
The essence of my argument today is illustrated by
Frederic Bastiat’s example of “The Broken Window”.
A shop window has been smashed; from the crowd,
gathered to survey the wreckage, is eventually heard a
voice praising the act of hooliganism as socially en-
lightened:

The wheels of commerce must turn!  See how they
are greased by the raising of demand for the glaz-
ier’s services, whose increased purchasing power
benefits other producers in greater sales.  Thus
prosperity for all is assured.

It is upon this basis that our beloved council is
founded; and from which fact emerges my argument
against the office of the Lord Mayor as the repre-
sentative of Kingston-upon-Hull’s city council.

WHEREAS THE HOOLIGAN USED A BRICK ...

For the example of the broken window contains within
it a most pernicious fallacy.  The expenditure of public
bodies, whether councils or national governments, was
said by Lord Keynes to create a multiplier effect, mag-
nifying the people’s wealth.  But whereas the hooligan
used a brick, the council employs taxes, licences, and
regulations coercively to redirect the expenditure of
private persons.

My opponent must show that such redirection is more
productive than simply leaving people alone.  Yet this

is precisely what she cannot do.  She cannot measure
the loss of value to the shop-keeper of his unrealised
dreams.  Nor may she be permitted to ignore the
multitude of others, forgotten and unknown, whose
plans have been curtailed and wrecked by the restraint
of their trade.

I do not deny that some gain from this redirection, but
how are we to compare such gains and losses? Kilo-
grams are used to measure weight, metres length.  But
what unit of measurement can express the whining of
a professional mendicant class?

Need is a phenomenon whose magnitude cannot be
objectively quantified.  The most usual approach is to
invoke considerations of social justice, to ground our
utilitarian calculus in notions of equality.  In reality
there is established a master-slave relationship that
sacrifices the values of the productive to empower the
choices of the unproductive.

THE POLITICS OF PULL

Two arguments are commonly offered against this ana-
lysis and its laissez-faire implications.  First, the coun-
cil has a role in promoting Hull’s economic well-
being; second, only a coercive, public authority can
solve certain collective action problems.

When speaking of Hull’s economic well-being one
tends to adopt protectionist language, and its attendant
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fallacies.  Hull need not be economically independent
of other communities, nor must such trade balance in
value.  What matters is not the production of goods X
or Y in Hull, but whether individuals can take advant-
age of their differing natural endowments and circum-
stances of time and place to trade for X and Y those
things that Hullites do have.

Impeding the division of labour only restricts the rate
of productivity growth and, therefore, slows the rise in
living standards.  This, though, is the achievement of
Hull city council which has created a playing field for
business scarred by special favours, regulations, and
taxes — aside from payments to the council’s welfare
clients.

The absence or distortion of market prices — the
meaningful utterances of human minds that serve as
inter-temporal and inter-spatial orientation maps for
purposeful human action — amounts to abandoning
businessmen to grope in a darkened room for a light
switch that isn’t there.  Rational decision is out to
lunch: firms which otherwise would have folded are
able to compete for resources with financially more
viable enterprises.  It seems to me both irresponsible
and contemptible that the council should act to per-
petuate a state of affairs in which one’s employment
and source of self-worth is illusory, dependent not
upon the satisfying of real human needs but upon serv-
ing the politics of pull.

ARE WE THE CATTLE OF THE GODS?

This leads naturally to examination of the second
proposition, that the council is necessary to secure cer-
tain public goods, to solve collective action problems
by enforcing contribution and compliance.  Here again
are individual preferences to be dismissed; but this
time everyone is subordinated to the philosopher
king’s fatal conceit that only he, or she, knows what
they — the people — really want and need.

The upshot is a rejection of democracy.  If what is
truly in an individual’s best interest cannot be known
to him, it seems absurd to suggest that that individual
is competent to select someone to decide upon such
issues for him; this would entail not merely knowing
about the issues at hand but also about the character of
the would-be politician; it requires the voter to take on
board an extra category of knowledge.  (And is the
politician likewise afflicted?  Or, are we — the elec-
torate — to be regarded as the cattle of the gods?)

If we grant the supposition that there are goods requir-
ing collective provision, it remains to be established
why they can’t now be generated — as they once were
— by friendly societies, fraternities, unions, charities,
companies and co-operatives, all of which are volun-
tary institutional arrangements to provide collective
goods.  If we further assumed an exact coincidence
between public needs and council action, no apparatus
of coercion would be required.  That this is not the

case reveals the true nature of the city council: it is a
collective enterprise for the extraction of resources
from the people of Hull for a specific, if indistinct,
clientele.

SOMETHING ELSE

Contrary to what my opponent might suggest, the
council does not promote social harmony or cultural
flourishing.  Indeed, my opponent, I understand, is
herself a member of one the rival gangs engaged in the
struggle to control the power-house, to press her
schemes of subsidies and appropriations.  One might
have thought that, if my analysis was correct, revol-
ution would be in the offing.  But the very diffusion of
costs across the community and the concentration of
benefits in the hands of a few acts to maintain the pre-
datory elites of the status quo.

To sum up then: I urge you to support the motion to
abolish the Lord Mayor’s office as symbolic of the
larger case that I have outlined concerning the effi-
ciency and justice of coercion to achieve social ends.
Remove the suffocation of bureaucracy, remove the
weight of taxation, free the creative capacity of hu-
manity and that “something else” which people value
and aspire to will be realised to the benefit of all but
unproductive tax-eaters.
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