) would
continue to apply at all stages through the contest. In the specification of this choice I said it need
only apply to a sub-element structuring and not necessarily to all individuals. However we can
safely assume that it must apply to all individuals as well because if the choice was not extended to
individuals, then the sub-elements would choose to leave the society before the contest started.
Firstly then during the 10 year preparatory period, anyone that did not fancy getting hurt
during the contest would naturally choose to leave and join more peaceful societies (that were
satisfied with more modest entitlements). The rules would probably be such that, during this period
of time, a person could only leave with a minimum entitlement (i.e. the entitlement that would apply
if their society lost the contest). However this should be sufficient. It is quite possible this resulting
loss of people (and hence entitlement) may cause a society to call off a contest altogether.
Secondly during the actual contest itself, an individual would always have the right to ‘give
up’. The contest area would be surrounded by supernal society observers (see point 3). If a person
felt that their individual situation was too perilous then they would signal their desires to such
observers and they would be removed from the contest.
2)
Weaponry
We can assume that all trade in all forms of weaponry would be absolutely forbidden (by the
supernal societies). Societies could develop their own weapons but such weapons would hopefully
be less lethal. Activities would be strictly limited to the given area and so that weapons that affect
large areas in an uncontrolled fashion, could not be used. Thus the use of nuclear weapons, toxic
gases, biological warfare, etc, would all be ruled out.
The 10 year preparatory period means there should be no need for the stock-piling of
weapons - 10 years should be sufficient to allow any necessary production. However the technical
expertise associated with any such production, must always be maintained.
3)
Supervision
The supernal society would supervise the whole contest in very great detail. This would include:-a.
charging both contestants for this total supervisory operation before the contest starts,
-b.
checking that a society is not going into debt,
-c.
inspecting the external trade of all the contestants lands (during the preparation and contest
itself) to check that the contestants are not receiving external aid,
-d.
observing the actual contest in great detail to see there are no breach of rules (i.e observers
stationed around, above and below the contested area).
4)
Termination
I said that the contest would be over when a society successfully demonstrated that it solely
controlled the contested land. However it would be most improbable that a contest would need to
proceed this far. Normally the contestants would come to an agreement between themselves as soon
as they could see what the likely outcome of the contest would be. {This agreement then would
specify the appropriate degree of change of entitlement between the contestants.} Thus very rarely
would a contest (with its destruction effects) proceed too far.
It can be seen that these limitations will not be able to avoid the occasional injury or death
of individual people. However they are sufficient to prevent a society as a whole from being
significantly harmed. In fact I doubt if it is possible to check a societies ‘defensive capability’
without the possibility of a few individual deaths.
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Also it can be seen that, with these conditions, a society in general will do well in ‘territorial
contest’ if:1)
it supports and encourages a good population density,
2)
the society has a large amount of spare capacity i.e. individuals have plenty of free time,
3)
the society is well advanced in all areas of learning and technology,
4)
the society can appropriately co-ordinate the activities of its population in times of
emergency.
These are simply the normal conditions for a good healthy society. Thus a ‘territorial contest’ can be
considered to be really just a health check.
A while ago I read this article which described how the ‘wicked’ Romans destroyed Greek society.
The article claimed that the Roman destruction of the Greek cities (when they took over the place
sometime around 200 BC) was so terrible that the place never recovered (even 200 years later the
population was well down). I suspect the Romans did destroy the local Greek civilisation but not
because of their destruction of the Greek cities. For the Greek states, warfare was the norm and they
would be completely used to having their cities destroyed. The presence of cities affects agricultural
production very little indeed and hence the total population would only have been affected in a
minor way. {Funnily enough the thing that is permanently likely to destroy agricultural production
is over-population rather than war.} The thing that destroyed that society was probably the Roman
peace. Greek society was built on war (most of the citizens were in fact mercenaries). Their society
was just not geared to be able to cope with peace.
Peace in fact may be just as destructive as war. It is just what you are used to (and I personally
am used to peace - I should hate to have to go to war). It is terribly hard to judge what the correct
balance should be between war and peace. {And don’t forget that most intellectuals (like myself)
are also adapted for peace - hence the accepted ‘intelligent’ view may likewise be biased.}
So this concludes all that I have to say on this difficult subject. I think it is problem that we all
need to ponder on very deeply indeed. To simply assume that ‘we must have peace at all costs’ can
simply be a rather iniquitous form of mental sloth.

19.4

SOCIETY EXERCISES

This section is really just a minor aside. The thoughts of ‘contests’ leads to thoughts of ‘fitness’
and this in turn leads to thoughts about society ‘exercises’. It is possible in fact that the ‘defensive
capability’ could be judged by the degree by which a member society helps in their supernal
society’s exercises. In this case ‘exercises’ would have to be taken very seriously indeed. However
I will not consider such a possibility. These ‘exercises’ are mostly just for fun and good health.
However they can also form the basis by which a society develops its ‘defensive capability’ (i.e. its
defense system).
Societies can derive the exactly same kinds of benefit from ‘society exercise’ as an individual
derives from individual exercise. Thus:1)
a society can become too sedentary i.e. it becomes used to just one particular situation.
Society needs to be adjusted so that it is capable of dealing with many situations.
2)
a society can also become too fat (or too thin). Fat is a reserve of energy and an individual
must keep a correct balance - not enough will be dangerous in times of famine and too much
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will interfere with the body’s maneuverability. Exercise teaches an individual to maintain a good
balance. A society also needs to keep a sensible balance of reserves and this balance will also only
be found by appropriate exercise.
3)
exercise means a body will be better adapted to cope with an emergency situation. One
such emergency is having to defend oneself against attack. Societies clearly also have to defend
themselves (and cope with other forms of emergency as well).
Exercise should also be fun. It is a chance for people to face new situations, meet new people
and find out their limits. Thus it is an opportunity for a body to become fully alive.
So what in general is exercise? I shall consider exercise to be a break from the normal routine in
order to carry out a series of specific tasks. These tasks should be designed to check the capability
of the body in different situations. The tasks should be measurable and so the body’s performance
can be clearly quantified.
In the present world, the only ‘society’ exercises we have are 1) an occasional ‘fire drill’ and 2)
armed forces exercises. I am suggesting therefore that these exercises should be greatly extended
so that a complete community maybe involved in an some regular fairly extensive exercises. Thus
for example a city/state society might perhaps have regular yearly exercises lasting perhaps a week.
Naturally there must be an enormous variation in the types of exercise that the different societies
consider appropriate. However I think the following sort of rules will need to apply.
1)
Involvement
The exercise should involve all citizens of the society. Of necessity some citizens must continue to
do the normal essential day-to-day tasks of society. I will call such people the ‘carry-on’ personnel
and the people directly involved in the exercise the ‘direct’ personnel. One of the objects of the
exercise must be to find out how big a ‘direct’ to ‘carry-on’ ratio can be maintained (i.e. the degree
of spare capacity).
The ‘carry-on’ personnel should not just be those people always involved in those particular
tasks. Hopefully all walks of life should provide a similar proportion of ‘direct’ personnel. Also
some of the ‘carry-on’ people should be partially new to the task as well (i.e. retired people
temporarily coming back).
To what extent citizens that are not currently resident in the society, should be involved in
the exercise is a bit of a problem. However I think the rule must be that there must occasionally be a
major exercise to which all citizens (resident or not) must show up.
2)
Emergencies
These exercises are designed specifically to cope with emergency situations as well and so I think
the rule must be that this exercise organisation should be used for an actual emergency situations as
well. Thus for example this organisation must cope with fires, earthquakes, defence etc.
A result of this situation is that ‘exercises’ must sometimes occur at random times.
Emergencies always occur at random so if a society is to be prepared for these, some of its exercises
must occur at random (i.e. only a select group of people would know when the exercise would
occur). There would need to be regular exercises as well.
3)
Individual Signs
In normal day-to-day activities most people know automatically who everyone is and what their
position is. However in an exercise or an emergency this essential information is missing. Thus I
think it becomes essential that as soon as an exercise (or emergency) starts, all people will need to
put on a garment that will clearly indicate who they are and what their position is.
It is important that this garment should be as light as possible so that it can be carried around
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at normal times in case it is needed. A thin nylon over-vest is the obvious choice. It should show
(both front and back):-a.
the individuals identifier,
-b.
whether ‘carry-on’ or ‘direct’,
-c.
rank,
-d.
team structure (e.g.. platoon, regiment etc)
-e.
citizenship level (student, normal, judicial etc)
-f.
special abilities (e.g. doctor, firefighter etc)
4)
Tasks
It is clearly very difficult to decide what tasks the exercise might include. However the first obvious
task is that the full ‘direct’ citizenry should be capable of assembling at a specified point (unknown
before hand) as quickly as possible (with suitable equipment). There-after tasks might include:-a.
manoeuvrability (moving from place to place),
-b.
strength (moving heavy objects from place to place),
-c.
defensive and attacking functions.
5)
Observers
A small section of the citizenry must be designated as observers who will record in detail all that
happens during an exercise. These observer’s reports would then be used as the basis of deciding
how successful all the various teams were in carrying out their tasks.
6)
Organisational structure
All current armed forced systems use a simple command structure organisational form. However
until now, everything we have done in this project has been based on co-operative structures and
individual choice. However as the command structure is clearly very effective during war, we must
now decide if our co-operative structure needs to be abandoned for this circumstance.
I think the answer is that the co-operative structure can still be used in the general formation
(which would occur outside an exercise period) but during an actual exercise, the active executive
(i.e. the pre-exec and sub-exec elements) would have overriding power. This means that the various
levels of structure would be formed (outside an exercise period) in our usual democratic manner
(i.e. see chapters 9, 13, 14 and 15). During this time people could choose the teams (i.e. cooperatives) they wanted to belong to. However during an exercise, people would have to stay with
their chosen team and directly obey their active executive. Analysis of the executive’s performance
(by the post-exec) would be carried out after the exercise was over (and when the observer’s reports
were also available).
7)
Frequency and Periods of Exercises
This is again very much a question of choice. However the general rule must be that the bigger societies
should have longer but less frequent exercises. The following table gives some sensible figures:SOCIETY
Village/parish
Town/shire
City/state
Nation

FREQUENCY
monthly
quarterly
yearly
5 years

PERIOD
1/2 day
day
week
month

It is recorded that pirate ships are usually run on very democratic principles. The reason is quite
clear - all pirates bear arms and all are equally capable and willing to use them. This situation
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naturally leads to a democratic society. In these ‘society exercise’ I am trying to create a similar
situation in the hope that a democratic society will naturally be maintained. Those societies
that depend solely for their defence on small elite specialist armed forced, are always those that
degenerate into dictatorship. We all, to some degree, have to bear arms.

19.5

PROPORTION OF LAND BENEFIT TO EACH LEVEL OF SOCIETY ?

Finally we come to that difficult question that I described in detail in the third paragraph of 19.1.
I am afraid my solution is not to be very good (i.e. it is rather ‘ad hoc’). Worse still I fear that
there could be a fundamental logic which I don’t understand. {Worse even than this is - it could
be that the logical solution may imply a situation that I don’t want to recognise or understand. I
have my human limitations (the same as you).} However I must do the best I can according to my
limitations.
Clearly the simplest logic to use is that all levels of government should gain equal benefit from the
land. Thus one could say that the governments of the world, nations, states, shires, parishes, and
families should all benefit equally. Thus each governmental level ought to receive 16.7% of the total
land benefit. This calculation however can be done in a slightly fairer and better manner by using
the formula:log(number of member societies)
-------------------------------- x 100%
log(number of people in the world) .
This formula takes care of the fact some societies may have different numbers of members and so
there may be more or less than 6 levels.
The most obvious problems with this formula occur because of exceptional circumstances
associated with the highest and lowest levels of government. At the lowest level the formula ignores
individuals altogether (and our more sophisticated form does not benefit the family very much
because there are relatively few individuals belonging to a family). At the highest level the world
government is a very special case because many fundamental activities apply to this level alone.
Thus
-a.
all scientific research,
-b.
the conservation of all species and
-c.
the problems of going out and colonising space
are all best and most appropriately done at this world level. Thus the world government should
rightly claim a higher percentage of the land benefit to support these activities (remember there is
no other form of tax that can give this support).
If we were to say then that 50% of the land benefit then should go to individuals and the world
government (split 20% - 30%) then, with our standard population numbers (see 3.2), we get the
following result:-
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SOCIETY
Individual
Family
Parish
Shire
State
Nation
World

NO MEMBERS
1
8
100
50
50
50
100

LOG(NO MEMBERS)
0
.9
2.
1.7
1.7
1.7
2.

RENTAL PERCENT
20
4.5
10.
8.5
8.5
8.5
40.

{Note the world population is then 10 billion and log(10,000,000,000) = 10. I have been very clever
with my numbers, haven’t I.}
Our final and most difficult adjustment will occur when a society is preparing (or is in the process
of testing) their ‘defensive capability’. In this case clearly the land benefit of all the sub-societies,
must go to support the society that is being tested. In fact the sub-societies would in practice
support their supernal society considerably more than this because their future entitlement will be
decided by the amount of support that they give. In fact considerations of this situation, lead one
to suspect that my whole above rationale (i.e. trying to give equal benefit to the various levels)
is fundamentally wrong. Perhaps the land benefit should always go to the society ‘under test’.
However I cannot grasp how such a system could work - future generations will have to solve this
problem.

19.6

CONCLUSIONS

This has been a disturbing chapter - for me as well as you. It tends to show that the whole problem
of a just and fair division of land is very difficult indeed. Furthermore it may involve circumstances
that we would prefer not to think about.
However land entitlement is one of those things that can be left very much to the future. We can
obtain an egalitarian just society (where all individuals and societies have the right of choice as
to how and where they live) without worrying about the finer points of land entitlement at all. We
should not let it disturb as too much - “sufficient for the day are the troubles thereof”. We have
to leave some problems for future generations to worry about and solve. A vague feeling of what
lies ahead is enough. Thus this chapter is rather like chapter 4 (which was also probably rather
disturbing). We need to know what lies ahead but we don’t necessarily need to solve the problems
yet.
One thing this chapter will hopefully have emphasised is how difficult it is to define ‘competitive’
in a general sense. In the current world we usually consider we live in a highly ‘competitive’
society. However in fact all competitions must have a precise set of rules to say who ‘wins’. In
the present world we can conveniently avoid saying what the rules should be. This means that
people can dream up their own rules and naturally the rules they chose, favour their own particular
circumstance. With my land entitlement such vagueness is no longer possible and we are being
forced to define some precise rules. Alas ‘clarity’ is a very tough virtue indeed (and worse still most
people probably don’t even recognise ‘clarity’ as a virtue).

346

20. 			

EQUITY AGREEMENTS

I have this fairly simple rule of life which greatly simplifies many of the difficult decisions of life
- I avoid the option that can give rise to the worst possible scenario. This sounds very conservative
but in operation it doesn’t usually work out this way. Thus the result of this rule means that I must
always go on a planned trip (usually climbing) regardless of whether the weather is doubtful. The
logic is that the worst possible scenario is that I should decide not to go climbing and then the
weather turns out to be good. I can’t bear the shame of this happening so the result is that I must
always go (if it is raining when it is time to climb then I will naturally chicken out - I am quite
happy with that).
Just once, in exceptional circumstances, I did not obey this rule. We were in England and my
brother and I had arranged to climb together at Harrison’s rocks on the Sunday. On Saturday
afternoon, the whole of southern England was under 6 inches of snow. I was out skating on the
frozen ponds at the time when Noela (my wife at the time) received the phone call from my brother
asking if I was still thinking of going. Noela replied - I couldn’t be. When I got back she told me
and I went along with her decision (I wouldn’t have said that myself but it didn’t seem worth the
bother of making a log-distance phone call to leave our options more open). Anyway when we
woke up at 8 o’clock next morning, it was beautiful climbing weather - the snow had completely
gone and the sun was shining. That night we had had the most incredible thaw (i.e. heavy warm
rain that cleared in the morning). And by that time it was too late to go to Harrisons. Furthermore
my brother had gone and had had a perfect day. The disgrace of the situation still rankles with me. I
think the good lord must have sent the thaw just to make sure I don’t break my rules of life again in
the future.
This ‘avoidance of the worst scenario’ logic had a very important bearing on the work associated
with this chapter and the writing up of this complete project. The thing I hate most about this whole
work is that it is too theoretical. Most of what I do in this project could not be implemented for
hundreds of years. I long for something I could work at as practical task that might be useful in
the current world (along the lines of the ‘equality’ and ‘freedom’ principles of course). The work
of this chapter offered such a possibility. Thus I think people would find ‘equity agreements’ to be
very useful in the current world and best of all the concept is in no way threatening to our current
way of life (as for example are my ‘Green City/Village’ or my ‘Egalitarian Inheritance’ chapters).
Moreover the subject is partially in my field because a reasonable amount of technical programming
and computing would be required. So when I left GIO in 1995 I had the option of writing up this
complete project or working on ‘Equity Agreements’ (for practical implementation in Sydney).
Well the ‘avoidance of the worst scenario’ logic said I must work on writing up the whole project.
The point is that the worst scenario for writing up the total project is that no one will read it.
Well this does not matter too much because I still have the satisfaction of seeing it written up and
I can always believe that people might read it after my death. However the worst scenario for
implementing these ‘Equity Agreements’ is that I could spend the rest of my life trying to sell the
idea - without any success at all. This seems to be the worst scenario so the implementation of this
chapter had to be abandoned. This is sad really because these ‘Equity Agreements’ could be great
fun to implement - particularly in one’s own home town.
This is the most recent section of this work and was done in 1994. It was inspired not so much by
my own real estate dealings (though I have been the prime organiser of 5 property purchases) but by
my thinking of how I might add some equity to my ex-wife Jane’s purchase of property (on behalf
of my two children). Such things are not possible in the current world. On the whole I am very
pleased with the total result although the technicalities associated with the ‘Finance Organising
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Company’ turned out to be much more difficult than I had originally supposed. In fact I could not
have implemented the thing by myself - I would have needed the help of a lawyer, a valuer and an
actuary as well.
This chapter thus is not strictly part of the project but an allied addition (as are chapters 4, 8, 12
and 21). However it could apply to my society form just as well. It is closely associated with the
following chapter on ‘Egalitarian Inheritance’. Logically perhaps it should be placed after this
chapter because ‘Egalitarian Inheritance’ will tend to require an ‘Equity Agreements’ facility.
However I have followed my usual practice of trying to present the most acceptable facets first.

20.1

THE NATURE OF ‘EQUITY AGREEMENTS’

An ‘Equity Agreement’ is simply a legal method by which several parties can share the ownership
of some real estate property. Normally there would be just 2 parties - the occupier body and the
finance body. The agreement needs to be accompanied by a very precise set of rules saying how this
equity may be allowed to change over time.
The situation breaks down very naturally into two different circumstances depending as to whether
the occupier or the finance body has the ultimate expectation of having complete ownership of the
property. I will call the two cases ‘Occupier Growth’ and ‘Fixed Equity’ although these terms are
a little misleading. In the current world, ‘Occupier Growth’ has its counterpart in a mortgage (the
mortgagee is the occupier and the bank (or building society) is the finance body) and ‘Fixed Equity’
corresponds to renting (the tenant is the occupier and the owner is the finance body). We will
primarily be interested in the ‘Occupier Growth’ case. ‘Fixed Equity’ will mostly be just considered
in the penultimate section of this chapter.
It is easiest to understand the nature of these agreements by considering the advantages they have
in comparison to the way things are done at present (mortgages or renting). These advantages are of
three types:1)
Reduced Risk
In the current mortgagee/investor system, the mortgagee makes a loss if the price of the real
estate falls and the investor makes a loss if the price of real estate rises. Our system is always
fundamentally fair to both parties and so neither party will make a profit out of the other party under
any circumstances (because the ownership situation of both parties is the same). {Some people of
course may regard this as a disadvantage as they want to make a profit.}
Thus because there is less risk of making a profit or a loss, both parties can enter into an
agreement with less worry (and they won’t need to study the market situation in such detail).
2)
Financial Savings
Our system will give substantial financial savings in three different areas:-a.
In the present system the difference between the rate of interest that an investor gets and that
which the mortgagee pays, is about 3%. Our agreements system will save all these middle-men
costs (usually about 1/3 of the total interest paid).
-b.
In the current world it is fairly difficult for an investor to find an investment vehicle which
will give them just ‘cost of living’ growth with good security. Our equity system will give such a
growth and thus the investor can reap the benefit of the resulting tax advantages (note ‘capital gains
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tax’ only applies above the ‘cost of living’ growth).
-c.
Our system has less buying and selling costs.
-d.
For ‘fixed equity’ agreements (i.e. corresponding to renting), our system saves the associated
‘rent collection’ costs. Our system also provides a perfect tax investment vehicle for the tenant.
3)
Greater Flexibility (to the occupier)
In a normal mortgage, the mortgagee has to pay off the mortgage at a reasonably fixed rate. In our
system no such restriction applies and the mortgagee can increase (or even decrease) their equity in
the property as is convenient. Further-more if they wish to buy a different property, their costs will
be much less because their costs will only be in proportion to their amount of equity in the current
property.
As always these advantages imply certain corresponding disadvantages (e.g. as already mentioned,
less risk implies less opportunity to make a profit). These disadvantages are:1)
More task specific costs
This system will give large financial savings but there are expenses and these must be paid for.
Because there are no large over-riding charges now (e.g. the 3% mentioned in 1-a) then the small
items, that people currently expect to be free, must be individually paid for. Thus the time required
for explaining the system, must now be paid for as a service consulting fee. These costs will be
comparatively small but many people cannot cope with the concept that they should pay precisely
for the work they require to be done for them.
2)
More self-control
The flexibility that our system provides the occupier, implies that the occupier is now more in
control of their own destiny. This freedom may be abused (to their own personal disadvantage - not
to the disadvantage of the finance party). Thus this system is designed for people that have sufficient
self-control and are capable of making their own rational financial decisions.
3)
More visible complexity
In the current system, the various complex investment decisions that must be made are left to large
company ‘experts’ (usually of banks or building societies). Thus the normal person is unaware of
the underlying complexity. In this system, all this complexity must now be seen by all (much of
it will be done by computer - partially so that people can be assured that there is no bias). Some
people may find this evident complexity to be very off-putting.

20.2

THE BASIC FORM AND THE RELATED FUNCTIONS

The basic agreement between the occupier body and the finance body must contain at least the
following 4 steps:1)
The occupier and the finance parties will first agree on a value for a chosen property. The
finance provided by each party then will define their starting equity. The parties must also agree on
an interest rate (that the occupier shall pay to the finance body for the use of their equity).
2)

A common bank account will then be organised into which the occupier can put money
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and the finance body can withdraw money. Details of this account (i.e. amounts and time) should
preferably be computer readable.
3)
As time goes by, a computer program will calculate the new equity of both parties given the
details of 1 and the continuing details of 2 (and also 4 - but you havn’t read that yet).
4)
The property is regularly re-valued - this valuation does not depend on the value of the
actual property but on the growth of value of similar properties in same area.
Before discussing further essential detail, we need to understand what these steps imply. Thus:a)
The system is very cheap. The computer program is quite simple so this will cost almost
nothing. Furthermore the property does not need an individual valuation as one only needs the
general area price trends.
b)
For the normal ‘occupier growth’ case, the occupier reaps the benefit of any improvements
they make to the property (or any loss due to poor upkeep). Clearly this is what we would want.
{The ‘fixed equity’ case unfortunately is more difficult - see 20.6 .}
c)
The system requires no interaction between the occupier and finance parties at all. Thus
either party could sell their equity to a different body and the other party would be unaffected. Thus
either party can be allowed to sell their equity.
d)
The system requires that a fixed interest rate must be defined over the period of the
agreement. This is possible because inflationary changes should mostly be removed (they would be
reflected instead in the property value - which the finance party also gains). In fact I would imagine
that interest rates would normally lie between 3% and 4%. This system means that both parties now
know precisely where they stand.
The following further features will now depend on the type of agreement both parties want (in
particular whether it is a ‘occupier growth’ or ‘fixed equity’ type). The sorts of thing that would
normally be included are:5)
If the occupier lets their equity drop below certain defined levels then some definite action
must be taken. This could either be:-a.
an valuation of the actual property (to check that the property has sufficient actual value to
cover the finance party’s equity). This would naturally be carried out at the occupier’s expense.
-b.
a forced selling of the occupier’s equity and appropriate financial adjustments made to both
parties.
6)
The finance party may prefer that the occupier maintain their equity between certain bands
(these bands must increase over time for the ‘occupier growth’ case). Defined penalty rates would
then apply outside the given defined bands.
These features can also be checked or implemented in the computer program without undue
difficulty. Besides the formal version of the computer program (kept by the ‘Equity Agreements
Company’) both the occupier and the finance parties would have their own personal versions so that
they can carry out ‘what if’ calculations (of interest to themselves).
There are three different problem areas associated with all this. They are:1)
Valuation
Clearly we will need an independent body to decide what the area growth rates should be. However
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besides this, there is the problem of how the occupier and finance party should agree on a valuation
between themselves. Furthermore there is the problem of how the property should be chosen
initially and then bought from a seller. {In the current world the uncertainties associated with this
process always cause a great deal of trauma.}
2)
The buying and selling of equity
In note c. we allowed that both parties could sell their equity if they desired. Clearly we must
provide a facility by which this can done reasonably efficiently. This facility can then be extended to
cover the usual work of real estate agents.
3)
Financial organisational problems
Our system is very convenient for the occupier as they are allowed to pay more-or-less whenever
they desire. However this can make life rather difficult for the finance party because they will
then have to adjust their finances to fit this unknown circumstance. This problem can be overcome
because there will normally be a great number of properties and so finance can be swapped between
the properties to suit all parties. However all this will require considerable organisation.
I think the best way to organise all this to have four relatively independent companies. All these
companies would act coherently together from the same building. However the companies would
be independently financed (from specific fees for their various services - as in the second point 1 of
20.1).
The companies would be:A)
THE EQUITY AGREEMENTS COMPANY
This would be the fundamental company. It would organise the legal agreement and supply the
computer program to implement it (as outlined in this section).
B)
THE VALUATION COMPANY
This company would carry out the general growth evaluation and help with the initial valuation
problems (as in point 2). Its operation will be described in the next section.
C)
THE LISTING COMPANY
This company would provide a computer listing facility that would facilitate the buying and selling
process. It is described in 20.4 .
D)
THE FINANCE ORGANISING COMPANY
This company would carry out the complex financial arrangements as described in point 3. Its
operation is given in 20.5 .
These companies could all be used independently if desired. Each company would call on the
services of the other companies when appropriate.
{In an actual implementation, ‘stamp duty’ becomes very important. However the legal details
associated with this tax differ from place to place and also may vary over time. Thus I will not
consider it. However it is an area where my system may give considerable savings.}
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20.3

THE VALUATION COMPANY

There are currently many valuation companies on the market. Our specific concern will be to
produce a company that, will not only give a accurate valuations, but will be able to clearly
demonstrate how accurate these valuations are in a quantitative manner. Thus we desire that:1)
when our company gives a valuation, its report will be accompanied by their evaluations of
similar properties together with the actual sale values that were obtained later in the market place.
2)
the growth estimates will be accompanied by graphs showing how these growth estimates fit
to the known specific sales in the market place.
‘Valuation’ in mathematical terms is what is called a ‘fitting’ problem. One is given a whole lot
past data (actual sales results in our case) and to this data one tries to fit a suitable function that will
allow one to predict the future. The ‘fitting’ function must clearly depend on time and the various
criteria that describe the property (i.e. location, land area, building size, construction type etc). The
process needs a certain amount of skill (knowing which criteria to include and what possible forms
of time dependence might be relevant) and a large amount of computing time. However in the
current world, it is probably not done this way.
In our case it becomes essential that the valuation should be done in this mathematical manner
because our prime need is to obtain correct growth rates. It is relatively easy to see what a price
trend might be in an area. However what is hard to know is to what extent this trend is due to
market forces (including inflation) or it is due to a different quality of homes (i.e. are we living
in better houses). Our growth must include market forces but it must not include changes in
quality. Fortunately the mathematical ‘fitting’ technique allows these different effects to be
clearly separated. Thus it is essential that this technique be used here. Moreover with the price of
computing now so low, it is ridiculous that this standard technique is not used in such an obvious
field.
An actual valuation would then consist of the following steps:1)
A valuation employee would visit the property and write down (in computer readable
format) all the criteria that might affect the value of the property. This would certainly include:-a.
Property area,
-b.
Access quality,
-c.
Location quality (i.e. suburb, street, aspect etc),
-d.
Building area,
-e.
Building design quality,
-f.
Construction quality,
-g.
Fittings - quantity and quality,
-h.
Parking (type, area and quality).
2)
This data is then input into the computer and the current best fitting form (from the past
previous fitting process) produces a valuation (in fact an expected value and a minimum value - the
relevance of these will be discussed in 20.4).
3)
This valuation with all its details (and the used fitting form), is then given to the customer.
The report will be accompanied by the company’s evaluation of their 10 (or as desired) most similar
properties and the value that these properties when actually sold for on the market. Our property
valuation process will allow a precise quantitative definition of what are the ‘nearest’ properties.

352

This formula for ‘nearest’ must also be given to the customers so that they can check that there is
no bias (i.e. that the company is not just showing their good results rather than the results that are
‘nearest’).
These standard steps would not then include our mathematical ‘fitting’ process. This process would
go on behind the scenes when sufficient extra data has accumulated to see if a better fitting form
is possible. The fitting process is difficult and complex if one does it all at once and ignores the
accumulated experience of the present human-valuers. However it need not be done in this manner
and one can investigate just a few factors at a time (leaving the remaining factors according to past
experience of the present valuers). Thus for example an investigation might try to just estimate
the affect of noise on property value (noise of course would be included in the location quality
component). The technique is good but one it needs to be well integrated with human-valuer
experience.
It might be thought that this process eliminates the need for valuation experts. This is certainly not
the case. Good qualitative judgements are still necessary for most of the input figures (i.e. location
quality). It is absolutely crucial that all these figures are input in a consistent manner. A lot of cross
checking would be necessary to see that the various valuers quality criteria, are consistent with each
other. Thus the various valuers would occasionally need to independently value the same property
to see that they are giving similar figures.
The growth rates per area then come from the time-dependence factors in our fitting function.
However it will require some work to produce a graph that demonstrates the accuracy of these
results. Thus:a)
All the relevant property sales must be normalised to a common value (using the property
criteria and the corresponding factors in our fitting function),
b)
Each property needs to be weighted on how close it is to our given property type (i.e. using
our measure of ‘nearness’ as in point 3).
c)
The growth function and the points associated with points (a) and (b) must then be plotted
together (nearer points being given a bigger symbol e.g.. a larger circle).
Naturally all this work would be carried out automatically by the computer system.
In considering how expensive this total valuation operation will be, there are two factors to
consider. These are:a)
Computerising the valuation operation would mean that an individual valuation can be done
reasonably quickly. Thus it should take no longer than half a day.
b)
Our system implies that a substantial number of evaluations must be carried out in the
same area in a very consistent manner. Thus, unless my system has a large share of the market in a
particular area, many more valuations would need to be carried out than are ordered by our clients.
In fact I expect that one would need to carry out approximately 4 extra valuations to every required
valuation.
Thus, although the actual valuation might only take half a day, the total valuation time
might be two days. Given that the computer fitting work etc might take a day, this gives 3 days total
work in all. This may sound a lot but in fact the total work involved with the buying and selling
of a property at the present time, is of the order of two months. Thus this total expense should be
reasonable.
Clearly then there is going to be a significant problem when one wants to start up the system in a
new area (where a back-log of previous consistent valuations does not exist).
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20.4

THE LISTINGS COMPANY

This section is based on the idea that if the buying and selling parties have both got good access to
the requirements of all other possible parties then the real estate agency functions can carried out
quite easily by the individuals themselves. However the situation needs very careful control. Some
good computing facilities would also need to be associated with the listing facility.
The areas covered by our Listings Company would be:-a.
negotiating the buying and selling of finance equity,
-b.
negotiating the buying and selling of occupier equity,
-c.
negotiating the buying and selling of complete properties,
-d.
negotiating fixed equity agreements or renting.
However in general we expect that the buying and selling of finance equity would be too difficult
and time consuming for most people. Thus this work would mostly be left to the Finance Organising
Company (as detailed in the next section). {The Finance Organising Company might itself use the
listings facility.} Also as the occupier party (in the occupier growth case) always has the right to
pay off their associated finance, a new buyer can always immediately pay off any previous finance
equity. Thus this case need not be any different from the whole property case. So in practise the
situation would basically come back to buying/selling complete properties and renting (as in the
present world).
The basic facility would then simply consist of a large computer file (data-base if you prefer the
term - when I had to lecture on the subject I made a definite logical distinction between a file and a
data base but no one else seems to follow this practice). This file would contain :-a.
all the sellers and the details of their properties and
-b.
all the buyers and the details of their requirements.
The computing facilities would allow this file to be searched in the usual manners (e.g. by type (i.e.
a - d of previous paragraph), by price range, by area etc).
The two fundamental requirements we place upon the form and usage of this listing are:1)
Both buyers and sellers must have entries in the file. Thus a buyer could not use the facility
(i.e. contact a seller) unless they had an entry in the file themselves (and the same applies to the
seller). This situation would help maintain a just situation between the buying and selling parties.
Thus in the current world there is a tendency for buyers to waste sellers (and real estate agents)
time because their actions go unrecorded. In our system however, a buyer’s requests to view a
property, would be recorded in their file. Thus if their requests to view properties became excessive
(or inconsistent with their stated requirements), sellers would be wary of letting them view their
property (a seller would always check on the details of the buyer before they let the buyer view their
property).
Clearly it would now be better if all parties always had on-line access to the file (e.g. via the
internet). However if this facility is not available, then people would just have to ring the Listing
Company to check about a buyer’s details.
2)
Any property listed must have a valuation done by our Valuation Company (or a company
that can demonstrate that they obtain consistent results). If people can know beforehand the value
of a property then much unnecessary searching can be avoided. Also the valuation will give an
unbiased estimate of the various components (i.e. location quality, construction quality etc). {This
requirement could be relaxed slightly in the renting case - e.g. the valuation could be less up-todate.}
354

A good independent valuation will make the bargaining process between the buyer and
seller over the price, a little easier. However it does not eliminate the bargaining process altogether
because the final price must depend on how keen the buyer is to obtain the property and on the
degree of pressure on the vendor to sell.
In negotiating a price, the buyer must also know what value will be acceptable to the finance
company (see next section). This will be a little indefinite but most probably the agreement would
be:-a.
if the price was between the minimum and the expected valuation figure then the finance
would accept the price as the value,
-b.
if the price was below the minimum valuation figure then they would accept the minimum
valuation as the value,
-c.
if the price was above the expected valuation figure then they would accept the expected
valuation as the value.
Thus the buyer would make a slight loss if they have to buy the property at a price above the
expected valuation figure and they would make a slight profit if they can obtain the property at a
price below the minimum valuation figure.
The Listings Company would be financed from fees that they would charge for:-a.
putting buyers and sellers on the listings file,
-b.
an on-line fee for the time users spend searching the file.
There would thus need to be several terminals at the agency office that people could use to do this
on-line work. It would probably be convenient then for this Listing Company to supply some other
computing facilities as well at the same time i.e. a print-out facility. Also these computing facilities
could be used for users to look through the independent valuations etc (as discussed at the end of 20.3).

20.5

THE FINANCE ORGANISING COMPANY

Up till now we have simply assumed that there is a ‘finance’ party that will neatly fit in with the
requirements and desires of the ‘occupier’ party. In fact it will usually be very difficult to find such
a party. However normally investors are not very particular about where their equity lies and so
their equity can usually be placed in the most convenient property. The purpose then of our Finance
Organising Company is to do this placing so that the requirements of both investors and occupiers
can always be met.
At any stage then the Finance Organising Company will be trying to balance the following
situations:a)
Prospective occupiers requiring new finance,
b)
New investors wishing to provide finance,
c)
Properties being paid off and so providing finance for re-investment,
d)
Investors wishing to withdraw i.e. sell their equity interest,
e)
Some properties requiring more finance (quite small),
f)
Investors requiring a more regular income than the occupier provides.
Fairly clearly this is a fairly complex task. The crucial decision that the F.O. Company will need to
make, will be to decide on the interest rate that occupiers will pay the investor bodies. Clearly this
must be decided by the normal supply and demand situation i.e. if there is not sufficient finance the
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rate must go up and if too much, the rate must go down. However it would be a complex process
and I have not tried to work out the full details. Moreover it is unclear as to how much control
should be left with the individual investors. Besides this the following are the fundamental facets
that would need to be considered:1)
Parcel Size
It will rarely be practical now for just one just one investor to have the whole of the non-occupier
equity of one property. This is because:-a.
it will be improbable that just one investor would have just the right amount of money to
finance just one specific property and
-b.
when a property is paid off by the occupier then the money for re-investment will arrive in
small amounts - clearly insufficient to buy a large equity share.
Besides this, it will be beneficial for the investors to have their finance distributed in small parcels
in the equity of several properties because:-c.
it spreads any possible risk,
-d.
it will tend to regularise their income (i.e. when one occupier is not paying another occupier
probably will be),
-e.
it gives more flexibility to the F.O. Company to better accommodate the various party’s
desires.
Thus each investor will need to specify what their preferred parcel size will be. {Probably
around $10,000 would be the norm.}
2)
Parcel Sequence and Period
If the non-occupier equity is split into several parcels then we now have the problem of which
parcel should be paid off first (if all were paid off equally we would end up with too many small
parcels). Thus all parcels associated with one property need to be sequenced as to which is paid
off first. Related to this is the question of penalty rates applying outside certain repayment bands
(point 6 of 20.2). With many parcels, this system is now probably too complex too implement.
However without penalty rates it would mean that the initial interest rates would apply indefinitely.
This seems too dangerous a situation and so what could be done is that each parcel could be given a
defined period (higher for each sequence number). If the parcel is not paid off before the end of the
defined period then a new interest rate would be chosen (probably the maximum of the present rate
and the initial rate).
3)
Growth Options
Each investor would need to be given the following growth options:-a.
increase equity - i.e. reinvest all income,
-b.
maintain equity - reinvest any equity that is paid off but maintain a steady income from
interest payment,
-c.
reduce equity - no reinvestment of either the equity or the interest payments.
{Of course an investor can request some of their equity to be sold independently of all this.}
4)
The Selling of Finance Equity and the Rates Problem
The F.O. Company will organise the selling of finance equity if desired. However there will be a
problem with rates because this equity will have an interest rate pertaining to the date on which it
was originally negotiated (rather than the present interest rate). If the equity is to be sold then the
equivalent value in terms of the present interest must be calculated. This will be a difficult task
because it will depend on how long it will be before the equity is paid off by the occupier (which
is unknown). {This is the reason I said in the pre-script that an actuary would needed as part of the
implementation team.} Thus investor bodies must be given the option of saying whether they would
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be prepared to buy ‘old’ finance equity (and whether they would accept the actuary’s estimate of its
relative value).
5)
A Cash Management ‘Float’
Fairly clearly all these financial dealing cannot be exactly balanced at any one time. Thus the F.O.
Company will need to maintain a fairly large Cash Management account in which its excess moneys
are temporarily placed. {In fact the current size of this account might be used to decide whether
interest rates should go up or down.} Investors must expect that some of their money will lie in this
account for some periods of the time.
All these 5 facets imply that there will be a significant degree of calculation associated with our
job of balancing our 6 requirements. A computer is best at calculation and so I would envisage the
system would consist of:a)
all these general desires and specific requests being entered into an ongoing computer file,
b)
a computer program balancing out these various requests as best it can (probably once a
month).
Clearly this computer program will need to be quite complex and fairly technical. {However I am
confident I could write it myself.} A further advantage of this work being done by computer is that
it avoids any possibility of human bias.
Investors must of course be regularly informed about their current investment forms. Thus I would
envisage they would receive a quarterly report giving, for each ‘parcel’ of investment:a)
the actual property,
b)
the current valuation of the property,
c)
their equity,
d)
money received on this equity in the past quarter.
Details of money in cash management would be added to this. These figures would be totalled and then
the total of ‘money received’ minus ‘charges’ will be the value of investor’s cheque for that quarter.
Charges must be related to the work involved and so they must be reasonably detailed. Thus there
must be separate charges for:a)
starting up and organising the original equity,
b)
regularly managing each parcel of equity,
c)
any required selling.
It can be seen alas that our system is not very simple. Thus to make this trouble worthwhile,
investors need to have substantial amounts of money to invest (i.e. perhaps $50,000). Clearly a
investor could not invest less than that which is required to obtain a ‘parcel’ of equity (i.e. approx.
$10,000). Thus our system tends to approach the current world system where only people with
substantial amounts of money, can invest directly in real estate (e.g. older people that are preparing
for retirement).

20.6

FIXED EQUITY AGREEMENTS

This is the type of agreement that approximates to ‘renting’ in the current world because the
‘finance’ party will always have the larger equity and will always have the right to buy out the
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occupier’s equity (and in this circumstance of course the occupier must then vacate the property).
The name ‘fixed equity’ is a misnomer because the equity is not fixed but will in fact change over
time. However it is more fixed than in the ‘occupier growth’ case and to call it ‘the finance party’s
ultimate control’ case would be ridiculous. I said the case ‘approximates to renting’ but in a way
‘fixed equity’ is an intermediary case between ‘renting’ and ‘having a mortgage’ (but closer to
‘renting’).
Before going through the details of this case, it is best to first describe as to when the ‘fixed equity’
or ‘occupier growth’ cases would be more appropriate.
The decision naturally depends on who should have the ultimate expectation of controlling
the occupancy of the property (i.e. saying who lives their). This should be the body most concerned
with the property. This then would normally be the occupier and so ‘occupier growth’ should be
the more normal case. However ‘fixed equity’ is more appropriate when the finance party has a
long term interest in the property and when the occupier has only a short term interest. In terms
of actual equity, then the following diagram (fig 20.1) shows the range of the appropriate relative
percentages:APPROPRIATE OCCUPIER EQUITY (fig 20.1)

In terms of these percentages then there is a considerable over-lap.
In practical terms then a ‘fixed equity agreement would start and proceed in exactly the same way
as the ‘occupier growth’ case (as described in the first 4 points of 20.2 i.e. equity defined on each
parties proportion of input, a common bank account, equity continuously recalculated and the
property revalued on area growth). The difference mainly concerns how the agreement would end.
The finance body will now have the right to terminate the agreement and buy out the occupier’s
equity. Firstly however this should only occur after a substantial period of notice has been given to
the occupier (perhaps 3 to 12 months - as agreed in the initial contract). The awkward calculation
then concerns how to compensate or penalise the occupier for improvements or deterioration
to the property during their period of occupancy. This primarily must depend on independent
valuations made before and after the occupancy period. However the initial contract may also limit
compensation for improvements and not allow any significant changes to be made to the property.
This is a messy process but of course it is just the standard procedure in the renting business at
present.
Again the finance party will probably wish to stipulate equity bands in which the occupier equity
must remain (or else suffer penalty rates). Very likely the finance party will require that these bands
are now quite narrow so that they can be assured of a reasonably regular income. As the occupier’s
equity will now always remain much lower, the time must always arrive when the property needs to

358

be revalued to check that the property has sufficient actual value to cover the finance party’s equity.
However this revaluation could be quite cursory and done at the finance party’s expense.
Although there are thus some problems with this fixed equity case, it is worth reminding you at this
stage about its significant advantages over renting. These are:a)
The process needs very little intervention and thus should need no ‘management’ fees,
b)
It does allow the occupier to gain some of the tax advantages of investing in their own
home.
c)
It gives more independence to the occupier.

20.7

AND SO

When the children were young (Rebecca and David), I tried to instill in them the capacity to share
things. Thus when we went swimming I bought them just one paddle-pop which they had to shared
between themselves (I nobly supervised the alternate licking). Well this system back-fired because
the children hated the sharing experience so much that now under no circumstances will they share
anything - even when it is highly practical to do so. Thus it would sometimes be very convenient if
they could occasionally share a set of roller-blades - however now they won’t even consider such a
possibility. So much for my success in instigating sharing systems.
However my equity agreements system does have many benefits and it would be quite practical to
implement it in a reasonably small scale manner. Clearly as a first stage, it would not be possible
to implement the Valuation Company, Listing Company and Finance Organising Company to the
degree of sophistication that I have outlined. However there are some simpler manual possibilities
that would be sufficient to begin with.
I said at the beginning of this chapter that, at the end of my time at GIO, I had to decide between
either implementing this Equity Agreement’s scheme or writing up this total project. Well I am very
happy that I made the decision to write up the complete project. However the writing up of this
project is now nearing completion. Thus I could turn my attention to try to implement this Equity
Agreements scheme again. However I couldn’t do it by myself - I would need 3 or 4 people to help
(corresponding roughly to the 4 company areas and preferably these people would have a slight
interest (or experience) in these fields). If some of you readers then should show an interest and
come to me we could still try and do something - I have still got about another 10 years of time that
could be devoted to this task. It could be a fun project.
There is also a form of Equity Agreement which I have not covered in this chapter. This would
simply consist of the case where the various parties share everything equally i.e. the finance and/or
the occupancy. The reason that I have not covered the case, is because it is relatively simple. Thus
the same rules would apply to both parties in the same way and, if the parties can’t agree, then the
property could be divided as described in 11.5. However, perhaps the details of this form should
have given because the form could now be of importance in the following chapter on Egalitarian
Inheritance.
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21.		

EGALITARIAN INHERITANCE

Many years ago Jack (who I have mentioned before) used to amuse me by recounting the fun they
had when dissecting corpses - measuring the length of their intestinal tracts, comparing their sexual
organs etc. All good simple fun of course but never-the-less it made me think twice about giving
my body for the furtherance of medical science. {People used to talk about giving their bodies for
medical science in those days - one don’t seem to hear about it these days.} Anyway my decision
was that, if I was going to give my body for medical science then my stipulation would be that,
anyone working on my body, must likewise donate their body to medical science in the same way as
well. Thus if any medical student wants to make mirth about the peculiarities of my sexual organs
after I am dead then they can bear in mind that some other students may be making mirth over their
own peculiarities in the years to come.
I had forgotten all about these thoughts until I came to the problem of how to introduce this chapter.
However looking back at it now, I am surprised how similar my thinking process was then to now so many years later. Thus this inheritance chapter is likewise trying to set a situation where people
must do unto others as they would have done unto themselves. Also it has a similar enforcement
problem (entailment in this case).
In 1992 some old friends of my parents asked me to be the executor of their will. Their desire was
that their inheritance (which was reasonable large by my standards) should be passed on to their
future progeny rather than be wasted by their offspring’s spouses (about whom they had severe
doubts). This request caused me to think about the problem in general and this chapter is the
result of this thinking. One of the standard plot lines of that excellent series “Yes Minister” is that
someone suggests a good idea to the minister which he initially accepts with enthusiasm. However
as time goes by the full ramifications of the idea become clear (usually via Sir Humphrey who
points out how the idea will adversely affect the minister’s own power base). The minister then
drops the new idea like a hot brick. The same sort of thing applied to these old friends of my parents
when the full ramifications of people leaving to all progeny became fully apparent. {And probably
the same thing will apply to you.} However it is good that we all work through our phantasies.
This chapter then is not part of my political system. Inheritance would be of very minor importance
in my system because most of the important assets are community owned (e.g. land, transportation
etc). However it is a good exercise in preparing ourselves for egalitarian systems because it makes
us realise the sort of extra complexity and work that must be involved. Moreover it is a situation we
can readily understand and we have the capability of actually doing something about it.
Finally the system gives rise to a really fun computer program (i.e. following down family trees
etc).

21.1

WHAT IS JUST AND FAIR ?

A few centuries ago people tended believe in the primogenitor system of inheritance. This system
is in direct conflict with the usual current equal inheritance system we accept today (and my system
is even more directly opposed to such a primogenitor system). Thus there is a conflict over basic
concepts so we first need to is go back to fundamentals and work out ‘what is the right thing to do’.
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Clearly the first thing we must accept is that a person should have the complete right to do
absolutely what they will with the assets and wealth they have created by themselves. Moreover it
is often entirely inappropriate that such assets should be equally divided between their children or
progeny (I use the word progeny to mean all descendants i.e. children, grand-children etc). Thus if
a person creates an asset associated with a particular interest then the appropriate thing to do is to
leave that asset to the body or person that will best further the creator’s interest. All people must
be allowed to express their individuality as they wish and we at the present time may have gone
overboard in expecting all children to be treated equally in this respect.
Following on from this idea we must also allow a certain degree of entailment (saying what should
happen with an asset after the current inheritor dies). Thus if a certain person paints a picture then it
would seem right that such a person should be able to say that can no inheritor can sell this painting
but that it must be past on (as it is) to the creator’s progeny. Thus entailment is simply a means of
respecting a creator’s wishes. The difficulty with entailment is that it can be a means of enforcing a
person’s wishes (for ever) when the degree to which they are the ‘creator’ of the asset, is in doubt.
Thus entailment has often been used to stop the splitting up of an estate (land). However land is
never ‘created’ and at some point in history its acquisition must always be subject to doubt (i.e. it
was conquered or claimed etc). Thus the problem with entailment is how to recognise who the true
‘creator’ is. {And if the ‘creator’ is God then you perhaps should leave the asset with God because
God is supposedly eternal.} It is a very difficult question.
The important thing to note now is that, in actual practise, predominantly inherited assets are houses
and land. Land is definitely not a created asset and houses were usually created a few generations
back. Thus although people may claim they have personally created their houses and land by their
own financial activities, overall this cannot be the case because certainly the land was here before
and most of the houses were here a generation ago. Thus for these major items we can consider a
system of inheritance which does not have to be that simply people can do what they want with
their own stuff.
At this stage it is best to give the basic idea of my system and what would happen if it was in
general use. The fundamental idea is that the original creators of houses and land will pass these
items on equally (this is actually a little more complicated) to all their progeny. If this system was
in general use throughout a country the affect would be that, within inter-marrying sections of that
country’s society, the ownership of all houses and land would be fairly evenly spread between all
people (in fact only after about age 10 for a technical approximation detail which I will explain
later). As in all things there are advantages and disadvantages in such a system. The advantages
are:1)
it is very just and egalitarian,
2)
it is very efficient. Thus in general people would not need to save to buy their homes but
they would naturally inherit appropriate dwelling accommodation.
The disadvantages are:1)
it is a complex system i.e. a computer tends to be needed to do the calculations,
2)
it implies a lot of partial ownership of property. Thus a family might well own their own
home but the proportion of ownership might be: .31 - the mother, .27 - the father, .23 - the son (age
12), .19 - the daughter (age 9).
3)
it is boring. Thus we no longer have the possibility of a windfall from inheritance later in
life. {And we would lose half our good murder plots.}
The specific reasons then that our current ‘equal inheritance to children’ system is flawed in terms
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of justice and efficiency, are the following:a)
Some children may pass on their inheritance to their children (the originators grandchildren) and some may not. Those grand-children whose parents have used up the inheritance are
disadvantaged against those whose parents have not.
b)
The grand-children from small families are advantaged over those grand-children from large
families. Thus in the following family tree (fig 21.1):EXAMPLE FAMILY TREE (fig 21.1)

D will have 4 times as much of A’s inheritance as E, F, or G and J will have 12 times as much as K,
L or M.
c)
With current practice, children tend to inherit around about the age of 50 when their last
parent dies. At this age a possible inheritor will normally have had to made independent steps for
their own financial security. An inheritance at this age can be a pleasant bonus but it cannot be used
for the essentials of life because one cannot be known before-hand when one’s last parent will die.
At this stage you must try and avoid the temptation to pre-judge whether my system then is either
‘good’ or ‘bad’ (you need to know the details of the whole system before you can make this
judgement). At the moment we only want to know to what extent it is ‘just and fair’. The awkward
feature of my system is that it implies a certain degree of entailment because people are expected
to only use the ongoing benefit of their inheritance (and so at their death they will still have the
original capital value to be passed on to their progeny). Our first reaction to any suggestion of
entailment will probably be to feel that this is going to be a very wicked system indeed - because
of all the nasty stories we have heard about the previous primogenitor system. However, even if we
were to accept the logic of my third paragraph, there is still a problem because this inheritance deals
with land and land has not been ‘created’.
The doubts about the entailing of land are I think valid (under my full system this could not
occur). However the thing to be borne in mind is that this system does equate fairly closely with
community ownership of land (which is the fairest system). Thus it is better than the present system.
In the initial implementation of the system one does have to be very careful that one is not acting
in an inconsistent manner (and thus certain people are disadvantaged). If you actually wanted to
implement this system yourself you might try to copy my own very gradual tactics (given in section
20.5 - My Own Will).
The system I am proposing then is not perfectly just. However it provides a better approximation to
justice than any other system I know.
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21.2

THE GENERAL FORM

From the previous discussion then the inheritance system I now am about to propose only applies to
ongoing assets (basically houses and land). It does not apply to individually created assets.
The basic two concepts of my proposed system are:A.
An Original Inheritance goes to all Progeny
An ‘original’ inheritance is to be divided between all the progeny of the originator. However there
is a complication arising from the number people that a person can expect to inherit from (per
generation). A normal person has 2 parents, 4 grand-parents, 8 great-grand-parents etc, all of which
they can expect to inherit from. Thus the amount that each succeeding generation ought to receives,
should be divided by two in order to take account of the extra number of inheriting possibilities.
Taking my own mother’s case as an example then she has 5 children, 15 grand-children and one
great-grand-child (at the moment). If she was to die and leave $102,000 then under my system each
child should receive $8,000, each grand-child $4,000 and the great-grand-child $2,000 (all adding
to $102,000).
B.
‘Reflecting Back’ and ‘Topping Up’
When an inheritor dies their inheritance is to be ‘reflected back’ to the originator of this inheritance.
The progeny of the originators then receive their due proportion of the inheritance by a process
of ‘topping up’ to equalise levels (as far as possible) . The following example demonstrates the
situation.
Suppose in my mother’s case, in many years time, a grand-child dies. Then the $4,000 they
received is ‘reflected back’ to my mother and then redivided among the current progeny of my
mother. However at this stage one must remember that her children may all be dead and most of the
existing progeny will have already have benefited to some degree from her estate. In the following
diagram (fig 21.2) then shows what progeny have already received and what they then should
receive from this $4,000.
AN EXAMPLE OF TOPPING UP (fig 21.1)
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You will note:a)
The width of the ‘vessels’ is in proportion to what each generation should receive (as in A.).
b)
The inheritance is then ‘poured’ into the ‘vessels’ to make the level of the lowest ‘vessels’,
all equal.
c)
Most of the ‘topping up’ will go to the most recent generation because these people were not
alive previously to benefit from my mother’s inheritance.
d)
This example does not demonstrate the more general complex case where the grand-child’s
inheritance may have been derived from several ancestors. {This case will be demonstrated in the
computer example of the next section.}
There are three obvious problems with this process.
1)
The work and complexity of this system will increase exponentially for each extra
generation level (and the amounts involved become correspondingly small). Even for the grandparent case given above, the expected number of progeny is substantial (I think I would have done
better to have chosen a parent case rather than a grand-parent case).
In my system I overcome this problem by only recording originators up to the level of
grand-parents. Thus originators higher than grand-parents (e.g. great-grand-parents etc) are lumped
in with the grand-parent amount. This seems to give a sensible balance. Thus:-a.
the amount of calculation is still reasonable (for a computer),
-b.
the expected amounts are still significant.
It is possible that this approximation could still give rise to unjust side-effects. If this system was to
be used extensively then the effect of this approximation should be more thoroughly investigated
(clearly a good PhD thesis topic).
2)
The small fractional amounts that this process gives rise to, implies that any real estate
will usually need to be sold. Thus a person’s inheritance will mostly be in monetary terms. If the
inheritance then is in cash, it must be adjusted for inflation (in fact the previous inheritance values
must be deflated upwards to bring them into present value terms). Given some standard yearly
inflation rates, this is relatively easy thing to do on a computer. However it will make the system a
little more difficult to comprehend.
There will be a significant problem should ancestors come from countries with different
inflation rates. I haven’t considered this case.
3)
Finally there is the entailment problem of what to do if a person uses up the capital value
of their inheritance and then has nothing to pass on. I will deal with this in section 21.4 when the
details of the computer system have been given.
I said in the previous section that people would normally receive most of their inheritance before
the age of 10. I shall now try to explain why I think this will be roughly the case. The result is
dependent on my ‘only distinguishing originator’s up to grand-parents’ approximation.
We first need to roughly consider how many individuals would benefit from an individual
inheritance (i.e a person dies). Now if my system had been in operation for several generations
then most of a person’s inheritance will come from their grand-parents because there would be no
new on-going assets (land and houses) to originate. Now, when a person dies, such a grand-parent
will have about 20 bottom level alive progeny (assuming that when a person dies they have about
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5 bottom level alive progeny (i.e. grand-children or great-grand-children)). The total number of all
the bottom level alive progeny will not be 4 times this figure because nearly half the grand-parents
share progeny (because they are married). Thus roughly a person’s inheritance should go to about
50 people.
Corresponding to this, a person’s inheritance should come to them in about 50 discrete parcels.
Bearing in mind then that the empty vessels are filled first, I think this number of parcels would
imply that people would receive a reasonable proportion of their inheritance by the age of 10. If one
saved originators to a higher level (i.e. great-grand-parents) then this figure would be lower.
Clearly then this whole system must of necessity become quite technical and reasonably complex.
Thus I have written computer program to implement the whole thing. However even to understand
how this computer program does its calculations, will require a fair amount of thought. You will
not be able to simply read the following section - you will have to check where all my figures come
from - and then think about the whole thing quite carefully.

21.3

PROGRAM AND EXAMPLE

The actual program that implements all this is written in MODULA (the supposedly commercial
version of PASCAL). Some day I shall have to rewrite it into a more generally accepted language.
It is about 400 lines long (including the general primitive subroutines - Wirth considered it better to
give only a few basic subroutines and then let everyone develop their own - I think he was correct
although this is not a popular view). The program is annotated and readable (and I’ll send it to you
if you want it). It is not the easiest of programs to follow because searching through family trees
involves pointers etc - but it is fun. Hopefully most of what the program does should be self-evident
from the following substantial example - the input and output is given on subsequent pages.
1)

The Input

Fig 21.3 gives the example input. You will note;a)
The program does a series of inheritances up to the date given at #. Although naturally in
general we will only be interested in the circumstances of the inheritance associated with one death,
the relevant input data from previous deaths is so voluminous that it is much easier to re-run the
program for the previous deaths to generate the input data for the death you are interested in.
b)
In this example I have not put in any inflation. Inflation makes it more difficult to understand
where figures arrive. Putting in non unitary inflation growth can be seen to be quite easy.
c)
The people detail is the main input and hopefully is readily understandable. For each person
specifying their parents is the best and most flexible means of defining the family tree. However it
is difficult to comprehend the hereditary picture. However the first thing we do on output is print
the calculated progeny trees. In this example there is basically only one progeny tree plus a few
spouses.
2)

The First Inheritance

Fig 21.4 shows the output details of the first very simple inheritance. You will note:a)
As in this case there is no received inheritance, the output starts with the progeny tree. For
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this example the progeny tree includes almost everyone in the example. For easier understanding
of the example I have added in ink the remaining people in the example who are the descendant’s
spouses. In more complex cases this would not be possible.
b)
The ‘pass on detail’ then shows how the 200000 dollars is split between the inheritors. In
this case it is very simple. {The ‘level’ is in terms of the vessels concept. The cross-sectional area of
the vessels is the ‘fraction’ (depending on the generation).}
c)
In the relations column FsM stands for Father’s Mother etc. In the case of VJ (marked) the
relation is given as Mother’s Father when it should be Mother’s Father’s Mother. This is associated
with our approximation of great grand-parents and higher being lumped together with grandparents.
3)

The Second Inheritance

Fig 21.5 shows the second inheritance details which is a bit more complicated. You will note:a)
There is now inheritance received to be shown. Of the total inheritance of 150000, 32000
goes back to the progeny of his mother MS leaving 118000 of which Mike Smith is considered to
be the originator.
b)
The division of the 118000 is straight-forward. In a prior version of this program VJ had
8000 amount already received because under our approximation it appeared to come from MJS. I
didn’t like this so I adjusted the program so that, for the self person, the already received column
was always zero. Although this overcomes the problem in this case there is possibly a general
problem. Thus some people might receive less because our approximation marks them as having
received from that predecessor when they have not.
c)
The division of the 32000 from the mother now has to take into account the amounts already
received. To understand this calculation it is best to think of each recipient having a flask of cross
sectional area “Fraction”. Their flasks are first filled with their already received amount. The given
amount is then poured piece be piece into whichever flask has the lowest level.

366

4)

An Inheritance Further-On
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I have not included all the inheritances cases because the output is too voluminous (the actual
program puts it all on a file called EIR). However this last case should be sufficient to get the
general picture (fig 21.6). You will note:a)
Helen Smith has now quite a few inheritances received.
b)
This example demonstrates what happens when a persons ‘pass on’ inheritance is not as
great as that which they have received. HS has a short fall of 52433 and this is taken out first from
her parents (pro-rata). It is taken from parents first because this limits the scope of the effect.
c)
The ‘pass on’ is now associated with 3 different people and the received levels are now all
fairly different. A ‘pass on’ could involve a maximum of 7 originators.
d)
In the input data VJ has been specified as being RJ’s both father and mother. There is a
good reason for this. The inheritance system assumes two parents - if you definitely have only one
recognising parent then this assumption should not be made. If RJ specifies VJ as both father and
mother then he inherits in two different ways (as can be seen to happen - marked #). Because the
program is relationship oriented (rather than specific people), it can cope with any complexity of
relationship and no one is disadvantaged. Fathers and mothers of course don’t need to be of the
right sex but I think you would find it to be very confusing if you do not put them incorrectly.
Following on from this idea in the last paragraph, we can now finish this somewhat pragmatic
section on a more esoteric note. It would be reasonably easy to change our program so that a person
could have more than 2 ‘parents’ with fractions associated with each (the fractions clearly must
add to unity). This form could represent the more realistic forms of dependency and recognition
that actually exist in the present world. Clearly both ‘parent’ and ‘child’ would have to agree to
the arrangement and this would need to be fairly permanent. However such an agreement could
be fraught with problems. Thus one can imagine that a ‘child’ might like to gain another ‘parent’
(particularly if they were rich and childless). However such a ‘child’ might want to change their
mind if the ‘parent’ then also gained another ‘child’. I think the stress involved in agreeing on the
relationship specification would make this process unacceptable.

21.4

ENTAILMENT AND THE SYSTEM DETAIL

As regards entailment, the first thing to note is that the actual program does not assume that the due
amount of money is always there to pass on to future generations. If the money is not there it simply
does the best that can be done with what is there. Thus the system is not dependent on every one
doing the ‘right thing’.
Under current law I think it doubtful that my system could be legally entailed (there are things like
the 80 year limit laws etc). Moreover even if the inheritances could be entailed, it would mean that
all monies would have to be kept in trust at all times by a legal executor. This could be difficult and
limiting. Furthermore there are always minor fluctuations in inflation and value which mean that the
capital value of an inherited estate will not always keep up with our input general inflation rates. We
have no desire to cause a fuss about such minor short-comings. In general if:a)
people, before receiving an inheritance, are required to made public declaration that they
will pass the capital value on,
b)
all details are required to be made fully public (so that social pressure can take effect),
then I think that this system will work adequately well. The rest of this section then considers how
these two operations can be carried out.
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Before receiving an inheritance under this system then a person would be required to make a public
declaration that:1)
they will maintain the capital value of the property. This will mean that the inheritance must
in general be kept in real estate (preferably of course the person’s own home). Thus all speculative
investments are ruled out and even banks should only be used as a temporary resort (because it is
hard to check that the value is keeping up with inflation).
2)
the inheritance will be passed on to the people that the program says are the appropriate
benefactors.
3)
they will require that future benefactors will be required to act in an equivalent manner.
Because in our system people’s inheritance will come in many small parcels (see 21.2), we can
require that, when a person receives an inheritance, they also declare the present value of all their
previous inheritances (and give the investment details). Thus if a person is negligent in maintaining
their current inheritances then they can be ruled out from receiving any future inheritances.
However in fact most people will be minors when they receive their inheritances (see 21.2). Thus
their parents (or guardians) will have to act on their behalf and hold their property in trust until the
children reach the legal age (to accept for themselves). {Such a system is very convenient because
the children’s inheritance would normally be just some equity in the family home.} However
this situation gives us the opportunity for requesting that the parents make a similar declaration
concerning their own inheritances (whenever they receive inheritances on behalf of their children).
It can be seen then that in the normal turn of events, this system would ensure that people would
forced to maintain the value of their inheritances (otherwise they or their children would not
receive anything in the future). However in the case where people don’t have children, there may
be a problem. Thus such people would have received nearly all their inheritance by the age of 20
and then perhaps public pressure might not provide sufficient incentive to persuade such people
to maintain the value of their inheritance till they die (and the inheritance will then be passed on
to other people’s children). Thus I would suggest that the system might be that parents keep their
children’s inheritance in trust until such time as their children have children themselves. However I
am afraid that in the present political climate, such a system would be most unpopular.
Our system then requires that there be a central organising body whose duties would be:1)
to maintain the input files and run the program when a person dies,
2)
to input the yearly inflation rates,
3)
to maintain the file of peoples acceptance statements and received inheritance value
statements,
4)
to keep all people informed about all these relevant details.
All this would be relatively easy to do if our current society had a general information system (as I
have proposed in chapter 6). However in the current world this work will start to become significant
when a couple of generations have passed and so the system will start to become big. Besides these
relatively pragmatic tasks, there is the difficult decision about whether to remove a person from the
system when they have not maintained the value of their current inheritances. {And hence such a
person (and their progeny) would not receive anything further in the future.} Such a decision would
be too difficult to be made by just the organising body. Thus the decision would need to be made
either by an external judicial body or by a general meeting of all the executors.
These problems can be overcome. However it does not seem worthwhile for me to try and define all
the details at the present moment.
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21.5

MY OWN WILL ?

Although this section concerns my own will, I am assuming that you (the reader) may also have
similar sorts of practical problems.
I have only made my will once and that was a complete disaster. It was during my time in Sheffield
(when I married Jane). Everyone said that the right thing to do was to make one’s will and so,
without thinking about it very much, I toddled off to a solicitor and made the standard will - leaving
everything equally to my children but Jane having the use of the capital while she was alive (with
the solicitor’s full agreement). However as soon as I started to think about it I realised that this
was grossly unfair to my two older children. Jane is only 8 years or so older than Tim and Naomi
and so this would imply that Tim and Naomi would only have the expectation of benefit from my
inheritance for 8 years. Thus there followed a series of adjustments to correct this defect - none
of which really satisfied either the solicitor or me (and the number of times the solicitor had the
wording wrong, was ridiculous). Eventually I tore the will up in disgust - it seemed better to have
no will.
It is terribly hard to make a just will because:a)
circumstances change enormously with time and
b)
if one’s will is inconsistent with current inheritance law/practice then it may be contested.
Having such a will may then be much worse than having no will at all (and the intestate laws are
usually quite sensible).
Both these circumstances are very applicable if one wants to make a will consistent with the ideas
and concepts of this chapter (which naturally I do).
A will, as I have outlined in this chapter, should consist of two distinctly different parts. These parts
would be:A)
the creator’ personal desires for their individually created assets (associated with their own
interests),
B)
the general distribution of on-going inherited assets (basically houses and land) to all the
relevant progeny.
I will deal with the problems of each of these parts separately.
The problem with the A part of one’s will is that one’s desires and circumstances are very dependent
on time. Thus consider my own particular circumstances at the moment. Just now I have a
considerable amount of personally created wealth. Should I die at this moment I would like this
money to be spent on finishing my unfinished projects i.e. this project and my secondary project the ‘Guide to Bluff Mt’. Thus my will at the moment would be to leave a considerable amount of
money to which-ever of my children were prepared to finish these projects. However should I die
at a normal age both then these projects should be complete. Also my personally created wealth
will be much less (i.e. spent on these projects and my retirement). Thus the will I have to write
(concerning the A part) must be entirely different for these two different times. Even should I die in
normal old age (i.e, 70’s or 80’s) my will continue to change because my amount of created assets
will keep changing and my progenies interests will vary as they grow up (e.g. which child should
inherit my climbing gear).
For the moment I hope the possibility of my death is sufficiently small that it is not worthwhile me
writing the A part of my will (bearing in mind the will must change so much). Later on it would
seem far better that I actually give the desired personally created assets to the appropriate people
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while I am still alive (e.g. my climbing gear when I have stopped using it). When this is not possible
I suppose I will have to specify what is to be done in my will - however it does seem to be terribly
tedious. As regards the various progeny choosing items for themselves, the best system would seem
to be to let all progeny bid for the various items and then the individual items go to the highest
bidder at the ‘value’ of the second highest bid (i.e. similar to the method proposed at the end of 11.5
except the ‘value’ will be slightly lower).
As regards the B part of my will, naturally my desire here would be that my inheritance be divided
between my progeny according to the method described in this chapter. However the problems are:a)
what should the amount for this part be,
b)
whether this method is consistent with current law.
The minimum amount for the B part should be everything that I have received myself. However
over time this quantity becomes somewhat indefinite. Clearly I should clearly specify what should
be included here but in actual practice it is much easier to let the B part to consist of everything that
has not been specified in the A part. However although the situation is a little indefinite, there is
really no great problem.
Thus my major problem concerns whether what I have specified, is consistent with current law.
Thus suppose one of my children refused to sign a declaration that they would pass their inheritance
on (as in 21.4) then can such a child be excluded from the inheritance ? - I don’t know. In the event
of my death I think I prefer to try to avoid the possibility of such doubts and any resulting illfeeling. Thus my suggestion is the following.
I don’t think there should be any conflict over point A of 21.2 (i.e. that the inheritance goes to all
progeny with the appropriate generation weighting). Moreover this situation overcomes the problem
of the older children having less time to use the inheritance (as in my previous will). Thus this effect
will be counter-balanced by the fact that the older children should have more living progeny to
benefit from the will (at the time of my death). Furthermore the calculation is simple and does not
need the computer program. Thus my will definitely enact this point.
The point B of 21.2 is much more complex and contentious. Thus what I thought that I would do
for this point, is simply state (in my will) that point B describes what I would like that my children
should do with this inheritance. However I would not try to enforce the implementation at all.
However should any of my progeny (particularly grand-children or great-grand-children) come to
me saying that:a)
this point was a good idea,
b)
the point could be implemented within our current framework of law and
c)
they themselves would take care of the organising side,
then I would try to do something more definite.
I think this should be sufficient. Thus my will would certainly introduce a new simple more
egalitarian idea. Also it would allow the possibility of the complex part being implemented.
Moreover I think it right that the people that receive the inheritance, should take some of the
initiative and responsibility of saying how a more egalitarian form might be implemented.
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21.6

AND SO

In this chapter I have gone to a great deal of trouble to try and work out how a just inheritance
system could operate. This may have given you the impression that I feel it to be very important that
everyone does receive an equal share of an inheritance. This is not the case. In the current western
world we all have an abundance of wealth and assets and often the greatest blessing we can have is
not to receive further assets but rather to receive hardship instead (as Fairy Blackstick also decided).
The fundamental significance of this chapter then does not lie in its practical benefits but rather in
the complex logical process by which justice can be obtained.
There are several definite similarities between the problem of justice in respect to inheritance and to
the problem of justice in respect to land ownership (for societies). Thus:a)
Both problems deal with complex multi-leveled structures. Thus in inheritance we deal with
family structure (each generation representing a level) and in land we deal with a tree structure of
societies.
b)
Both systems introduce more complex calculations.
c)
Both systems try to rectify the disadvantage associated with growth (of families for
inheritance and of societies for land). Thus both systems will tend to remove current limits on
growth and thus they will tend to encourage growth (which many people will regard as a ‘bad
thing’).
d)
Both systems tend to give rise to ‘boring’ final solutions. This is a fundamental problem perfect justice (or efficiency) will never get you very excited (and nor will it give you anything to
talk about).
The importance of this chapter then is that it can lead us on the way to the more important ‘land
ownership’ problem. The difficulty with the land problem is that we tend to feel we can never do
anything about it. Thus there are always too many people involved in land and the majority of these
people will always favour the status quo situation (because change will cause discomfort). The
great thing about our inheritance problem is that we as an individuals are in a position to actually
do something. Admittedly what we have to do is somewhat complex but in a way this can be a good
thing - it starts us thinking. The basic fundamental is that we have to start thinking. The status quo
situation is simply not good enough.
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22. 		

THE GOVERNMENTAL FORM

I have a feeling that this whole work will have given you the idea that I must have a very radical
nature indeed. In fact I, probably like all people, am a peculiar mixture of conservative and radical
elements. My conservative side shows up in my extreme preference for all the traditional forms of
singing and dancing and here I personally try to avoid all forms of change. Thus even from a very
early age I have always preferred the older songs and these are the songs I continue to sing. About 5
years ago I introduced a new rule to my life saying that I must sing 4 songs every night. It is a great
rule - it gives a little ritual that nicely blends past memories with present activity. Because I hate
making any decision about which song to sing, I usually simply cycle through the full repertoire of
my songs (about 600). Thus every song will be sung approximately every six months (till the end
of my days). No song is ever dropped from my repertoire because each song will represent certain
phase or aspect of my life. Thus it is always a difficult decision as to whether a new song should be
added to my repertoire.
I would like the same sort of system to apply as regards dances but now there is a problem. I usually
don’t have any control over the choice of dance that I am about to do. Thus the major curse of my
life then are those dance group leaders that are always plugging to do new dances. {The worst are
those that write new dances themselves.} This is a very significant cross that I have to bear.
About 15 years ago I myself was the dance coordinator of the Sydney Playford Dance group. The
National Folk Festival was due to be held in Sydney that year and I thought that the group should
do something special for this occasion. Now the Playford dances are generally thought of as the
oldest known English dances (first published by this Playford character in 1651). However there are
some little known ‘Inns of Court’ dances that pre-date these Playford dances and I thought for this
special occasion that the group should try to perform some of these. Because I had to get on side
with the people that had the details of these dances, I then actually attended a whole week’s course
in Renaissance Dance. {Our whole time was spent doing just on one Italian dance called Feurioso
(meaning hectic or furious) which was the slowest dance imaginable.} However all this work was to
no avail because the Playford group refused to learn the dances. Thus for the coming National Folk
Festival I put my efforts into a Appalachian dance called the Running Set instead (it takes an hour to
perform). This dance in fact has become ‘my thing’ ever since.
Anyway the significance of all this to ‘Governmental Form’ is that the ‘Inns of Court’ dances
were ‘dances’ that the judges and court officials did as they paraded in at the opening of a court
session. Thus these dances were specifically designed to impress the local common populace as
to accomplishment and graciousness of those that would have authority over them. Imagine then
the entertainment that we would all derive from such a spectacle these days - judges capering and
gavotting in their solemn robes as they entered court. Thus in my own little way in the past I have
tried to maintain some of the tradition and entertainment of an ancient ‘Governmental Form’. It is a
shame that I have not been more successful.
The general rule in life should be that one first gets all the fundamentals correct to begin with and
then hopefully the final form should follow automatically. Thus from the very earliest days I had
decided that my ‘Governmental Form’ would follow from everything else that I did. Thus up till
now I have never bothered to even think about this chapter (let alone write it up). It has to be done
now of course but it will be a bit tedious. It certainly contains no new content.
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22.1

FORM AND SCOPE

The basic form of our government was essentially implied way back in my first proper chapter
(i.e. chapter 3 on land structure). Thus the basic government simply consists of a gathering of the
representatives of all the member societies (with the voting power of each of these members is in
proportion to their entitlement). This ‘house of representatives’ then is the government and it has
complete power (apart from a ‘judge’ who would support a minority member if the majority were
trying to do something that was inconsistent with the original agreement). Thus our’s is basically a
very simple system.
The actual details of our government have also been more-or-less defined in our chapters 13, 14
and 15 on ‘The Executive’, ‘Voting’ and ‘Meetings’. However these chapters were previously
written more with co-bodies (i.e. Companies and Firm co-operatives) in mind than the government
itself. Thus this chapter will mainly consist of applying these 3 chapters to the detailed functions of
government.
The first thing we need to do then is to list all the required functions of government. These functions
have already been specified in most of the other chapters (specifically chapters 3, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11,
17, 18 and 19). These required functions are then listed in the next section.
The executive of our government will consist of three independent elements (the pre-exec, sub-exec
and post-exec - as detailed in chapter 13). Thus the next three sections will say how these three
elements will carry out the functions outlined in section 2 (and how these elements will interact
with respect to these functions in the general control process). Our general co-body structure also
requires a ‘judge’ and in a sense this body can be considered to be part of the executive as well.
This function is closely associated with the long term stability of the whole society structural form.
Thus section 6 then considers the functions of the judge and the stability of the whole situation. This
makes a suitable note to finish on.
In structuring this chapter in this manner, it might appear we are giving too much weight to the
form of the executive (as opposed to voting and meeting procedures). In fact it is reasonably logical
to cover these functions in the pre-exec section. However there are some general aspects of our
structural form that are independent of the executive elements (covered in the other sections of our
executive chapter). The things that specifically need to be remembered are:1)
Each executive element is expected to hold office for 5 years (and then cannot be reelected).
2)
The various executive elements are not elected at the same time but rather on successive
years.
3)
The executive elements are designed to specifically not form a team. Thus they may hold
different views and will act to control each-other.
Although my structure was originally designed for co-bodies I think it works out slightly better
for the government of a society. This is because the government is a big operation and so it fits in
better with the extra complexity associated with my system. In this chapter I will simply state the
‘Governmental Form’ (as is consistent with everything that I have already covered). I will not try to
explain why I think this form would be the best because this logic has already been covered in the
previous chapters (and it would be too voluminous to repeat).
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22.2

THE TASKS OF GOVERNMENT

The tasks of government then have already been implied in most of our previous chapters (and often
the required departments have already been specifically named). This section then simply lists these
tasks (i.e. departments). The order I give will be the degree to which it is certain that this task will
be required.
1)
Citizenship Department
This must be the biggest and most important department. Thus the department:-a.
sets the citizenship exams and requirements,
-b.
chooses people for all the various levels of citizenship (STUDENT, NORMAL, JUDICIAL,
WELFARE ETC),
-c.
rescinds citizenship (which is the most important judicial penalty).
2)
Land
This subject falls into three distinctly different areas (possibly corresponding to different
departments). These are:-a.
organising the land division for the member societies,
-b.
organising the federal land,
-c.
representing the society’s land requirements in the supernal society.
3)
Information Department
This is only a small department because it simply organises the system. It does not exercise any
control on the actual information content.
4)
Judicial Department
This department is again quite small because the department merely keeps the laws of the society
clear, simple and consistent. It does not implement the laws.
5)
Public Prosecutor
This is the department (or individual) that if necessary represents the society’s interests as a whole
when a crime has been committed. Thus this is again a small department because these functions are
usually carried out by normal citizens.
6)
Emergency Department
This at times may be a very large department indeed because it may include the operations
associated with a society’s ‘exercises’ and ‘defense’ (see 19.4). In general the department would
consist of a few full-time organising personnel and then a large number of part-time or affiliated
personnel.
7)
Economic Department
A small department mostly associated with maintaining a stable value of the society’s ‘CIT-HOUR’
monetary unit.
8)
Co-body Registration Department
This department takes care of and control the formation of all the essential co-operatives forms (i.e.
Firms, Companies, Marriage, non-profit making societies etc)
These are all the departments essentially associated with the control of the society. The following
departments then would be associated with the society’s specific activities.
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9)
Distribution
This activity divides into two distinct areas (in a similar manner to ‘Land’):-a.
the distribution within. This means maintaining the facilities on the distribution arms to the
member societies (and within the capital itself). The main facility would be transport but power,
water, communications must be included as well.
-b.
the distribution to the supernal capital. This means running and maintaining the required
vehicles on the supernal arms.
At this point it is convenient to discuss how monopolistic the involvement of the government should
be in the various activities. This will be very dependent on the nature of the activity. As regards 9-a.
it is not practically feasible to create alternative methods. Hence the government involvement in this
activity must be totally monopolistic (don’t forget the total operation will be subject to competitive
bids every 5 years). As regards 9-b. the government must be partially involved (because it is an
essential function that is more efficiently done by one body). However private operators may act
as well. In the next two activities (power and water) the same sort of situation must also apply.
However in the remaining activities, the government involvement should be optional (because
these activities can be done equally well privately). The government needs to check that no area is
becoming monopolistic (either from government or from private involvement) and that the society
is being reasonably served. The government should then either enter or leave the field according to
how this will help this aspect.
10)

Water Catchment

11)

Power Generation (electricity)

12)

Agriculture (farming)

13)

Accommodation

14)
A School
I refer to this activity as ‘a school’ rather than as ‘education’ because it would in fact consist of a
single educational institution (perhaps University might be a more appropriate term at the State
level). Education in the more general sense is taken care of in our citizenship requirements.
15)
Welfare Facilities
This might consist of hospitals, homes and possibly ‘confined accommodation’ (our nearest
equivalent to the prisons of the current world).
Finally we come to what I will refer to as the ‘unaccountable’ activities. All the functions up till
now would be funded by the people or bodies that use them (the details of welfare funding was
covered in 5.7). The following sorts of activity would be funded from ‘land rental’ income. I will
talk in greater length on this subject when we come to the Pre-Exec Section but for the time being
such activities might be:16)

Research

17)

Parks, Museums etc

18)

Cultural Activities
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19)

Sport

20)

Subjects of Special Interests of the Society

These then are the society’s own particular ‘fun’ interests. {All people, bodies and societies must
have their ‘fun’.}

22.3

THE SUB-EXEC

Although the sub-exec is probably the least important of the executive elements, it is convenient
to deal with it first as this element is most directly associated with carrying out the governmental
activities.
The sub-exec’s job is to hire and control the bodies that carry out all the governmental activities.
Thus for example, the sub-exec will hire
1)
the Citizenship Department,
2)
the body that runs the society’s ‘school’ and
3)
the bodies that carry out the particular research projects.
As each body in general will be hired to carry out their activity for 5 years and as the sub-exec’s
own term of office will also be 5 years, we can expect that, during their term of office, the sub-exec
to have just one major hiring job per activity. As detailed in chapter 10 the work involved in this
hiring process is not insignificant. Furthermore the sub-exec also carries out the preparatory work
for choosing all the executive positions (as executive elements cannot be re-elected, this also applies
to the sub-exec position as well).
The degree of control that the sub-exec would exert on the bodies carrying out the activities, would
be slight. The sub-exec would always try to hire a body that (from past experience) was sufficiently
responsible to carry out their function for their appointed period of time. Thus the sub-exec would
only intervene in exceptional circumstances when the operating body was clearly going off the
rails and so needed to be replaced. The sub-exec would also have to carry out the mechanical work
associated with the regular remuneration of all the operating bodies.
There is now a question of ‘at what level of detail should the sub-exec carry out the hiring
process’. Thus in the case of ‘land’ should the body hire just one land department or three separate
departments to deal with the three independent activities (that I indicated in the previous section). I
think the answer should be that they should hire at the lowest possible level, subject to the condition
that the activity is clearly separate and independent (so that it is possible to clearly ascribe the
success (or failure) to the body doing the activity). Thus with this logic the sub-exec should hire
three independent land departments. This will tend to mean that the various operating bodies may
be of very different sizes. Thus the Citizenship Department must be very large (because all its subactivities are very dependent on each-other) but the jobs associated with research activities, might
be quite small. This implies that the hiring tasks of the sub-exec, must also vary greatly in size.
This relative disparity should not matter too much. However it will mean the change of office of the
Citizenship Dept cannot scheduled to be too early in the sub-exec’s period of office (because the
hiring of a new body to this position must involve a large amount of work).
The candidates for carrying out these activities would normally be the higher levelled firm co380

operatives (of long term standing so that they can have a large amount of ‘recognition’). However
as regards the ‘unaccounted’ activities (see last section) as these activities are partially for ‘fun’, it
may be appropriate to allow these activities to be done by societies created for ‘fun’ rather than for
work. Thus if a research activity was to create a human biosphere then a club with interests in this
area, might apply to do this activity (and as the club is acting partially for ‘fun’ their required levels
of remuneration might be much less). It is will be very hard to know how often this sort of situation
should be allowed to occur. {This occurrence may also complicate our definition of ‘CIT-HOUR’.}
When we dealt with co-operative firms, the bodies that did the work were the sub-members.
However in our full society case, we see that the bodies that do the work are high leveled firms
rather than members. Thus the candidates for the sub-exec office should also be correspondingly
different. Clearly then the sub-exec candidates should be high level firms with ‘good recognition’.
Thus the nature of the bodies being hired and the body doing the hiring will be the same and so
these jobs could over time be swapped around. Thus it is possible that the body that was once the
‘judicial department’ should at another period of time be the ‘sub-exec’ element. {Clearly I don’t
believe in too much specialisation.}
The sub-exec position then is rather like the civil service in the current world.

22.4

THE PRE-EXEC

This position could be regarded as the most important of executive positions. Thus this position
represents the society and it deals with the whole future development of the society. This then is the
position that the rest of the world will know and identify the society with. The pre-exec then is the
prime instigator in the society. The position thus corresponds a little to the president position in the
current world (particularly as in the US).
However, corresponding to the importance and power of this position, it is also the most limited.
Because the pre-exec deals with the big decisions, it means that everything that the pre-exec does
must be agreed to by the ‘house of representatives’ (hopefully representing the desires of the society
as a whole). Thus there must be continuous interaction between this position and the ‘house’. As
the pre-exec was chosen by the ‘house’ in the first place, there should not be a lot of friction in this
interaction (as opposed to the situation in the US). Never-the-less the job of the pre-exec is to do
what the house wants. In a pragmatic sense the pre-exec would carry out the investigatory work
on which the decisions of the ‘house’ would be based (because that individual members would not
have time to do such work).
Many people might feel that the pre-exec should also ‘display leadership powers’ and so persuade
the membership to do what they think is best. However such a situation is a little inconsistent. If
you say that pre-exec needs to persuade the members to do what is best then it implies that the
‘members’ were not capable of making the correct decision in the first place. However, in our case,
the ‘members’ are the pre-execs of the sub-societies. Thus ‘displaying leadership powers’ implies
certain pre-execs can make the right decision and other pre-execs cannot. This is a dangerous game.
I think Samuel has the right idea about this leadership idea (1 Samuel 8, v 11-18).
In detail then the external nature of this position is mostly taken care of by the fact that the pre-exec
is the society’s representative in the supernal ‘house’. As regards the internal function, the pre381

exec’s job would be to consider any possible future changes with respect to the complete range of
governmental activities (given in 22.2). Thus whereas the sub-exec accepts the jobs as given (and
tries to see that the jobs are done as well as possible), the pre-exec considers the nature of the jobs
themselves (and tries to see whether the nature could be changed for the better in the future). Thus
for example the pre-exec will consider:-a.
whether the citizenship requirements are too strict or too lenient,
-b.
whether the distribution arms should be extended,
-c.
whether a new public hospital should be built,
-d.
whether the current structure of the jobs themselves is appropriate.
Thus the pre-exec element might have a sub-structuring within itself that covered the full range of
governmental activities (i.e. a cabinet).
The particular interest of the pre-exec would be the ‘unaccounted’ activities. All the other activities
are ongoing concerns and so the nature of the jobs should be reasonably stable. However the
‘unaccounted’ activities must essentially be temporary because these are funded by land rental
income and this cannot be relied upon. Thus a supernal level of society might have to prove their
‘defensive capability’ (see 19.2) and this would absorb all the various sub-society’s land rent
income. I think the best thing will be for all ‘unaccounted’ activities to be envisaged as a fixed 5
year projects with no expectation of renewal. This will mean that the pre-exec (together with the
‘house’) must completely reconsider the spending of their rental income over their 5 year term of
office. Thus for example the previous pre-exec (and ‘house’) may have decided to spend most of
their rental income on welfare. However the current pre-exec (and new house) has no obligation at
all to continue that welfare expenditure. They may decide to spend it on a new climbing gym. ‘Fun’
activities cease to be fun if you are forced to continue them forever. We must not let our ‘fun’ be
degraded by obligations.
I said in 13.5 that the form of pre-exec body should consist of an individual supported by a
personally chosen support team (of a size appropriate to the level). This is particularly true in the
case of a full society. A society should have a clear identity and this object is better attained with
a individual person as the figure head rather than a faceless co-operative body. I think it quite
appropriate that the pre-exec should sometimes be someone famous for their sporting achievements
(rather someone that has moved well up the political/corporate power ladder). However clearly the
pre-exec must at least have some reasonable communication and interactive skills.
The form of interaction between the pre-exec and the ‘house’ would be via the ‘Voting’ and
‘Meeting’ procedures I have outlined in chapters 14 and 15. These sophisticated procedures are now
much more worthwhile because the simple size of the operation justifies the required calculations
(in voting) and accounting for ‘time required’ and ‘time spent’ (in meetings). Clearly we must
continue the tradition of a few good rat-bag speeches (preferably preceded by an individual
performance of the society’s national dance - as in Mongolia) but the bulk of the meeting work
process must be carried out through the medium of the society’s information system (in hard copy).
I think in ‘voting’ one could now possibly put a more definite meaning on the state of a member
society’s ‘commitment index’. However with the end of this project now in view, I don’t think at
this stage that either I or you are capable of rethinking the significance of this complex problem.
Finally when these matters were previously covered in chapters 13 -15, I did not cover the whole
problem. Thus the AGM (and all its ramifications) was left to 16.3. With the government of a
society it is no longer so essential to have an AGM because it is expected that all representatives
will be around all the time. Thus the more serious questions that are normally left to the AGM, can
be dealt with at any time. However the AGM I gave in 16.3 was also based on the availability of the
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post-exec’s reports and this is annual. Hence I think the formalism I suggested in 16.3 could still
with benefit apply to the government of a society. However I will not try to consider the details.

22.5

THE POST-EXEC

Although the post-exec position may not be the most important executive element, it will certainly
be the biggest. The post-exec element has a very large amount of work to do. Correspondingly it
will also be the most expensive element.
This function was covered in considerable detail in 13.7 (2.5 pages). Furthermore that section did
also include some consideration of the complete society case. Clearly I don’t want to repeat what I
have already done and so, as I am sure you have forgotten what was covered there, it is best for you
to read that section again. This section then will simply make a few updates to that work (so that it
becomes correct for a full society).
The major difference between the co-operative and the society case is that in the society case there
are a fixed set of activities that need to be carried out (as given in section 2). Clearly we will require
that our post-exec shall report on the success or failure of these specific activities as well. Thus
to our already 7 detailed classes of reports given in 13.7, we will add an 8’th class which is ‘An
analysis of the society’s general activities (as detailed in 22.2)’.
The major decision to be made then is when these reports (i.e. our new class 8) should be produced.
The natural circumstance would appear to be to produce an individual report for each activity at
the termination of an incumbent body’s term of employment (which is every 5 years). However
this would be inconsistent with the time schedule given in 13.7 (where the post-exec reports on the
executive elements at the end of their term of office (giving a yearly task) and then a major final
report at post-exec’s own term of office). I think the form given in 13.7 is in fact correct. A postexec report at the termination of an employment period would of course help the sub-exec and
the pre-exec with their tasks associated with the activity. However the pre-exec and the sub-exec
should actually act independently of the present post-exec. Moreover the system as given in 13.7,
means that more time will have elapsed before the post-exec needs to report on the success of an
incumbent (thus there is more time to see how their task worked out in practise). Thus the scheme
in 13.7 keeps the functions of the executive elements better separated and ensures that the postexec is really acting in an ‘a posteria’ manner. Specifically then the post-exec would report on an
incumbent’s success with a particular activity in their general report on the sub-exec. Likewise the
general success on an particular activity would appear in their general report on the pre-exec.
Finally we come to the nature of the post-exec body. In 13.7 I said that the post-exec should be
“a fully independent co-operative body that specialises in this type of work”. Clearly in the case
of the world society this situation cannot hold because there cannot exist any fully independent
co-operative bodies (in the society case ‘independent’ must be interpreted to mean ‘foreign’).
Moreover it now becomes essential that the ‘recognition’ that the post-exec receives is applicable
to the society in which they operate. Thus I think the post-exec will need to be a special composite
body with local and foreign elements (mostly local). This will also help in finding candidates. As
the post-exec must be a large body, there would be very few normal local bodies with sufficient
experience that would be of the required size.
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22.6

THE JUDGE AND STABILITY CONSIDERATIONS

The role of the judge was defined in 11.4 as being “to take charge of any judicial implementation
of the constitution” (where the constitution was the original agreement between the members). In
this case our original agreement is between the member societies and so the role of the judge is
to ensure that each member society retains the rights of their original agreement. As the majority
can always look after their own interests (by their superior voting power), the role of the judge
then becomes to look after the interests of minority groups. In practice (as we explained in 11.4)
this tends to mean that the judge’s job is to ensure that a member society can secede from the full
society with a just share of the assets.
As the task of the judge is to look after the rights of member societies (as opposed to the rights
of individuals) the job will be quite small. Thus although a seceding operation would clearly be a
complex process, hopefully it would be very rare occurrence. Thus the judge can be conceived to be
just a small body.
There are now two fundamental problems with this process. These are:1)
how do we enforce the judge’s decision and
2)
what happens when the judge ‘dies’. {The judge may in fact be a co-operative body and so
they will not ‘die’. However over a period of time the co-operative body may change significantly
(or even dissolve).}
The first of these problems did not exist in the co-operative body case because we could use the general
society’s enforcement procedures. The second problem existed previously (and has been discussed)
but now the situation is much worse because the expected life expectancy of a complete society will be
much longer than that for a co-operative body. I will discuss these two problems separately.
1)
Enforcement
This is a problem but there are mitigating circumstances. In our 4’th law of land structure we said
that the supernal society would ensure that a given recognised sub-structure of their own member
societies (normally sub-societies or individuals) would be able to secede taking a just share of
assets with them. Thus the supernal society has already a degree of responsibility in this area.
Thus if a member society wishes to secede from a society then the society’s judge can refer to the
supernal society to recommend the way this ought to be done (based the initial agreement - their
constitution). The supernal society would not be obliged to recognise this judge’s recommendation
but presumably if the recommendation was reasonable, then they would do so. {One would imagine
the supernal society would welcome an authoritative definitive recommendation because it would
make their own task easier.}
2)
The Longevity of the Judge
This situation should be less of a problem for the lower levels of society (i.e. parishes and shires)
because they can simply choose a long established reputable legal co-operative in a supernal level
of society (which hopefully would have a long life in comparison to their own). However there
is a real problem for the higher levels of society. The only thing to be done I think is to make the
initial agreement (i.e. constitution) very explicit and hence not subject to interpretation. This means
a far greater amount of work would have to be done in defining the initial agreement. However as
this degree of detail is only necessary for the higher levels of society, this circumstance should not
matter as these large societies will clearly have the resources (and sophistication) to carry out such a
task.
Thus there is still a role for a judge in a land society. However it is clearly less important than in the
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co-operative case. It is even possible to equate the role of the ‘judge’ with the role of the monarch in
current day constitutional monarchy.
Finally we will return to the problem I discussed previously in 3.7. {That section was called ‘How
Robust’ whereas here I refer to the problem as ‘stability’. The subjects are the same because one is trying
to avoid the possibility of a society ‘self-corrupting’.} The problem is related to the judge’s function
because the judge’s job is to try and make sure a society does not re-neg on its original agreement.
Unfortunately the judge can be of little help. As I explained in 3.7 the problem is only of significance at
the world level of government. However at the world level:a)
there is no supernal society to implement the judge’s decision and
b)
there is no option for member societies (i.e. nations) to secede.
Thus there is a real fundamental problem. In 3.7 I have already explained why I though my system was
as ‘robust’ and ‘stable’ as possible. However I’ll now give a further rave on this important subject.
Most life forms are blessed by the fact that they must automatically die. This helps with the
development of a species because it gives greater opportunity for new life forms to grow in possibly
better and/or more successful ways. Even when life forms do not automatically die, the survival of
the fittest situation of their existence normally means that they will not be around for too long.
Now a society is a life form (in some senses) and all the evidence that we have to date seems
to indicate that this life form needs to die as well (because this is an opportunity for new and
better forms of society to come forth). Unfortunately a society does not have an automatic death
mechanism (like we do). However in the present world the normal rough and tumble of survival
of the fittest (between the competing societies) means they don’t usually last too long. However
in our system a world society would have no competition - the disaster might be that it would last
for ever. This would not matter if the world society was of the form I have suggested because this
form allows so much freedom to the sub-societies so that life can continue to develop. {However
the difficulty is that my form may corrupt.} Nor would it matter if the world society corrupted
completely because then it would be overthrown and a new form could be formed and tried. The
worst case would be that the world government was reasonably good in doing the obvious tasks
(i.e. settling the squabbles between nations and stopping pollution) but that it also stopped all
development and change (because this would be a threat to its own existence). By my goals of life
this is a disaster (but not by everyone’s goals).
So can we prevent this situation from arising ? Well I don’t think we can prevent a world
government from forming. It is simply a fact of life now that all human activities in this world are
highly unified and dependent on each other. This implies we are already a unified living object (i.e.
a life form). Thus we have to try to make it work and this means a world government. Moreover
it is almost impossible to prevent any form from eventually corrupting (and, as I said in 3.7, my
form of world government is as ‘robust’ as is possible). Thus the only answer seems to be that we
must go out into space and form new human societies fully independent of the earth (as discussed
in chapter 4). My friend John in his book “The End of the World” makes the same point. So this is
what we have to do - so lets get on with it. {Furthermore it should be done as quickly as possible otherwise we will stultify (or wipe ourselves out) before we get the chance.}
{It is a horrible thought but maybe the stultifying effect associated with a fully unified planet life
form, explains Fermi’s conundrum (that we don’t see any other life forms around). Thus perhaps in
fact many other planet civilisations do exist (i.e. of the same level as ourselves). However when a
planet becomes unified then it ceases to develop and so the next developmental stage of going out
into space, has never occurred. Which is why we don’t see them.}
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23.			

WHERE SHALL I GO
		
		
		
		

Where shall I go ?
Where shall I go ?
Where shall I go
for to ease my “troubled in mind” ?

		
		
		
		

I went to the rock for to hide my face,
for to ease my “troubled in mind”.
The rock cried out “no hiding place”
for to ease my “troubled in mind”.

The official advice on this important topic has changed very significantly in recent
times. The old advice of course was to seek some privacy (behind a big bush), dig a hole and bury
it. The current advice is to seek a big sunny rock and leave your work there and the sun and the
foxes will take care of it (taking the paper back to camp to burn). The new system by my experience
is in fact much better. In the old days if you went to a popular area like Blue Lake then you would
find that, where-ever you went, there was something beneath almost every rock. Thus when
organising the camp site beneath Bluff Mountain I ordained that we should follow the new system.
There was a nice pile of large boulders a couple of hundred yards away with a superb view of Mt
Exmouth. These we used and, after a week, we did indeed find that the sun reduced one’s efforts
to the innocuous (there weren’t any foxes there). The rest of the party seemed to feel our boulders
could only cope with a part of our size (five) but this circumstance should not matter. Thus these
new systems can work out very well (and furthermore give entertainment for all).
However I am afraid this section does not concern this natural interpretation of our heading instead we must elevate ourselves to the more exulted aims associated with this project. The title
of the chapter is still intentionally slightly ambiguous. Thus the “I” in the title could refer to ‘me’,
‘you’ or ‘all of us’. It is convenient to have a section on each of these possibilities. When I was
originally thinking about this chapter, I decided it would be better without sections. However now
that I have come to write it, I find that I am ‘hooked’ on sections. When I write I treat each section
as a separate entity and they usually take 2 or 3 days to do. Thus every 2 or 3 days I can say with a
great sigh of relief “Thank God, that is another section finished”. I cannot live without these sighs of
relief so the chapter has to be written in sections simply so that I can get my sighs of relief. Neverthe-less the form is inappropriate in this context - the chapter is supposed to be a bit of continuous
fun - we have finished all our hard work.
I have always fancied giving a sermon. When I was young I did in fact once give a half a sermon however, at that stage I was too young to have anything to say. {Probably the reason I was chosen
in the first place was that the ‘powers that be’ were confident that I would have nothing to say.}
Now that has one does have something to say, one is never asked (perhaps the people know the evil
thoughts that circulate in my brain). Thus I though it might be nice to finish by giving my sermon
(there is only one - everything I ever wish to say fits into just one sermon). Furthermore I started
this work with a sermon - so it is appropriate that I finish in the same manner.
However before you start rubbing your hands with glee in anticipation of this treat, I must warn
you of a hereditary problem. My elder brother is a minister so he has to punch out a sermon
once a week. He finds it impossible to make his sermons last more than 10 minutes. This is a bit
embarrassing because his congregation consists mostly of ‘blacks’ and these people expect an
oration to last at least an hour. {I was a bit shocked when my brother first used the term ‘blacks’
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because I thought we were supposed to use terms like ‘non-caucasian’ or ‘coloured’ etc. However
my brother assured me that I was behind the times - ‘black was beautiful’ these days and his
congregation would be offended if they were not referred to as ‘blacks’. However I have recently
been going through my old atlas (Bartholomews) and I was intrigued to see that it classified the
african peoples as brown, dark brown and just a few scored very dark brown (with kinky hair).
The only peoples that scored a definite black were some of the Australian aborigines (with wavy to
kinky hair). Thus according to my very reputable atlas, my brother’s congregation are not worthy
of the term ‘blacks’. {I personally have a hankering for the good old days when we were allowed to
have golliwogs and enjoy reading about ‘Little Black Sambo’ etc.}}
I suffer the same defect. When I had to lecture for an hour, I filled in the time by writing
unreadable notes on the board. The students then spent most of their time happily trying to decipher
my notes. There is no way that I could have spoken for an hour. This defect goes against my cultural
heritage because Giglio for example could speak for 3 whole days. However I have to accept the
limitations of my inherited nature - my sermon then with be just 10 minutes in length.
However before you come to all this good stuff, there unfortunately remains just one last tedious
chore. Most of this chapter of course reflects back to our first chapter on “Where are we going”.
However our second chapter on “principles” was also introductory in nature and describes what
we were trying to achieve. Thus we briefly need to summarise to what extent we have succeeded
in our objectives. This is done in the first section. Skip it is you want (you can make up your own
judgement on the degree that I have succeeded). This first section does tend to be a bit of swank.

23.1

WHAT HAVE WE DONE
			

“The truth is rarely pure and never simple.” - Oscar Wilde

It would be nice if things were simple and I could say definitely that this work has described a
“better world” (or at least a better organisation). Alas Oscar is quite right and life is too complex to
make a such simplistic statement about. However the following seven points high-light the major
things that this work has done.
1)
A Different Form
When I tell people what I do, a standard reply is that “all possible systems have been tried but all
fail because of man’s inherent selfish nature”. The fundamental thing that this work does then is
to show that “all possible systems” have most definitely not been tried. Thus the system I have
presented is not remotely similar to anything that has ever been tried in the present world. {In fact
I think the present world specifically turns a blind eye to any suggestions of radically different
possible forms.} Furthermore this system will welcome “man’s inherent selfish nature”. {In fact
I rejoice in “man’s inherent selfish nature” because otherwise we would not need to develop a
political system at all.}
2)
A Complete Model
This work demonstrates that it is possible to define a complete logical political model for all the
functions of all the myriads of governments that operate to make the total political organisation of
the world. This is not an easy task and to do it we had to assume a great deal of consistency that
need not occur in practise (and hence it makes our form sound ‘over regimented’). The nature of
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this fundamental form is probably the major achievement of this work.
In this regard the trouble with most proposals up to date is that they assume that whatever
is not under discussion is the same as in the current world (i.e. the ‘status quo’). As we always tend
to ‘look after’ that which is under discussion (but forget about that which is not under discussion),
this always introduces a very strong bias. Furthermore we are always biased in favour of what we
know as opposed to that which we do not know. Starting everything from scratch gives the best
opportunity of eliminating bias (and we are all liable to bias).
3)
We attain our objectives (Equality, Freedom etc)
Chapter 2 introduced our principles and these effectively became our objectives. These have been
attained to a quite remarkable extent. Thus:a.
Equality
Equality can have two interpretations - equality of ‘state’ and equality of ‘treatment’. Our system
recognises equality of ‘treatment’ as the fundamental principle and so achieves this nature at all
times. However this does not mean very much because every system under the sun claims to give
equality of ‘treatment’. The real success of this work is the degree of equality of ‘state’ that we
obtain. This result comes, not by seeking the aim, but by very studiously avoiding the traps by
which ‘inequalities in state’ can occur. Thus in our system inequalities in state cannot occur by
wealth, education, land ownership, job function or information. {I hope you can remember how we
did all these things.}
b.
Freedom
Freedom has two basic aspects - independence and choice. Independence was attained by applying
two fundamental independence laws to all our systems. This resulted in much greater independence
than is attained anywhere in the current world. {As a corollary of this, governments themselves are
much more limited in what they can require of their subjects.} Also our system, by letting people
have the choice of the society in which they might live, greatly extends the degree of the choice
available. This choice is also extended with respect to employment.
c.
Must Work
We ranked the principle that a system ‘must work’ even before equality or freedom (as seen for
example in 7.3). Because this was my primary goal, I believe that this system should ‘work’ better
than anything in the present world. However whether this is the case or not, must now clearly be
tested by experiment. I at least have faith in it.
d.
Evolvement
Clearly no-one can know ‘a priori’ what is ‘best’. Thus an important objective of ours was that our
system could evolve (so that it could support whatever form turns out to be best). Thus most of what
has been described in this work is non-essential (i.e. everything bar chapter 3) but the system can
naturally by ‘individual choice’ evolve to that which works out best. Our current ‘fixed land’ system
cannot in anyway support such a concept. A corollary of this is that our system is very robust (i.e.
people can be very selfish, stupid, anti-social or short-sighted and even so our system will continue
to function properly).
4)

The ‘Flaws’ in our Present System

When one has nothing to compare the present world system against, it is natural to accept it as it
is and not see its obvious ‘flaws’. The primary feature then that a comparison of my system with
the current world, shows is that the present world system is very heavily weighted in favour of the
‘status quo’ (you may not regard this as a flaw so this is why I have put ‘flaw’ in quotes). Thus the
primary conflict associated with my system is not with socialist or free-enterprise ideas (because
socialism roughly corresponds to equality and free-enterprise similarly roughly corresponds to
freedom) but with the ‘status quo’ concepts that both systems embrace. The present world is
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fundamentally conceived as being of a static nature. It cannot cope with the dynamic nature that our
objectives (given in 3) must truly imply.
A comparison of my system with the present system also shows how poorly conceived
many of the features of our present system are (they have just come about and we have never
deeply thought about them). Thus no organism can properly function without a properly integrated
information process (i.e. a brain). And yet no present society has anything like an adequate
‘information system’.
5)
No Utopia
This work emphasises that a ‘utopia’ cannot exist. This is because our principles and desires are
often mutually conflicting. Thus for example:a)
‘equality’ conflicts with ‘caring’,
b)
‘freedom’ requires people to be responsible, {e.g. quoting Shaw - “Liberty means
responsibility. That is why most men dread it.”}
c)
‘must work’ often implies that the operation will be boring,
d)
‘choice’ implies competition,
e)
‘efficiency’ may imply lack of employment.
Corresponding to whichever of these conflicting criteria are chosen, our political form will no
necessarily be the ‘best’. Some of the ‘nice’ features of the current world that we shall lose, were
listed in 2.8.
The whole question of what would constitute a ‘better’ society is very difficult indeed.
Perhaps a benefit of this work is that it teaches us that we do not know how to recognise what is a
good society (when previously we thought we could).
6)
The Limitations of my Model
My model does have its limitations. Thus:a)
The mechanisms for entitlement change (for both firms and societies) are a little indefinite
(see 16.5 and 19.2),
b)
I am uncertain as to how the benefit associated with land, should be apportioned between the
various levels of society (see 19.5),
c)
I am uncertain how to define the limits of debt for co-operative bodies (see 11.7).
However the very fact that I can point out my problems is a great advance over present political
systems. Thus have you met either a socialist or a capitalist who can point out the weaknesses
in their own respective systems? So the very fact that my model can pin point weakness, is an
indication that the ‘complete model’ idea is a good concept.
7)
Implementation Possibilities
This model will never be acceptable ‘a priori’ to the majority of people. Thus most people will
always prefer the safety of the known ‘status quo’ rather than the changes associated with an
unknown system (particularly a system that is as dynamic as the one I suggest). However there
are many levels at which this model could be implemented and none are dependent on a majority
desire. Thus:-a.
A simple village/parish society could first be formed simply by a few people living together
in the way I have suggested. If the experiment was successful the society would grow into town/
shire etc.
-b.
A simple co-operative firm could be formed along the lines of my suggestion. Such an
operation can likewise grow into something bigger.
-c.
Many of the various functions in this work could be used independently in the current world.
Thus my ‘Information System’ would be ideal in this respect.
-d.
My ‘Green City/Village’, ‘Equity Agreements’ and ‘Egalitarian Inheritance’ systems are not
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strictly part of my full system but are designed specifically for the current world. These systems
then could implemented now and would make a excellent introduction to the later complex fully
integrated systems.
Thus there are many ways the ideas of this work could slowly be introduced and
implemented. We do not need to worry at all that the majority of people will not fancy the system.
In practise all that matters is that it works well.

23.2

WE

In this section then we are really considering the question “Where ought we go” (as opposed to
the questions “Where do we want to go” and “Where are we going (in a physical probabilistic
sense)” which were considered in chapter 1). Thus this section has to follow after section 1 because
naturally we are considering this question after recognising what has been done in this work. In a
sense then this section (and the following section) define a purpose for this whole project. {I have
not talked about the purpose of this work till now because I thought the purpose should be obvious.
However some people do their best to remain blind to that which they do not wish to know.}
Of course to a large extent we won’t know where we ought to go. My plug in this section is not so
much related “where we ought to go” but rather related to the fact that we should do some active
‘seeking’ about “where we ought to go”. I need to make four points.
1)
Political Theory
The work that has been done in this project, is what I would call ‘political theory’. Most areas of
human endeavour have a theoretical side and, although the theoretical side is often considered to
be a poor relation to the experimental side, it is usually regarded as having a significant role to
play. However when we come to politics, we find that there simply does not exist a true theoretical
side (because that which is referred to as ‘political theory’, in fact consists of the study of the
writings of the ancients). It is clearly essential that there should be an area of academic study which
does specifically study the nature of possible better political systems (i.e. ‘political theory’ in my
terminology). We need to start up the thinking process in this area.
2)
Experimentation
Corresponding to the above theoretical work, a certain amount of experimental work should be
carried out as well. Clearly any political experiment is going to be very expensive (in total time and
effort). However an experiment does not need to be carried out on a large scale - one does not need
to work with nations - parishes and shires may well be adequate. In terms of world resources some
such experiments could be a quite minor expense. Such work is not being done at present because
political scientists only study current political systems (or past political systems). However as no
current or past system contains what I consider to be the most fundamental requirement for a ‘good’
political system (i.e. an evolvement mechanism via individual choice), such studies cannot lead us
out beyond our present situation.
{In fact I show in one of the chapters in my ‘Other Stuff’ that such experimentation must be very
closely related to an overlaying theoretical form. At one stage I spent a fair amount of effort on this
sort of academic question. However, for the reasons given at the end of this section, I now think this
effort was largely a waste of time. Hence this (and some similarly related work) is now relegated to
‘Other Stuff’.}
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3)
Doubt about Present Systems
We need to become more aware that our present systems may be fundamentally flawed. When
something goes wrong at present we have a tendency to simply blame some particular person
(or group of people) for the problem. We must accept that all humans have their weaknesses and
we cannot do anything about it. We cannot change us humans but we can change the system.
{I, as I have said before, like us humans as we are with all our weaknesses. Our natures simply
present me with a fine challenge as to how construct political system which is fully robust in all
circumstances.} Thus when something goes wrong then, rather than blame the individuals, we need
to think if our systems are actually correct.
4)
Considerations of what is ‘better’
Finally as I said in point 5 of the last section, we need to devote a considerable amount of thought
to the question of how we can say whether one political system is ‘better’ than another. This is a
difficult question - but it must be faced.
The discussion in this section is meant to imply that this work should be done as part of the
normal research and development that goes on through-out the world (i.e. principally in academic
institutions). I think it extremely reasonable to feel that this ‘ought’ to happen. However we must
live in the real world and it is essential that we recognise that this will most definitely not happen.
It is just possible than somewhere now (or even possibly sometime in the future) a governmentally
supported institution will pay lip-service to the four points that I have given above. However in
practice no governmental institution will ever suggest anything that will threaten the current ‘status
quo’ political situation. Thus a governmentally funded body will never do anything of value in this
area.
This should not surprise us. All bodies look after their own interests (and quite rightly so). A
governmental institution is also a body and so of course it will never do anything that may threaten
its own existence or weaken its own power base. Furthermore there are already important areas of
research and development that governmentally funded research institutions ignore. These given
areas would be much less of a threat to the current political form than what I have suggested. Thus
research into biospheres will be of enormous importance to the continuation of our human kind
(see for example my friend John Leslie’s book on “The End of the World”). This concept poses a
slight long-term threat to the present world order but nothing like the threat that this work implies.
However governmental institutions will do very little research in this area. If institutions will not
do work in such an obvious area as this, what chance is there then of them doing work in definitely
threatening area such as this.
However we need not worry. The majority of the fundamental advances have normally be carried
out by ‘amateurs’ working for ‘fun’. Thus Galileo, Newton and Einstein all did their work for ‘fun’
(they received institutional support later on but only when most of the essential work had been
done). A similar situation applies in my own climbing world. All the enormous amount of in putting
in tracks, putting in fixed protection (bolts) and writing up guides is all done for ‘fun’. Newcomers
to the scene often say things like “‘they’ should put in a new glue-in bolt here”. They are shocked
when I assure them that there are no ‘they’. Everything that all climbers use has been put in by
odds-and-sods of people like you and me. The national parks (representing the government) is
never remotely useful and is often a severe hindrance. The ‘you and me’ system can in fact work
remarkably well. {And of course eventually all people do receive their due ‘recognition’.}
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23.3

YOU

		

“He that hath little business shall become wise.” - Ecclesiasticus 38

In the last section I tried to show that if anything of the nature of this project, is going to happen
then it will be up to ‘you’ and ‘me’ - ‘they’ (i.e. the government or any governmentally supported
institutions) will never do anything. It may seem a little impolite then pushing ‘you’ in front of
‘me’. However this sequence is slightly more logical. My nature is probably a little bit more
extreme than your’s is and so you are more likely to be associated with the previous general
collective ‘we’ case. {Should you actually also be an extreme case like myself then you will be
covered with me in the next section.}
I will now assume roughly that ‘you’ have read the first three chapters of this work and probably
one or two other odd chapters as well (that were of particular relevance to your personal
circumstances or interests). You have also briefly skimmed through the introductory sections of
most of the other chapters. In general you accept the general philosophy of this work although
there are many things you don’t like and cannot accept. You are then by no means the average
reader because the average reader would have rejected the precepts of this work at any early stage
and so would have stopped reading this work long ago. Thus the average reader (who rejects this
work) would not be reading this section here. {Furthermore the average reader would by no means
represent the average person because the average person would not even consider starting to read
this work in the first place.} Thus, as you basically accept this work, you want to know where you
should go from here in support of such a future ‘better’ world.
Now I certainly do not have a fanatic nature and so my general message is to “bid you take life
easy”. My general observation is that life evolves in a very lackadaisical fashion and so, if this is the
basic nature of life, we should likewise do the same. Our most important job is to enjoy life (see my
final ‘sermon’) so this comes first. However, bearing this in mind, the types of things you could do,
can be classified under the following four headings.
1)
Enjoy the ‘Wisdom’
This work should have shown you that our current political systems are all deeply flawed. Moreover
many of our expectations of what can be attained are quite unrealistic (because many principles are
in direct conflict with each-other). Thus as you read or listen to the media (or listen to people argue
in the pub) you can smile in mirth at the fatuous nature of most of the statements made. As you
have now studied the total problem at a deeper level, you should be able to understand the problems
associated with certain actions and also see how hard it is to develop a ‘better’ form. {But keep your
thoughts to yourself because most people do not wish to be corrected.}
2)
Circulate this ‘Stuff’
I have said (see 3.6) that the next step that needs to be carried out in this total operation is that all
other possible logically consistent models must be first formed and then compared. {The ‘best’
model can then be found by comparison of the possible models.} Now the job of developing
another model is work for other ‘extreme’ characters (i.e. ‘me’ type characters rather than a ‘you’
type characters). However ‘you’ have still have an important role to play. It is very difficult for us
‘extreme’ characters to find each-other. {The general media is certainly not going to help because
one of the first things my model does would do would be to replace the media role by my egalitarian
‘information system’ - see chapter 6.} Thus if you can simply pass this work on to anyone that
might be interested, you will have played a very useful role.
{In academic circles the first level of ‘brush off’ is to say “the work was interesting”. The
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second level of ‘brush off’ is to say that “you should read such-and-such an article”. The third
level of ‘brush off’ is to say that “the work should be passed on to such-and-such a person”. What
you would like a reader to say of course is that they either agreed or did not agree with particular
concepts or sections the work . This means the person actually read the work and thought about it
(and by implication showed an ‘interest’ in it). Thus if you think a work is worthy of being passed
on to someone-else, do it yourself (after-all you are the one that knows both parties and are making
the recommendation). Otherwise your reaction will be interpreted as a third level ‘brush off’
rejection.}
3)
Associate with ‘Like People’
This whole work supports evolvement by allowing people to form new types of society. My
system then allows all people to judge how well such ‘new’ societies work in practise. This sort
of mechanism cannot occur to anything like the same degree in the current world. However the
process of people associating with ‘like people’, will encourage at least the ‘thoughts’ about new
and better worlds to develop. This is still a significant advance.
4)
Consider using some of these ideas (when the opportunity arises)
In point 7 of section 1, I reminded you of the many ways that this work could be used at a
preliminary stage. Some of these ways do not require a great deal of involvement at all. Now I am
not at all plugging that you should immediately go out and try these processes. However in the
course of one’s life sometimes problems occur which the accepted approaches cannot solve. Under
these circumstances you could remember the solutions given in this work (e.g. how to divide an
inheritance between the interested parties).
To be able to do this you will have to remember what this work contains. This applies to
the other three points as well. Thus perhaps the primary task you can do in support of this project
is simply to remember what it contains. Everything else would flow on automatically from this
remembrance.
Finally let me refer the section’s opening quote. {I wonder where the quote comes from. I had
assumed that ‘Ecclesiasticus’ was the same as “Ecclesiastes” but looking it up I found Ecclesiastes
had only 12 chapters. I got the quote from the desk calender they give you at work - I am a great
one for idling away my time by comparing all the quotes - my number one is “A gentleman is a
patient wolf.”} We all have a tendency to become over-absorbed in the activities and trivia of our
present world. If one visits another culture then one is very soon reminded that most of what we
do in our present society is very much non-essential (I had my eyes opened when I visited Nepal
last year). It is fundamental that one limits one’s involvement in the present so that one has time
for general philosophical thoughts about the future. The world will not remain as it is for ever and
we must be prepared for future changes. Such changes may in fact imply that we have to use the
concepts of this work whether we want to or not (e.g. we may face the possibility of extermination
from nuclear war if we do not). We must bear these things in mind at all times and this implies we
must always be partially detached from the present world.

23.4

ME
			
			

“I have trodden the winepress alone, and I know
That is hard to be really useful,”
- T.S. Eliot
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In this section I interpret the ‘I’ (in ‘Where shall I go’) as me (or perhaps someone rather similar
to myself). When I was initially thinking about this section I had intended to consider the question
as posed in the past - so this section would then basically have been about how I came to do this
whole project in the first place. However on further consideration I realised that the section would
then become far too long. Thus the reason for doing this work was partially that I couldn’t think of
anything else to do. So if the complete truth on this subject was to be given, this section would tend
to become an autobiography of my life. I am now therefore going to limit the scope of the section
and consider ‘why I did the work’ only in-as-much as it may be of benefit to some one else trying to
do likewise. Later on at the end of ‘Other Stuff’ (when some of the other subjects I have worked-on
have been discussed), I may cover this subject in more detail.
My own personal motivation then can best be explained under the following three headings.
My Nature
When I was a scout there was this guy in my patrol called John Kingman. He was academically
brilliant and in due time he became a professor of mathematics at the age of 25 (and then later-on
a vice-chancellor etc). Naturally we knew each-other very well. He epitomised very clearly to me
the way I did not wish to go. He may have been brilliant but he was not a good scout. My dad was
a professor but he was also a good scout. For my dad, academic accolades did not mean very much
but the simple affairs associated with scouting were important. My nature has always been first and
foremost to be a keen scout.
This may not seem very much but a lot flows from it (and my resulting nature will, to many
eyes, appear to be both simplistic and crass). Thus the only poems I know by heart are Kipling’s
‘Eddie priest of St Wilfreds’ and ‘The Camel’s Hump’ (worse still I enjoy ‘If’). My motivation still
relates to the Mowgli stories and Kim. My later climbing activities are really just an extension of
these initial scouting ideals. Thus an important saying to me is Tilman’s “the true climber can make
himself comfortable in all circumstances”. However this saying fits in very closely with the normal
scout ethos. Likewise I am naturally frugal and the acquisition of money means very little to me.
I hope this gives you the picture - clearly I am no sophisticate - I am a simple dreamer.
{Besides you also have the evidence of all my other ravings (in the various chapter beginnings).}
My Abilities
Before talking about my abilities, I need to make clear one general belief of mine. This is that
the total mental abilities of most people are roughly the same (assuming people try to use all the
abilities they have). This is both my own personal observation and it is also consistent with the
fact that our physical brains are all very similar. Ah - you say - but what about people like Newton
and Einstein. Well I can’t say I know the full details in these cases but I presume they focused
their efforts very much on their own fields and ignored others (i.e. perhaps personal relationships).
{Einstein himself said “I am no genius - I am just pig-headed”.} Anyway you may disagree but this
is my going hypothesis.
It follows from this that if I am good at one thing then I will be bad at another. This I find
to be precisely the case - thus I am good at arithmetic and spatial things and correspondingly bad at
writing and communication things. This is a very common type of split of abilities. {I like to think
I am average in - personal relationships - household duties - and all the other things that probably
absorb the bulk of one’s mental capacity.}
Thus I have the mathematical ability to formulate and carry out this project - and
unfortunately this implies then that I don’t have the writing or communication abilities to ‘sell it’
- such is life. An ability that normally accompanies types like myself is the capacity to play chess.
This is true with me and I want to make one little plug for this in respect to this project. This project
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is full of ‘what if’ cases and thinking what would happen if you were in the ‘other person’s shoes’.
This is precisely what chess teaches us to do (as indeed do most non-random intellectual games).
Thus my excessive playing of chess from the ages of 12 to 16, has actually been of benefit to me in
this work.
However besides my obvious mathematical ability, I think I have a couple of abilities which
are not so easily recognised. The first I call ‘patience’ (but other people call it mental sloth). I can
continue to happily repeat a song or a dance long after most people are bored silly by it. Likewise I
can repeat the same climb many times over. {I claim my repeats allow me to perfect my technique.
The opposing view is that I simply like to show-off on a ‘fully wired’ job.} My other ability is my
capacity to be ‘idle’. Thus no job that I have held, has ever occupied me for more than half my
time (maybe because I don’t believe in doing more in a job than is strictly required - I only think a
job needs to be done adequately). The rest of the time I am simply idle (i.e. dreaming about what
I might do elsewhere). I think these two abilities then were essential to me in carrying out this
project. However, as in the mathematical ability case, there are two sides to the question.
My Circumstance
The circumstances relevant to my doing this project, were the following.
a)
I had achieved all I wanted to in climbing by the age of 25. {In that last year I had scored the
first ascent of - the face of Bluff Mt, The face on Frenchman’s Cap and Ball’s Pyramid - that was
enough glory for me.}
b)
My mathematical academic ambitions were satisfied by age 27. {They were never very great
in the first place - I only completed my PhD because of mother’s continuous bugging.}
c)
I had tried and failed to be of use to industry by age 34. {Hence my quote. I usually offer
my services to help in any appropriate circumstance but I invariably find that my services are not
required. A few months ago at my son’s scout AGM there was a stirring address about how short the
scouts were of leaders. Thus I duly offered my services. However the perceived shortage of leaders
was then promptly forgotten. I was just told that I might be able to help in cooking the cub’s dinners
at their one day camp ( - when I was a cub we could cook for ourselves!).}
d)
My other big project fizzled out at age 41. {It is too complex to give the details here.}
Thus I fear my nature, abilities and circumstances all conspired against me and so this horrible
project was thus foisted upon me. Furthermore, although my abilities are such that I could do
this job, they were also of the type that meant it would be improbable that I would receive any
recognition. {However for person like me that believes in the ‘Supreme Justice of God’ law, this
should not matter should it.} Of course the nature of the problem was not unfamiliar to me as I had
been vaguely thinking around the subject since my early youth.
As regards the question of ‘Where shall I go’ for me personally at present, it can be seen that there
is now really very little choice. One must complete what one starts (I tend to feel an unfinished
work is a blot on one’s character). For this project this means - doing a few revisions - trying to
write ‘Angelina’ - possibly doing something on ‘Equity Agreements’ - and generally plugging the
whole work to the world. This should mostly fill up my days (I am 56). {One must also leave time
to dream about the possibility of the work being ‘accepted’ and even implemented. One must get
one’s pleasures somehow.}
So what might ‘you’ do now (assuming that you might be like me and so you want to do something
really positive - as opposed to the ‘you’ of the last section). I first need to qualify what I said in the
last section (point 2) about checking out other possible models. This indeed should be done but, if
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you have read this work, it would be very difficult indeed to formulate a model fully independent
of mine. When we have seen a solution we cannot act independently of what we know already (and
don’t forget that it is possible that this work represents the only basically logical form). I think this
job (if it is to be done) must be left to someone that hasn’t seen what I have done.
However there is still much to be done in forming better variations, extending the model, ‘selling’
the whole thing to the rest of the world and finally implementing the model (the most important
thing of all - what In would really have loved to do). The important thing here is that this implies is
that your abilities do not at all need to be the same as mine (in fact it may be better if your abilities
complemented mine i.e. you were less mathematically inclined and more communication inclined).
As regards ‘nature’ and ‘circumstance’ however you may need some aspects in common with
myself. Thus I think:a)
you may not need to be a ‘good’ scout but you will need to be supported by some other
similar sort of ‘unworldly’ motivation,
b)
you will need to have some other activities that will support your ‘ego’ when ‘all are
doubting your sanity because of your interest in a project like this’,
c)
while working on this, you will need independent support in the basics of life, (the easiest
way of attaining this is to have low requirements - i.e. be frugal like myself).

23.5

BRYDEN’S ‘SERMON ON THE ROCK’

{I don’t quite know who chooses the hymns at church but I am going to assume that it is the guy
that gives the sermon (hence me in this case). Furthermore I’m going to intersperse my hymns
throughout the sermon - because I’m bound to need some breaks (and it also fits in with the nature
of my sermon). I feel we will need to start with something good and rousing and so I will choose
either ‘Fight the good fight’ or ‘Immortal, invisible ...’. - I’ve told you before that I sing 4 songs
every night. Naturally on Sunday I choose hymns and on the weekends that I have the children, they
have the choice. They always choose these two (and a couple more) and they sing them with great
gusto. If these hymns are good enough for the children then they are good enough for every-one
else. David of course tries to sing out of tune - but this only adds to the effect. Throughout my life
I have always been very earnest with my singing and so I try very hard to sing in tune. The result is
that I am hopeless at singing a part. David in trying to sing out of tune in fact automatically tends
to go into harmony. I am sure that later on he will have a natural ability in singing parts. Thus God
does indeed move in mysterious ways his wonders to perform.}
My text will be the two great commandments:“You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your
strength, and with all your mind.” and
“You shall love your neighbour as yourself.”
I then want to couple with this that great saying of Tolstoy:“The most difficult thing - but an essential one - is to love life, to love it even while one suffers.
Because life is ALL. Life is God and to love life means to love God.”
If we go by what old Tolstoy says (and I certainly agree with him) then our first commandment
becomes “to love life with all our heart etc”. But what is life? Well fortunately for us on earth
life is very easy to recognise indeed (anything that uses our amino-acids as the basic building
blocks I would imagine). However if we want a more abstract definition then life can be said to
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be something that, - keeps changing, - involves growth, - has a birth and death cycle, - tries to
propagate itself etc. Finally we also submit that there are upper echelons of life (namely ourselves
i.e. humans) and our “life” also involves,- the attaining knowledge of how the world works, the
gathering of wisdom, understanding ourselves etc.
Using these definitions of life then our first commandment then becomes:- ‘we shall love with all
our heart, ……. soul, mind, and strength”
- the changing nature of life,
- the growth associated with life,
- the birth and death of life,
- the gathering of wisdom etc.
Furthermore we remember that life comes in many forms from the very smallest element to some
huge configurations. Thus we must love (with all our heart etc) for example: - the birth and death
of people, - the birth and death of species, - the birth and death of germs, - the birth and death of
nations etc.
I must pause for a moment to discuss this terrible word ‘love’. This word in the present world
has connotations with ‘initiative action’, ‘wanting to possess’ and even ‘dominance’. These
connotations are inappropriate in this case (but in other circumstances for heavens sake don’t
forget these connotations - particularly if someone tells you that “they love you”). In the present
circumstance I interpret ‘love’ to mean ‘to accept with joy’. Thus we do not need to go out
specifically to change the world (i.e. we do not need to ‘initiate action’) but we must ‘accept with
joy’ the changes that must inevitably arise.
There was an article I read a few years ago (I think by Stephen J Gould) which contrasted different
people’s fundamental concepts of time. The article maintained that the eastern concept of time was
essentially cyclic and their belief systems then tended to emphasise how the world would recycle
around to where it was before. This belief has good observational support because much of what
occurs in nature has a cyclic form (i.e. years, the birth and death of individuals etc). However our
western concepts (based on Jewish/Christian belief systems) are based much more on a straightline concept of time. Thus we tend to believe that life is destined to go somewhere (as opposed
to going back to where it was before). I think then that this concept is in fact present in the first
commandment (but not necessarily present in the Tolstoy quote). Thus this commandment not only
tells us to love life but it also tells us to love its purpose or aim (i.e. where it is going). Furthermore
I think we can now love the ‘purpose of life’ with some of that ‘initiative passion’ that was implied
by all the “with all our heart, and with all our mind, …..” stuff (as opposed to the love of life which
is just ‘accept with joy’).
All this may sound rather vague and waffly but let us contrast this situation with the opposing view.
If a person feels that ‘life’ (i.e. the global form) has no purpose then the natural thing is for such
a person to put their efforts into looking after their own individual interests. Their own interests
inevitably become looking after their own ‘comfort’ and ‘winning’ (i.e. scoring off in comparison
with the situation of other individuals). However the major component of ‘comfort’ is usually not to
have to change too much and this is in direct conflict with loving ‘life’ (because ‘life’ is ‘change’).
Similarly it is hard to ‘love’ your neighbour when your aim in life is to ‘win’ against them. Thus
there is a natural opposition.
Thus our great commandment (worthily supported by Tolstoy’s quote) does effectively encapsulate
what I thing is the great religious divide. Thus either
- one believes that there is a purpose to life and so one promotes and enjoys its evolvement
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(together with its associated suffering and dying),
or
- one believes that there is no purpose to life and so one looks after one’s own interests by trying to
avoid change and individually ‘winning’.
The logical situation will thus automatically tend to polarise people into one of these two
forms (and this, by my experience, is precisely what happens in practice).
I would hope then all of us present in church today are ‘believers’ (in the purpose of life). However
if you are not then I have no intention of trying to convert you. “Leave he dead to bury their own
dead” is the good wisdom we receive on this subject and I accept it. {John in his “End of the World”
book thinks negative philosophies such as this could be a threat to human-kind’s existence. I think it
is the last thing we need worry about. Negatives concepts naturally die off because such people will
not propagate themselves. Thus time will take care of the problem - we do no need to worry.}
This concludes the first (and the fundamental) part of my sermon - so it is hymn time. Lets have
“We limit not the truth of God” (but not the Australian Hymn Book version because this misses out
that excellent third verse about looking “down from supernal heights”). Clearly this then is very
much an evolvement supporting hymn.
In Le Carre’s book the Night Manager, the hero - Jonathan Pine, initially has a girl-friend Sophie
who is brutally beaten to death. The image of Sophie remains with Jonathan for the rest of his days
and when he himself is being tortured, the ‘image of Sophie’ - ‘carries him through’. I found it to
be quite an inspiring book (although I nearly threw it away after the first 50 pages because of all the
‘tough characters’ (and it didn’t seem to be going anywhere)).
Now Sophie was clearly Jonathan’s ‘God’ - and a good God she was too - she both inspired
him to live life to the full and was also a succour to him in his hour of trial - I hope all of us can
have a God as good as Sophie.
The God I gave in the first part of this sermon (representing the purpose of life) is essentially a
logical construct. It is a Stoic’s God. However we humans also have an emotional side (besides
this logical side) and this emotional side craves something more personal. We must recognise this
human need.
Thus we all also need an emotional personal God. Clearly in the Christian faith this form of
God is normally represented by Jesus. However this can be a matter of choice. Because this God
must be personal matter there are limits on what I can say. Nevertheless I will make the following
three points:1)
Because this God is essentially an image it does not matter if this image is supported by
‘fact’ or by ‘fiction’. Likewise the image might be formed by a story, a poem, a song or even just a
saying. The only thing that matters is that this ‘God’ will be a personal inspiration to us during our
hours of trial (and we all must go through our ‘hours of trial’).
2)
As this ‘God’ must represent your most innermost ‘psyche’, we probably need to keep the
details secret to ourselves (i.e. sacred). {“Do not give dogs what is holy; and do not throw your
pearls before swine, lest they trample them under foot and turn to attack you.”} Thus I am certainly
not telling you the details of my own ‘personal God’. My sexual peculiarities might possibly be
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open to public inspection but - not my ‘God’.
3)
Finally we should be extremely wary of choosing a living person as our ‘God’. I know that
in the difficult times of war, the wives (and families) of the soldiers at the front often become the
soldier’s ‘Gods’ (and by all accounts, good God’s too). However the wives and families were a long
way-away then so their worship did not affect them too much. Unfortunately most of us humans
tend become corrupted if we see we are being made into Gods. {I can’t really understand why in
the old testament they were so worried about ‘graven images’. I would have though that choosing a
‘graven image’ as a God was at least much better than choosing a individual person as a ‘God’ (and
this is such a common tendency).}
This concludes the second part and so we have our next hymn. I have chosen “What a friend we
have in Jesus”. Now I know a lot of people will not approve of this - they think singing such a song
is beneath their intellectual stature. However this hymn has been chosen to represent our emotions
not our intellect. Admittedly this hymn might not even represent your emotions. However it has
been very successful in doing this for many people - including myself. Next time such a hymn is
to be chosen then you can choose the hymn (or song) that supplies your emotional support. In this
context we see we must be very careful about knocking other people’s ‘emotional Gods’. {On this
subject then let me express a gripe against the compilers of the Australian Hymn Book. If you wish
to put “Jesus loves me, this I know” in your hymn book (a sentiment open to doubt) then it must be
as it was written and is everywhere accepted. This hymn has been sung and loved over a long period
of time - it may even represent some people’s ‘emotional God’. No one must try to doctor another
person’s ‘God’ (because of lack of intellectual content). Either put the thing in as it is or leave it out
- after all there is no shortage of ‘emotional support’ type hymns.}
In the current world the whole idea of ‘ritual’ gets a terrible press. But ‘rituals’ are simply a way of
making life easier for us. Thus a good getting-up ritual simply means we elevate ourselves to the
labours of the day without any stress or worry. Similarly a good going-to-bed ritual simply makes
us sleep better. All facets of our life in fact usually run better if there are set rituals to support them.
And yet ‘rituals’ get a terrible press - perhaps the press is not interested in the world running easily
(because then there may not be sufficient news for them to worry us with).
In this world there is a nasty task which we all have a great tendency to neglect - namely
considering where we are trying to go (and comparing this with where we have got so far). Like
all nasty tasks, the best way to ensure the job is done is to have some supporting rituals. There are
two aspects of this question (i.e. individual and community) and both aspects ought to have some
ritualistic support.
1)
The time spent on ‘where we are going individually’ can correspond to either ‘prayer’,
‘meditation’ or even ‘a late night reflective walk’. The best ritual is that to what you are accustomed
(or that can be fitted regularly into your life-style)
2)
The time spent on ‘where we are going as a community’ corresponds naturally to going
to church. However a meeting of the Fabian society might take a similar role. Fairly clearly the
strongly hierarchical forms are inadequate - the whole community should all submit their individual
views on these questions.
That is all I have to say on ritual - it is whatever works best for you (besides which I get conscience
stricken at my own inadequacies in this regard). The longer a ritual has been in place the stronger
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the support it gives and thus our hymn for this part should be fairly ancient. I’ll choose either
“Glory to Thee, my God, this night” (Thomas Ken) or “The year is gone beyond recall” (Meaux
Breviary). Both are sung to the ancient tunes of Thomas Tallis (1510 - 1585) which I find to be
peculiarly ritualistic in form. We also do a Tallis dance at the Playford dance group - this is also
superb (however Playford now clashes with my ritual of climbing at Lindfield rocks on Tuesday
nights so I don’t do it any more).
These three aspects (i.e. a ‘purpose of life’ God, an ‘emotional support’ God and our two forms
of ritual) taken together give a logical basis for most of the religious experience and culture we
observe on earth today. However the primary interest of the sermon part of any service must always
tend to be the ‘purpose of life’ aspect of God because this is the part of the service that is associated
with logic. I have brought in the other aspects simply to show that this is not the whole picture. Also
of course the ‘purpose of life’ tends to be my special thing. Thus to finish off we will try to see how
the great commandment (equivalent to the ‘purpose of life’) may affect us in a practical problem of
life.
The great commandment is broken down in different parts (with all your heart, with all your soul,
etc) but I am not very good at distinguishing between ‘soul’ and ‘mind’ etc. I would now prefer
instead to refer back to Don’s great sermon on the three great virtues (‘clarity’, ‘courage’ and
‘compassion’). The parts and the virtues can be connected (‘clarity’ corresponding to the mind,
‘courage’ corresponding to heart/soul/strength and ‘compassion’ to the second commandment) however Don did it better. In fact it has never struck me that the writers of the two testaments were
too hot on the ‘clarity’ virtue themselves.
I think the problem that most of us in Australia are most acutely aware of is the poor state of the
Aborigine community (i.e. black deaths in custody, the health problems and low life expectancy,
drunkenness etc). Let us think about this then in terms of a solution that would be ‘progressing
forward’. Also in finding a solution, we will be trying to display the virtues ‘clarity’, ‘courage’ and
‘compassion’.
Before progressing any further, I had better make a disclaimer - I have no personal knowledge of
the aborigine community. My knowledge comes solely from the media and you know how easily
the media can mislead us all. Nevertheless on this basis I shall proceed.
First using our ‘clarity’ virtue I think we must face the truth that what we have been doing for the
past 10 years or so has not worked at all. We have poured money and effort into this area and the all
various indicators (i.e. black deaths in custody) have continued to show that conditions are actually
getting worse. We cannot continue the way we are going. To quote Evelyn Waugh’s Richie Hook “Never re-enforce a failure”.
Thus I think we are now going to need our ‘courage’ virtue and because we are going to have to do
something radically different. This new solution may be unacceptable to many people because it
will threaten their established precepts on how all people ought to live. Such a change will indeed
need ‘courage’.
The present world tends to equate ‘compassion’ with ‘caring’ so I need to explain the difference.
‘Compassion’ comes from the Latin ‘com’ - meaning ‘together with’ and ‘passion’ meaning
‘feeling’. Thus you share another person’s feelings - you put yourself at their level - you identify
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with that person. Thus it is a very egalitarian virtue. A ‘caring’ person however ‘looks after’ another
person. It is not an egalitarian virtue because it implies a very unequal situation as one person ‘looks
after’ the other person (and normally the person that does the ‘looking after’ is highly dominant).
The supreme example of this difference is shown in the parable of the prodigal son when
the father has ‘compassion’ on his son. Thus the father does not ‘care’ or look after his son on his
return. The son would probably just feel like having a bath, a simple bit to eat and crawling into bed
(i.e. be ‘cared for’). No - dad insists on a party (the last thing the son would want) because it is a
demonstration of equality between him and the rest of the community. At the party everyone would
get drunk, share their feeling and the son becomes a well-knit member of the community again. The
father’s ‘compassionate’ act will heal the rift in the community but a ‘caring’ action would leave the
rift unresolved. {The elder son of course probably does not want the rift to be resolved at all.}’
Normally then you show compassion for a person by recognising and respecting that person’s
individual nature and creating a circumstance whereby they do their thing while you do yours (i.e.
a bit of the usual good old equality and freedom). This is how I believe how we must treat the
aborigine community. Thus we must respect that they may have a different nature to ourselves.
They must have their own land to live the life they wish to live while we live the life we wish to
live. We must not try to enforce our western judicial practises upon them (i.e. our incarceration
system). They must use the system that they find works best for them. We know how essential
it is for us to have work (even with all its trials and tribulations). The same must apply to their
community (thus only under very special circumstances can we give them financial support otherwise thy won’t need to work). Clearly if a aboriginal individual wishes to join our community
(rather the aborigine community) then we should let them (but as I have pointed out in chapters 3,
5 and 19 of this project the appropriate adjustment procedures may be quite complex). Thus the
aborigines can still have the right of choice. The really hard thing then is to do all this with the same
degree of generosity of spirit as the ‘father’ shows to the ‘son’.
Such a procedure of giving land back to the aboriginal community will be threatening to the
established order in Australia because it forces us to think about the nature and logic of land
ownership. {As opposed to what we do at present which is to let it be defined by the ‘status quo’ when clearly some of the previous judicial decisions were wrong.} Furthermore we must give the
community sufficient ‘good’ land - they must have land they can support themselves on - not just
our waste land. This will force us all to do some very hard thinking - horrors of horrors.
This will be a progressive step because it would create more cultural variety which can grow and
develop as is appropriate. There may eventually of course be a problem because the aborigine
community may require a larger share of the world’s assets than might be deemed due to them.
However for the time being this is not a problem because Australian community as a whole has
vastly more assets than it needs. We can wait until the problem arises.
Finally we must enjoy doing all this. We must treat the problem of how we reorganise all our land
as a matter of fun. We must enjoy moving to live in a new place if that should be required of us. It
needs ‘courage’ to have ‘fun’ and so, with this in mind, I will finish with one of my favourite deskdiary quotes:		
“Courage is sustained by calling up anew
		
the vision of the goal.”
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--------------------

And so now I have “sung my little song as nicely as I could”. I am pleased it is over and 1996 will
indeed be a memorable year for me as the year my project was finally written up (I am conveniently
forgetting about all the revising etc). Strangely though this year will also be memorable on another
count - this is the year of finding money. I have always been an assiduous picker-upper of any odd
money one should see lying on the streets. Normally this does not add up to very much - about
a dollar in silver and perhaps one gold coin per year I think is the average expectation. This year
however started with a day on which I found a $2 coin walking to Lindfield rocks and another
one independently walking back to the station. {The children who were with me were incredibly
impressed - my other abilities mean nothing to them (i.e. climbing or roller-blading) but finding
money leaves them in absolute awe.} During the rest of the year then I have found about 10 other
gold coins plus a $20 note (the note does not mean very much - finding a note is random but there
is a bit a skill in finding a coin). Anyway I think it is most remarkable - there must be something
symbolic about being noble and writing this stuff up and the glory of finding money.
I am finishing just before the end of the year and my ritual hymn “The year is gone beyond recall”
is of course an end of year song. The tune is very much a plodder’s tune. You try it:-

And so I, the ploughman have indeed this year, homeward plodded my weary way.
On this subject of ritual, I was brought up on Mt Stromlo. Our ritualistic sunday afternoon walk
was usually to visit Dr Duffield’s grave (it is on the hill beyond the Oddy dome). I still try to do this
walk whenever I visit Canberra. The inscription on the grave (which one naturally reads on every
walk) seems appropriate for closing this work:
			
“Take thou the torch,
			
carry it out of sight,
			
Into the great new age I must not know,
			
Into the great new realm I must not tread.”

On the following back cover the seven dotted lines show ‘first ascents’. The two dance pictures are
dance groups he started. {The lower one is the ‘Running Set’ – a dance collected by Cecil Sharp
that has 17 figures and takes an hour to perform –a great challenge.}
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