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FOR LIFE, LIBERTY AND PROPERTY

THE LIMITATIONS OF AND
POLITICAL FAILURE OF

NEW ZEALAND’S “REFORMS”

LINDSAY PERIGO



The following is the presentation made by Lindsay
Perigo at the Institute of Objectivist Studies Summer
Seminar, University of Virginia, Charlottesville, Virgi-
nia, USA, on July 11th 1997.

When I first spoke on a similar topic to an IOS gathering
in 1995, I said that New Zealand was a nation “reformed
by Hayekians, run by pragmatists and populated by so-
cialists”.  The editor of Liberty magazine, Bill Bradford,
quoted that line in his March 1997 Liberty article, “Rev-
olution in a Small Country”, a glowing account of the
nature, scope and future of New Zealand’s economic re-
forms.  My Hayekian-pragmatist-socialist thesis, he im-
plied, was too gloomy; he, after being in the country for
forty days and speaking to hundreds of people, “got a
definitive answer to the most fundamental question: do
New Zealanders think the revolution was a good thing?
Virtually everyone I talked to about the revolution sup-
ports it.”

Well, I’ve lived in the country for forty-something years,
and I’m here to tell you that the picture is not, unfortu-
nately, anywhere near as rosy as that painted either by
Bill in Liberty magazine or by William Eggers in Reason
magazine in its May issue.

In a fit of ridiculous hyperbole, Mr Bradford implicitly
likened New Zealand’s revolution to the Industrial Revol-
ution itself; he called it the “one occasion in the twentieth
century when the Leviathan State has been successfully
challenged”, and described its architect, Sir Roger Dou-
glas, as “the most effective libertarian politician of this
century” who “slew the statist dragon”.  Well, I hate to
be a party-pooper, but Bill Bradford was wrong on all
counts.  The Industrial Revolution analogy is self-evi-
dently fatuous; the Leviathan State in New Zealand is as
invasive and pervasive as ever — indeed, more so; and
Sir Roger Douglas, effective politician though he un-
doubtedly was, was and is most assuredly no libertarian.

What the New Zealand experience affords is: an intri-
guing object lesson in how far one can go, in a democ-
racy, in making economic changes without a proper phil-

osophy, without a popular mandate, and therefore, with-
out accompanying attitudinal changes ... further than we
Objectivists might think, perhaps, but much less far than
the distance we would like to travel.

To a man, the reformers endorse collectivism (some of
them unwittingly) and its moral base, altruism (all of
them wittingly); as altruists, they are philosophically im-
potent against the politicians and lobby groups who stand
in the way of further reform, who want to reverse the
reforms to date, and who loudly sound the trumpets of
self-sacrifice in orchestrating their cause.  Against them,
the reformers in New Zealand are in the position of the
Republicans in the United States, as depicted by Bob
Bidinotto in his analysis of the last presidential election
results:

They are torn between two mutually exclusive prem-
ises: between the right of individuals to live for their
own sakes, which Democrats call selfishness, and the
alleged duty of individuals to sacrifice their lives,
liberties and property for collective ends, which
Democrats call compassion.

The NZ reformers’ preference is to deal with this di-
lemma by avoiding it; if pressed, they come down on the
side of so-called compassion, and repair to Adam Smith’s
“invisible hand” analogy to prove that free markets are
actually more compassionate than collectivist arrange-
ments.  Bob’s characterisation of the collapse of the Re-
publican revolution and the Dole debacle is exactly ap-
plicable to the so-called revolution in New Zealand:
“compelling evidence that free-market political reforms
can’t take root in cultural soils poisoned by an ethics that
idealises the sacrifice of the individual to the group”.  If
the reformers are to regain the political initiative, Bob’s
imperative for the Republicans also applies: “They must
begin to champion a positive, pro-capitalist, limited-gov-
ernment agenda — not only on economic grounds, but
for once on the moral grounds of an individual’s right to
exist for his own sake.”

Is that what they are doing?  I quote from I’ve Been
Thinking, a booklet by Richard Prebble, leader of the re-
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formers’ political party, ACT — routinely referred to by
me as the Association of Compulsion-Touters, for reasons
which will become clear later.  ACT, says Mr Prebble, “is
not an extreme right-wing individualist party: No one in
it is advocating Ayn Rand’s selfishness.”  And he’s right.
No one in it is.  This disclaimer is ACT’s answer to the
likes of the most left-wing party in New Zealand’s parlia-
ment, the Alliance, whose leader, Jim Anderton, has de-
plored “the imposition of alien values based on a com-
mercial model, producing selfish, competitive individual-
ism instead of mutual support and co-operation.”

Is anyone advocating “Ayn Rand’s selfishness” — a
man’s right to live for his own sake, neither sacrificing
himself for others nor others to himself?  Yes, I and my
colleagues are — if I may be personal for a moment —
in my magazine, The Free Radical, on my radio pro-
gramme, and through my political party, The Liberta-
rianz.  But progress is infinitesimal, and the price one
pays in so small and small-minded a country is enor-
mous.  In the time we have been out of the ideological
closet, my close comrade-in-arms Deborah Coddington
and myself have gone from being foremost in our respec-
tive fields — print and television journalism — feted and
respected and highly paid, to being social outcasts.  Des-
titute social outcasts!  When I launched The Free Radical
in 1994, one letter-writer in a weekly left-liberal publica-
tion eloquently denounced me for my “consummate un-
saintliness”, and another urged that I be locked up and
the key thrown away.  But that was better than the total
ostracism that followed.  When I became leader of The
Libertarianz, even the press began to notice its own boy-
cott of me.  I was invited to speak to the National Press
Club on “What it’s like to be the victim of a media boy-
cott”.  The theme was resonantly underscored by the fact
that no one from the media turned up.  And they had or-
ganised the event!  Someone, who I assure you was and
is unknown to me, then wrote a letter to the National
Press Club’s newsletter, saying:

The pathetic attendance at Lindsay Perigo’s Liberta-
rianz address draws attention to one of the darkest
and most unsettling aspects of the press here.  I have
no doubt that they were riven with jealousy by Mr
Perigo’s status as by far the best broadcast inter-
viewer this country has ever seen.  In New Zealand,
for reasons centred on the tall poppy syndrome, or
proximity jealousy, the media do not report the
media.  In the United States, by contrast, any candi-
date in the household name bracket of Mr Perigo
would have been accorded full and unreserved cover-
age.

I tell you this, not out of self-pity or conceit, but rather
by way of drawing your attention to a pervasive leitmotif
in New Zealand’s public life, very pertinent to our dis-
cussion this morning — envy.  Ayn Rand’s famous essay
on the subject could have been written with New Zealand
in mind.  Decades of egalitarianism have produced a cul-
ture of militant mediocrity, where people are pulled down
not for their shortcomings but for their achievements —
and for their temerity in achieving anything to begin
with.  A “who does he think he is?!” sort of attitude.

This is particularly pronounced, of course, in respect of a
person’s wealth.  Former Prime Minister David Lange,
who, ironically, ended up leading the reformist Labour
Government from 1984-89, promised before the election
which brought him to power that people would be pro-
hibited from “flaunting their excess wealth” if he won it.
Fortunately he didn’t try to make good on that promise,
but his hatred for the wealthy was real enough.  He used
to travel around affluent suburbs just for the satisfaction
of flicking cigarette ash on the streets, in a gesture of
contempt for the inhabitants.  We have a long-running
real-life soap opera going on called the Winebox Inquiry,
in which a group of ultra-wealthy businessmen who oper-
ated a tax avoidance scheme back in the 80s are being
investigated for fraud.  The alleged fraud is not the de-
ception of any private individuals or parties to the
scheme, but the withholding of money from Inland
Revenue.  (As if one can defraud thieves of one’s own
money!)  Most of the general public are not concerned
with such philosophical niceties as the definition of fraud
or even the technical difference in law between avoid-
ance and evasion — they simply want to see these par-
ticular businessmen sent to jail, because they are rich
and because they avoided paying tax.

The most hated group in New Zealand’s public life is the
New Zealand Business Roundtable, a lobby group/think
tank consisting of large businesses, which has had a sig-
nificant input into the reform process.  It is hated for that
— and for the sheer fact that its membership is Big Busi-
ness.  Here is a letter to the editor of the country’s lead-
ing daily newspaper which eloquently expresses this
widespread, envy-driven hatred: a reply to a market libe-
ral columnist named Gareth Morgan, who had written
about the absence of taxpayer-funded pensions in South
Korea:

I read Gareth Morgan’s column only when I think I
need reminding about just what has now gone wrong
in this country.  He usually imparts messages to
people like me, who don’t drive a BMW, don’t have
shares in Fletcher Challenge and can’t give an ad-
dress in one of Auckland’s ‘golden suburbs’ that
somehow we are a hindrance to progress.  With me
he fails, however.  The fat cats rode easily to where
they are today on the backs of people like me, and I
don’t ever let them forget it.  A recent trip to South
Korea has Dr Morgan enthusing, among other things,
about that county’s ‘work till you die’ philosophy.  I
am sure that he believes a similar attitude is what we
need here.  Mind you, I would be prepared to believe
that Dr Morgan, champion of the Far Right and
knight of the free market debacle system, would
probably have found something positive in Hitler’s
holiday camps had he been around to see them.
After all, these establishments dealt with cold effi-
ciency with the immediate needs of the old and the
sick, as well as the racially impure.  The heartening
thing is that if government attitudes in this country
keep heading down their present track, we may have
similar solutions ready just about when Dr Morgan
will need them.
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I selected this letter among hundreds I could have quoted
because it encapsulates just about every bromide scat-
tered throughout the others: the hatred of achievement;
the hatred of such symbols of achievement as the share
market and BMWs; the depiction of achievers as fat cats
who ride on the backs of the downtrodden; the positing
of taxpayer-funded pensions or “work-till-you-die” as the
only two possibilities for old age, as if there were no
such thing as private provision; the equating of the free
market with Hitler — Hitler, the National Socialist!; and
the hope that advocates of the free market will meet a
fate similar to that of Hitler’s victims.

Such attitudes, I assure you, are commonplace, rampant
throughout letters to the editor columns and on radio
talkback.  They are reflected in the policies of political
parties which together muster a commanding majority of
votes cast in our general elections.

This being so, you might ask, how did this much-vaunted
“revolution” you hear so much about ever get off the
ground?

The answer is — it happened by stealth.  And nothing
like it will ever happen that way again.

FORTRESS NEW ZEALAND

Back in 1984, the country was run, as David Lange was
subsequently to say, like a Polish shipyard.  It had en-
dured nine years of the Prime Ministership of Sir Robert
Muldoon, an ugly dwarf with a formidable intellect, an
unbridled malevolence, and a passion for two things:
power and alcohol.  The result was the closest thing to a
Reign of Terror you could get in a country that was not
officially a dictatorship, the most closed and regulated
economy you could get in a country that was not for-
mally communist or fascist.  Muldoon’s colleagues, cow-
ards one and all, were afraid to stand up to him.  Journal-
ists, myself and one or two others excluded, were too
afraid to ask him tough questions.  Those who did were
abused and/or banned from his presence.  He was a mas-
ter of invective.  He once described his main political op-
ponent as a man with shivers looking for a spine to run
up and down.

In fairness to him, he did not turn the economy into a
fortress — it already was.  But he made it more so than
ever before.  Unlike other Prime Ministers, he assumed
the finance portfolio as well as the prime ministership,
giving himself unprecedented personal power over the
economy.

To quote from my 1995 address:

The heavy hand of government was omnipresent.
We could not import goods without a licence from
the government.  We could not take or send money
out of the country without the government’s per-
mission.  If we joined the workforce, we had to join
a union.  Shops and businesses, with few exceptions,
were not allowed to open at night, or at weekends —
overseas visitors would say, “I arrived in New Zea-
land over the weekend, but it was closed.”  If we
preferred margarine to butter, we had to get a doc-

tor’s prescription.  Taxation was at crippling levels in
order to support a network of subsidies to a network
of industries, mainly the farming industry, producing
things the world didn’t want, and to support a bur-
geoning welfare state.  The government was com-
mitted to providing a retirement income to people 60
years of age and over equivalent to 80% of the aver-
age weekly wage — out of taxation.  This was the
promise on which Muldoon had been elected.  A
benefit introduced 10 years earlier for single mothers
had seen the number of claimants rise from 700
when it was introduced, to about 100,000.  Educa-
tion, health, forestry, telecommunications, broadcast-
ing, rail and air transport, the postal service, elec-
tricity generation and other energy projects were all
run by the government, usually at a loss, with little or
no competition from the private sector permitted.
Notwithstanding personal income tax rates as high as
66 cents in the dollar, and a raft of indirect taxes of
up to 40% on the retail price of most goods, the gov-
ernment’s budget was severely in deficit.  [I guess I
should have said, because of such tax rates.]  Sir Ro-
bert Muldoon brushed aside concerns about this pro-
fligacy by saying: “Most people wouldn’t recognise a
deficit if they fell over one.”  Inflation roared away
as the government overspent.  Muldoon’s response
was to impose a wage/price/rent/interest rate freeze.
When a carpet manufacturer raised his prices in viol-
ation of the freeze, Muldoon said: “If some smart
alec tries to beat the system, then we’ll use the wea-
pons provided by the system to beat him.”

It perhaps will come as no surprise to you to learn that
the political party of which Muldoon was leader was the
New Zealand equivalent of the Republican Party, sup-
posedly dedicated to free enterprise and the liberty of the
individual, but in reality consisting of people devoid of
the foggiest idea of what this entails.  The name of this
party is the National Party, routinely referred to by me on
my radio programme as the National Socialist Party, for
reasons which should be clear already.

By 1984, Muldoon had lost much of his power to ter-
rorise.  He was a laughing stock.  His tax/spend/borrow
policies had delivered the country to the brink of bank-
ruptcy.  The man who had touted himself as an economic
miracle worker was seen to be an economic wrecker.
One night, in a state of conspicuous intoxication, he went
on television and called a premature election — an elec-
tion he knew he would lose.

Because he had called the election early, not only were
his own lieutenants caught off guard, but so also were the
opposition parties.  The main one, the Labour Party —
traditionally the party of the welfare state and unabashed
government paternalism — was caught without a mani-
festo.

As it happens, this couldn’t have suited the agenda of
Labour’s finance spokesman, Roger Douglas, better.
While Douglas’ socialist credentials were impeccable —
father and grandfather active in the NZ and British La-
bour Parties respectively, a passionate belief in the duty
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of the state to provide its citizens with economic security
— he had also realised that the traditional Labour Party
approach of having the government own and mismanage
everything in sight was incompatible with this duty, since
the wealth creation that such a guarantee presupposed
would be choked off.  He had written a book, There’s
Got To Be A Better Way, advocating a retreat of govern-
ment from the economy in order to facilitate the creation
of wealth which the government could then redistribute.
But not a lot of people had taken this in.

THE LANGE/DOUGLAS LABOUR GOVERNMENT

By now, 1984, the man with the thwarted shivers had
been deposed as leader of the Labour Party by David
Lange, who didn’t have a clue about economics, and was,
for the moment, prepared to defer to Roger Douglas’
relative expertise even though discomfited by his unor-
thodoxy.

Lange, a consummate orator, traversed the country doing
what he did best — making longwinded speeches
amounting to nothing, but soothing a country weary of
Muldoon’s divisiveness with talk of consensus.  Throw-
ing opposition to visits by US nuclear- armed-or-powered
warships into the mix, he couldn’t fail.  Douglas, a disas-
ter as a public speaker, could simply hide in the wings
with an agenda that he knew would horrify traditional
Labour supporters if brought out into the open, even
though it was designed to better achieve traditional La-
bour Party objectives.

Labour won the 1984 election in a landslide.

Douglas set to with a vengeance — aided, abetted and
often educated by some highly intelligent and motivated
people in the government’s economic advisory bureau,
the Treasury, who had prepared a brief for the incoming
government which said in effect: “The country is on the
verge of becoming a basket case; government is not the
solution, it is the problem.”  He lifted Muldoon’s con-
trols, devalued and then floated the currency on the
foreign exchange markets, abolished subsidies, halved the
direct tax rate, introduced a new, uniform, value-added
Goods and Services Tax, GST, of 10%, and put some
state-owned enterprises on a business footing so that they
could be sold off.  These policies were dubbed Roger-
nomics.

The outrage on the Left was muted by two things — the
speed at which Douglas proceeded on several fronts sim-
ultaneously (he identifies his strategy as: give them so
many moving targets that they don’t know which one to
shoot at), which left the Left shell-shocked; and the ora-
torical Lange’s creation of a diversion, the ridiculous
anti-nuclear policy.  As well, Douglas refrained from an-
tagonising the Left by not deregulating the thing he prob-
ably should have deregulated first — the labour market.
That kept the unions quiet, but was a disaster economi-
cally.  With wage controls lifted, they used the artificial
muscle they enjoyed from compulsory unionism to se-
cure wage increases which had no basis in improved pro-
ductivity.  Inflation went through the roof.  The Reserve
Bank, the equivalent of your Federal Reserve, dampened

it down with a high interest rate regime which had the
inevitable side-effect of dampening down economic ac-
tivity overall.  The only growth industry for a time was
unemployment.  But — Lange kept the nukes out; he and
Douglas presented a seemingly invincible united front in
the face of which the opposition were in disarray — after
all, how could the party of free enterprise object to what
Douglas was doing? — and many young National Party
types, derided as cell-phone yuppies, prospered so much
on the deregulated money markets that they switched al-
legiance to Labour.

Labour was re-elected in another landslide in 1987.

All through this time, Douglas was taking his cue from
the afore-mentioned advisers in Treasury, whose primary
goal, if you asked them, was simply to find “sensible”
solutions, unbeholden to any particular “ideology” — a
word they used with disdain — to the country’s econ-
omic problems.  Douglas had also befriended ultra-
wealthy businessman Alan Gibbs, a devotee of Hayek.
Gibbs was shortly to co-found the afore-mentioned NZ
Business Roundtable, of which Treasury’s brightest
afore-mentioned official, Roger Kerr, was to become Ex-
ecutive Director.  (Gibbs was later to become a major
financer of the afore-mentioned political party, ACT.)

The one thing that never impinged on the emerging econ-
omic orthodoxy was: moral and political philosophy.
The Rogernomes saw themselves solely as doing what
needed to be done to put the country’s books in order,
heedless of what they saw as such masturbationary, ir-
relevant abstractions as individual rights.  As one millio-
naire businessman, Sir Robert Jones observed, they
would have advocated slavery if they thought it would
deliver improved economic outcomes.

All through this time, as the country’s main television
current affairs interviewer, I quizzed Douglas repeatedly
about the policies he was implementing.  In our off-
screen discussions, he would laugh at my naive preoccu-
pation with theoretical underpinnings.  His end goal was
always the same: in his own words at the time, a society
that provided

... a reasonable standard of living; access to the op-
portunity of an adequate education and good health
services regardless of income; a job for everyone
who can work; a social welfare system that allows
people to reach the level they are capable of; and a
society which gives people opportunities for self-ful-
filment.

Prime Minister Lange, meanwhile, had found his own
opportunity for self-fulfilment — he had rediscovered
sex.  Extramaritally.  He had fallen head over heels in
love and lust, which was requited, with a leftist, anti-
Douglas university graduate working in his department.
Subsequent events would indicate that her pillow talk
might have amounted to — “If you want to keep roger-
ing, you’ll have to stop Roger.”  Shortly after Labour’s
re-election, Lange and Douglas held a press conference
to announce the next phase of reform: flat tax, targeting
of welfare benefits, the introduction of an element of
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user-pays into the hitherto sacrosanct area of health, asset
sales and more.  Lange was noticeably uncomfortable,
and six weeks later, when Douglas was out of the
country, he unilaterally cancelled the whole package.  It
was time, Lange said, for a “breather and a cup of tea”.
With the new athletic demands he now confronted, that
might have been true for him, but it was certainly not
what the country needed.

THE “REVOLUTION” FALTERS

The announcement of a tea-break was the beginning of
the end.  After months of internecine warfare, Lange
sacked Douglas.  Labour went into a state of terminal
drift and was thrown out in the election of 1990.  Lange
divorced his wife and married his mistress.

The National Party, having long since discarded Mul-
doon, came back to power, like Labour in 1984, on the
strength of touchy-feely weasel-worded bromides about
consensus and reconciliation and The Decent Society.  It
promised to repeal one of Douglas’ most hated innova-
tions, a surtax on the earnings of the elderly which pro-
gressively reduced their state pension according to the
amount of money they were earning independently.
Leader Jim Bolger was an admirer of your ghastly Presi-
dent Bush, and had lulled shell-shocked Kiwis, many of
whom still hankered after the good old days of Muldoon-
ist interventionism, into thinking that National would
usher in a “kinder, gentler” New Zealand.  His Finance
Minister, Ruth Richardson, fortunately, had other ideas.
Just weeks after assuming office, she cut welfare benefits
across the board.  In addition, National set about deregu-
lating the labour market by means of the Employment
Contracts Act, drafted by the Business Roundtable, which
abolished compulsory unionism and gave workers the
right to negotiate individual contracts.  Voters who had
been seduced by the touchy-feely bromides started to cry
foul.

Then National announced that it would be reneging on its
promise to repeal the surtax.  From that self-inflicted
blow more than any other one specific move, neither the
government nor the reforms ever recovered.  The surtax
was sensible enough in an imperfect world — an attempt
to reduce the country’s burgeoning superannuation
burden by reducing payments to those who didn’t need
them — but the fact was, the National Party had lied
about it.  A significant section of the electorate concluded
that for the second time they had been duped into voting
for something they didn’t want.  The reform process it-
self became synonymous with deceit.

Opponents of the reforms pointed out that neither the
Lange/Douglas nor the Bolger/Richardson governments
had enjoyed majority support at the ballot box.  This in
fact was a routine feature of New Zealand’s electoral sys-
tem, known as First Past the Post, whereby the govern-
ment was formed by whichever party had the most
“seats” in Parliament, regardless of its actual share of the
popular vote.  Now however, the opponents of economic
reform saw salvation in political reform.  If the system
were changed so that each party was represented in Par-

liament in proportion to the actual number of votes it re-
ceived, then, they realised, the anti-reform parties would
out-number the pro, and the reform process could be
stopped and perhaps reversed.

MMP

Agitation for such a change culminated in two referenda:
one to decide whether there should be a change (result:
yes); and one to decide what form the change would take.
The winner of the latter vote was the system we call
MMP.  Mixed Member Proportional (commonly and jus-
tifiably known among its critics as Many More Politi-
cians, More Marxists in Parliament, More Morons in Par-
liament, etc.).  The new system significantly increased
the overall number of seats in Parliament and decreed
that half of them would be voted for in the old way while
the other half would be allocated so that every party
which received more than 5% of the popular vote had
seats in Parliament to match its proportion of that vote.
This would bring into Parliament for the first time many
parties who had hitherto been denied seats.  Since, in all
likelihood, no one party would win a majority of seats
outright, high-scoring parties would have to try to nego-
tiate deals with other parties to form a coalition that did
enjoy a majority.

That is the system that went into effect in the 1996
general election.  Before depressing you with its unedi-
fying results, I’ll just backtrack to point out that in the
last First Past the Post election in 1993, the National
Government of Jim Bolger had scraped back into power
by the skin of its teeth — whereupon the first thing Bol-
ger did was to fire Ruth Richardson and effectively sig-
nal another breather and cup of tea.

ACT

Roger Douglas, meanwhile, long since sidelined, was
spending a lot of time with his Hayekian businessman
friend, Alan Gibbs.  Financed by Gibbs, he wrote a book
called Unfinished Business.  The title was self-explana-
tory; the content demonstrated once and for all that what-
ever motivated Roger Douglas and Alan Gibbs in their
policy formulations, it wasn’t freedom.  Gibbs was later
to say to my face: “The problem with you, Lindsay, is
that you reduce everything to the issue of personal free-
dom.”

In place of taxpayer-funded superannuation, Douglas pro-
posed compulsory private superannuation overseen by the
Inland Revenue Department and backed up by a tax-
payer-funded “safety net”.  In place of taxpayer-funded
“free” health care, he proposed compulsory private health
insurance, with the insurers prohibited from setting pre-
miums according to risk, and prohibited from cancelling
policies or refusing to renew them.  Since this reduced
the incentive for the insured actually to make their pay-
ments — why bother paying your premiums if the policy
can’t be cancelled? — Douglas insisted that “Govern-
ment regulation will be necessary to ensure payment, and
assistance in policing non-payment and non-participation
will be necessary.”  (In these proposals one can hear
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echoes of Hayek’s claim, in The Road to Serfdom, that it
is the government’s job to put in place a “comprehensive
system of social insurance”.)

Elsewhere in Unfinished Business, Roger Douglas rhap-
sodised about the boon to government coffers that GST
had been, reminding us that even as he dramatically cut
income tax rates, with the simultaneous introduction of
GST the overall tax take as a percentage of GDP had
risen from 30 to 36%.  He proposed to finance govern-
ment entirely from GST in future — which would mean
a crackdown on the cash economy, i.e. the black econ-
omy, the true free market economy of which you and I
would approve, in which people could avoid GST:

In the past 20 years, the cash economy of New Zea-
land and many other countries has grown enormously
...  The introduction of the Goods and Services Tax
exposed a lot of previously undeclared income, but
more recently the problem — [the problem!] — has
started growing again, with the increase in weekend
markets and tradespeople doing jobs for cash.  It is
difficult to police this practice through the person
earning the undeclared income.  Some responsibility
has to be put back on to the people who are paying
the tradesperson or organising the weekend markets.
One possibility is a withholding system where some-
one employing a tradesperson withholds tax from
their payment if the tradesperson does not give his or
her GST number.  For those who continue to deal in
cash without following correct procedures, there will
have to be stiff penalties on both parties to the trans-
action.

This, remember is Bill Bradford’s libertarian politician
who slew the statist dragon!

At this time, Douglas would show me and Deborah Cod-
dington proofs of the manuscript as he wrote it.  Deborah
at this time didn’t know any better, but when I saw such
horrendous passages as those I’ve quoted and remon-
strated with him, I would get the same dismissive con-
tempt for my naive, theoretical purity, my incomprehen-
sible obsession with personal freedom, that Roger had
reserved for me when he was Finance Minister.  I was
not surprised to see, as recently as Bill Bradford’s article,
Roger describing me as “a sad case”.

When Unfinished Business came out in 1993, Roger
presented me with a copy in which he had inscribed:
“Lindsay.  Herewith Stage 2.  All we need is a political
party to run with it — Roger.”  He, Deborah, myself, a
former National cabinet minister named Derek Quigley
and an up-and-coming Hayekian economist by the name
of Rodney Hide began to hold clandestine discussions
about forming such a party.  Roger already had a name
for it — the Association of Consumers and Taxpayers
(ACT).  It was clear from the outset, however, that Roger
was irretrievably wedded to compulsion.  I and Deborah,
who by now did know better, withdrew from the fledg-
ling group.  It was shortly after that that I founded The
Free Radical and included in the first issue a detailed
critique of Unfinished Business from a libertarian point
of view.  I would refer ever after to ACT as the Associ-

ation of Compulsion Touters, for reasons which by now
should be clear.

THE LIBERTARIANZ

ACT took no part in the 1993 elections, but by 1996 was
formidably well-organised and financed in preparation
for the first MMP election.  Its goal, of course, was to
break that 5% threshold and get into Parliament.  Roger
Douglas had handed over the leadership of ACT to Ri-
chard Prebble, Minister of State-Owned Enterprises in
David Lange’s government.  We naive, theoretically pure
freedom-obsessors formed our own party, The Liberta-
rianz, just before the election.  We put forward an un-
compromising libertarian manifesto which included the
abolition of the Reserve Bank, the abolition of GST the
setting of income tax at a flat rate of 20% (to be pro-
gressively reduced to zero), the full privatisation of
health and education, the phasing out of the welfare state,
the legalisation of drugs, an open Immigration policy, etc.
...  We campaigned against the endemic political correct-
ness in NZ society and flaunted such politically incorrect
symbols as cigarettes and wine bottles.  In an election in
which 27 parties were competing, we told people, accur-
ately, that there were 27 parties, but only one choice:
Nanny State in 26 different guises, or us, The Liberta-
rianz.  We knew we stood no chance, of course, espe-
cially with much of our potential support going to ACT
because it did stand a chance, but we knew also that we
had to start somewhere, sometime.

THE 1996 ELECTION

The telling thing about the 1996 election was that so per-
sistent and pervasive was anti-reform sentiment that
MMP did indeed serve as a vehicle for the rearguard am-
bitions of the anti-reformers, even though there had been
no significant reform for the past three years and the
economic benefits of the reforms had been obvious for
the last two.  Unemployment had plummeted.  So had
public debt.  The government was running surpluses for
the first time in twenty years.  Inflation was negligible.
Exports were booming.  Economic growth hit 6% per
annum — unbelievable when compared to the average
one-point two per cent of the last three decades.  The two
biggest privatised industries, telecommunications and the
airline industry, were spectacularly successful, chalking
up big profits with dramatically reduced staff numbers
while delivering a customer service immeasurably supe-
rior to that of their government-owned predecessors.

But the majority of the voters simply did not want to
know.  56% of them registered votes that could reason-
ably be construed as anti-reform, 44% pro (or at least,
not anti).  56% versus 44%.  National ended up with 44
seats and ACT 8 — a total of 52 on the pro-reform side.
Labour, which had by now repudiated Rogernomics and
resurrected at least partially its socialist past, received 37
seats; the Alliance, an extreme left-wing party itching to
raise taxes, soak the rich, resurrect import barriers, rena-
tionalise privatised industries, etc., received 13 seats; and
New Zealand first, another left-wing party specialising in
anti-immigration and anti-foreign investment sentiment,
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received 17 seats: a total of 67 on the anti-reform side.
67 versus 52.

THE COALITION

Under MMP in this situation, with no one party able to
govern in its own right, the bronze medalist is the win-
ner, since he gets to choose which of the first two place-
getters he goes to bed with.  Winston Peters, the leader of
New Zealand First, was the bronze medalist, and thus the
king-maker.  He had originally been a cabinet minister in
the National Government, but had defected to form New
Zealand First after protracted and bitter rivalry between
him and Prime Minister Bolger.  The hatred between the
two men was mutual and intense, based as it was on the
fact that both of them wanted equally desperately to be
Prime Minister.  Peters’ main campaign theme, apart
from cutting immigration and foreign investment to the
bone, was: if you want to get rid of this government, vote
for New Zealand First — the clear implication being that,
post-election he would go into coalition with Labour.
That’s what everyone expected him to do now.

For weeks, both Labour and National courted Peters be-
hind closed doors.  For the first time in their lives, while
this was going on, New Zealanders didn’t have a govern-
ment.  People started to notice that the sky was not fall-
ing in.  A leading business newspaper, The Independent,
greeted its readers one morning with the words: “The
Libertarianz were right all along.”  (Better late than
never, we thought.)  Alas, all good things must come to
an end, and Peters finally made his choice — a choice
that stunned everyone who had voted for him in the ex-
pectation that he would help oust the National Govern-
ment.  Peters chose National as New Zealand First’s
coalition partner.

The country collectively vomited as Peters and Bolger,
supposedly sworn enemies, now appeared on our screens
practically having sex with each other.  Each now in-
formed the electorate, in a deliciously brazen instance of
pragmatism at work, that we were to disregard everything
they had said about each other before the election be-
cause a new system was now in place!  An examination
of the deal struck between them explained how such an
astonishing reconciliation could have occurred — Bolger,
frantic to remain Prime Minister, had given Peters just
about everything he had demanded: the deferral of tax
cuts that had been scheduled for this year; extra govern-
ment spending on health, education and welfare; the rais-
ing of the statutory minimum wage; a moratorium on
asset sales (not that National had been active in that re-
gard); a referendum on compulsory superannuation,
which was part of NZ First policy; Peters to become de-
puty-Prime Minister and all-powerful Treasurer in charge
of the purse strings; New Zealand First to be represented
disproportionately in the Cabinet; etc..

Since then, the Coalition Government has become a
farce.  One of Peters’ lieutenants has become involved in
a series of petty scandals involving lies, underpants and
misspent public money (don’t ask!).  Policy-wise, the
deferral of the tax cuts precipitated a dramatic fall in

business confidence.  Projections for government sur-
pluses and economic growth have been revised down-
ward.  Unemployment is on the rise again.

So there you have it.  A “revolution”, if that’s what it
was, stalled again.  And is there a public clamour for it to
be revitalised?

THE SPECTRE OF REGRESSION

Here is the current political position:

— The born-again left-wing Labour Party is hugely out-
polling the National Party and is poised to regain
power — possibly in its own right, even under MMP
so great is its support right now.  If it does have to go
into coalition, it’ll be with the even more left-wing
Alliance.

— Polls show 72% of respondents are opposed to the
idea of any further privatisation, specifically of elec-
tricity and the Post Office.

— Smaller but still significant majorities remain opposed
to the privatisation that has already occurred, notwith-
standing the extraordinary benefits that have flowed
therefrom.  59%, according to a poll conducted by our
leading business weekly, the National Business Re-
view, still oppose the privatisation of Telecom, seven
years after the event.  Telecom! — where in the bad
old days customers used to have to wait up to six
weeks to have a phone installed or a fault repaired.
Now it happens more or less immediately.  We have
the least regulated and most sophisticated telecom-
munications industry in the world, with every gizmo
and gadget imaginable available at affordable rates —
yet 59% still oppose the privatisation of Telecom!
Another poll hot off the press as I left for this con-
ference showed 60% opposed to any private involve-
ment in roading.  (That doesn’t mean 40% supported
it — 12% didn’t know, leaving a mere 28% in sup-
port.)

Clearly, if there has been a revolution, it hasn’t been in-
side people’s heads.

WHAT REASON AND LIBERTY DIDN’T TELL
YOU — THE ADVANCE OF THE DROOLING
BEAST

And there is something else I have to report.  The breath-
less accounts of the greatest libertarian revolution ever
that you have read about in Liberty and Reason have left
out fully half the story.  Yes it’s true that there have been
corporatisation and privatisation, tariff reductions, pock-
ets of deregulation and a withdrawal of government from
some areas.  These progressive developments have been
more than offset by regressive ones.  Overall, Big Brother
is bigger and more ominous than ever.  Let me give you
just some of the main items here.  This is not an exhaus-
tive list, and I present it in no particular order — I shall
number the horrors just for clarity’s sake.

One.  Private property has been virtually nationalised
under a draconian, labyrinthian piece of environmental
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legislation called the Resource Management Act.  Pre-
pared by the Labour Government of which Roger Dou-
glas was a member, and passed by the National Govern-
ment, of which Ruth Richardson was a member, this Act
embodies every Objectivist horror file item you ever read
and a lot more besides.  It is explicitly based on the
premise that nature has an intrinsic value qua nature.  In-
trinsic values, says this 600-page monstrosity, are “those
aspects of ecosystems and their constituent parts which
have value in their own right ...”.  It empowers local gov-
ernments to draw up District Plans to promote the “sus-
tainable management of natural and physical resources”,
with particular regard to “the intrinsic values of ecosys-
tems”, the protection of indigenous plants and animals,
the preservation of “outstanding natural features and
landscapes” and other matters of “national importance”.
So zealous have local governments been to protect natu-
ral features and landscapes that they have forbidden resi-
dents to paint their houses and sheds and so on in any-
thing but “natural” colours.  They have forbidden resi-
dents to park buses or boats on their properties.  They
have forbidden coastal residents to protect their beachside
properties from erosion by shoring them up with rocks.
They have told residents that vast tracts of “their”
property must be left exactly as they are.  The Act pro-
vides for jail terms of up to two years and fines of up to
$200,000.  Thus far, such obscene sentences have not
been imposed, but one property owner has been fined
$80,000 for clearing native bush on his property.  No-
where, incidentally, does the Act even mention private
property rights.

Two.  Freedom of speech and association have been se-
verely curtailed by a piece of legislation with the hi-
deously Orwellian misnomer of the Human Rights Act.
Passed by the National Government and supported by
Labour, this Act makes it an imprisonable offence to utter
in any public forum sentiments that could be construed as
“inciting racial disharmony”.  I don’t need to explain to
this audience that the answer to bad ideas such as racism
is better ideas, not a ban — but a ban is what the Human
Rights Act imposes.  It also prohibits discrimination on
the grounds of race, gender, age, political or religious be-
lief, physical or intellectual disability, sexual orientation
and marital status.  After this Act was passed, a golf club
was threatened with prosecution when it proceeded with
plans for its annual golf tournament for married couples,
which it had been holding for thirty-odd years (this was
discrimination on the grounds of marital status).  A
Christian book-binding firm refused to accept a job from
a local atheist group — and was told it had to do the
work or it would be in breach of the prohibition of dis-
crimination on religious grounds.  Newspapers are for-
bidden to run job advertisements which specify desired
age or gender.  Employers are not permitted to ask poten-
tial employees about their psychiatric history.  Hair-
dressers have been harassed by the Human Rights Com-
mission for charging different prices for men’s and
women’s haircuts.  A bus company has been ordered to
spend $80,000 on making its buses wheelchair-ac-
cessible.  (A grand total of three disabled people sub-
sequently used the buses.)  And on and on and on.

Three.  Under legislation introduced by the Labour Gov-
ernment in 1985, the so-called indigenous people of New
Zealand, the Maori, can pursue land grievances dating
back to 1840, when the Treaty of Waitangi was signed
between Queen Victoria and Maori tribes.  This has re-
sulted in a plethora of extravagant and dubious claims,
and an orgy of white liberal guilt.  Expensive white libe-
ral guilt.  Vast amounts of taxpayers’ money have been
handed over to Maori tribes, as the current generation of
taxpayers has been held accountable for the real or im-
agined sins of governments last century.  Some govern-
ment-owned land hitherto accessible to all has now been
set aside for the exclusive use of Maori on about 200
days of the year.  When challenged that this might con-
stitute apartheid, the Minister in charge of all this said:
“The sooner we realise that there are laws for one and
laws for another, the better.”  This unspeakable specimen
justifies his policies on the grounds that “Maori are im-
bued with a spiritual element which is not easy for us to
understand.”

Four.  Rampant, government-sponsored political correct-
ness.  This reverence for Maori so-called spirituality, and
other facets of political correctness, now pervade the
government-run health and education systems.  In educa-
tion, it is deemed to be “ethnocentric” to concentrate on
the history of western civilisation, western science, west-
ern law, western literature, etc.  All cultures are equal —
with the more primitive, superstitious cultures more equal
than the others.  Teachers do not teach, they “facilitate”
the drawing out of a child’s inner feelings.  Children are
encouraged to sit around in groups reaching consensus on
everything under the sun.  A draft for a new science cur-
riculum, for example, suggested pupils use this method to
determine the location of a particular organ in the body
of a cow.  In English Literary Criticism courses, students
are taught to decode the hidden sexism, racism, classism
and whatever else in the text under study.  The author’s
intent is irrelevant; there is no author.  The Minister of
Education said to me quite brazenly in an interview once
that there is no such thing as truth.  That’s certainly true
in the government health system where nursing trainees
have to undergo “cultural safety” training in which all
manner of outrageous lies are taught.  One trainee was
expelled because she questioned a cultural safety lecturer
— a Maori elder — who claimed that when Europeans
arrived in New Zealand, they threw Maori printing
presses into the sea.  And so on ad nauseam.

Five.  (Back to the economic issues.)  It’s a myth that
New Zealand now has a low-tax regime.  As I pointed
out, the overall tax take as a percentage of GDP went up
6 points under Roger Douglas, Bill Bradford’s most liber-
tarian politician in the history of the universe, and hasn’t
come back down.  ‘At 38-40% of GDP, it’s gone up.
Here’s Texas economics professor Gerald Scully, who
was commissioned by Inland Revenue itself to do a re-
port on the subject, on the 16th May this year: “Taxes as
a share of gdp in central government are as high as
they’ve ever been.”

Six.  In addition to maintaining persistently high levels of
taxation, the government has just enacted into law the
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most vicious tax penalty regime in the country’s history,
with vastly increased fines for late filing of tax returns,
or “carelessness” in filling them in, and jail terms for
what IRD deems to be deliberate tax evasion.  Recently
one exporter filed his return one day late because he was
working round the clock getting his goods on a ship to
fill an order.  Sight unseen, IRD slapped a thousand dol-
lar penalty on him.  We are going to see a lot more of
this.

Seven.  The Reserve Bank Act, designed to prevent pol-
iticians from printing money at whim, has become a mill-
stone around the economy’s neck.  It charges the Reserve
Bank with confining inflation to 0-3%.  It fails to distin-
guish between politically-induced inflation and price rises
that reflect supply and demand.  Since the government is
now not spending money it doesn’t have, the Reserve
Bank’s actions are currently directed against price rises
that reflect supply and demand.  Its weapon is high
wholesale interest rates, leading to artificially high retail
interest rates and to an artificially highly-valued currency
that is hell for our exporters.  This is state-intervention-
ism to make Muldoon blush.

Eight.  The Employment Court and the Employment
Tribunal, set up under the Employment Contracts Act to
adjudicate workplace disputes, have become potent forces
for old-fashioned class warfare.  They have made it vir-
tually impossible for employers to fire anyone, and thus
— to hire anyone.  The required procedure is so convo-
luted as to be impossible to observe.  Employers must
avoid causing “distress and hurt feelings” to anyone they
fire, otherwise they’re liable for substantial sums of
money.  That means of course that employers hire as few
people as possible because they know once they’ve taken
someone on, they’re stuck with him.  Deborah Codding-
ton tells the story in a recent Free Radical of an elderly
woman who advertised for a student to do about $200
worth of work assisting with the bibliography of a book
she was writing.  She decided the student who first ap-
plied did not have the necessary qualifications, and re-ad-
vertised the job.  The student took her to the Employ-
ment Tribunal.  Cutting a long story short, she, the
author, ended up having to pay that student $2,500 for
hurt feelings, and $12,000 in other fees associated with
the case.

Nine.  The government is waging an obsessive, intrusive
war against drugs — i.e. against victimless crimes.  The
police boast that they solve 90% of drug cases, while
85% of burglaries go unsolved.  Undisclosed police man-
power and taxpayer money are spent on seeking out
marijuana crops while police make no bones about the
fact that they cannot protect us against muggers and mur-
derers.  What they have said is that they will prosecute
anyone who keeps a gun handy for self-defence (New
Zealand law requires that if you own a gun, it must be
kept locked up)!  And violations of the liquor laws are an
equally high priority.  The owner of a wine shop was re-
cently burgled after hosting a wine-tasting event.  He got
a good look at the burglars and noted the registration
number of their getaway car.  The police told him that
they didn’t hold out much hope of catching the burglars,

but they would be prosecuting him for holding a wine-
tasting without a special licence!

I could go on, but by now it should be plain to you that
New Zealand is not a place where the Leviathan State
has been successfully challenged or the statist dragon
slain.  Mr Bradford’s claim to that effect is an unfathom-
able, unconscionable inanity, an insult to those in New
Zealand who are carrying the libertarian torch.  The re-
ality is, in the words of Sir Robert Jones, writing in The
Free Radical: “New Zealand is now more regulated than
at any time in its history.”

So now finally we come back to the most interesting
question: why is it so?  Why do we have burgeoning Big
Brother on the one hand, and an electorate stubbornly op-
posed to our state-shrinking reforms on the other?

THE DROOLING BEAST’S LIFEBLOOD:
CORRUPT PHILOSOPHY

The answer should already be clear.  New Zealand’s
economic reforms never had a sound philosophical base,
and they were never given a sound philosophical defence.
That is what has made it possible for large numbers of
people to be unimpressed by their success, for significant
reactionary developments to occur simultaneously, and
for the forces of reaction to be poised for a decisive
triumph.  What may mute such a triumph are the practi-
cal obstacles to going backwards, the difficulties of re-es-
tablishing a fortress when technology and globalisation
have rendered such a thing impractical, but this will not
stop the reactionaries from trying — and they most cer-
tainly will have no moral or  philosophical barriers to
overcome.

In his 1996 Hayek Memorial Lecture to the Institute of
Economic Affairs in London, the Governor of the
Reserve Bank of New Zealand, Don Brash, bemoaned
this persistence of reactionary attitudes.  New Zealanders,
he lamented, “remain wedded to the welfare state and a
Fabian notion of fairness.  They still instinctively regard
the state as the primary, if not the only supplier of wel-
fare services of all kinds.”  He concluded: “Perhaps after
all Perigo was partly right when he said that New Zea-
land was a country reformed by Hayekians, run by prag-
matists and populated by socialists.”

Be they Treasury officials, the politicians who ended up
forming the ACT party, or Roger Kerr and his colleagues
of the Business Roundtable, the reformers have con-
ceived and couched their arguments almost entirely in
terms of economic outcomes, with the task of economics
being defined as prescribing the most efficient utilisation
of scarce resources.  They have assailed the country with
OECD reports, comparative studies, cost-benefit ana-
lyses, models and modules, breakdowns and projections
and an avalanche of statistics that have proved, contrary
to Objectivist theory, that the concept “infinite” does
have a referent in reality after all.

We are punch-drunk from it all — and morally, utterly
uninspired.
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On the odd occasion when the reformers do venture into
the realm of moral philosophy, one ends up wishing that
they hadn’t.  It is on such occasions that they trot out
such ghastly bromides as “the common good” or “the
greatest good of the greatest number”, and remind us that
their preferred morality, as with Adam Smith and Hayek,
is: altruism.

ANTIPODEAN ALTRUISM

“All systems of morality of course commend altruistic
action”, said Hayek, as he proceeded to defend private
property and the free market on the grounds that they
inadvertently serve “the needs of distant, unknown indi-
viduals” and thus measure up to the requirements of al-
truism.  This is precisely the defence of the reforms of-
fered up by Roger Kerr in a recent speech entitled,
“What’s all this about individualism?” which I reprinted
in The Free Radical just so that I could make the point to
my New Zealand readers that I’m making to you today.

In it, Roger initially appears confused as to whether he
should endorse individualism or not.  At one point he ap-
provingly quotes Catholic theologian Michael Novak sa-
ying: “Capitalism is not about individualism.  It is about
a creative form of community.”  But then he proceeds to
defend individualism on the grounds that it is a mistake
to equate it with selfishness and collectivism with unsel-
fishness.  He quotes, approvingly again, Hayek’s friend
Karl Popper saying: “Collectivism is not opposed to ego-
ism, nor is it identical with altruism or unselfishness ...
an anti-collectivist, i.e. an individualist, can at the same
time be an altruist; he can be ready to make sacrifices in
order to help other individuals.”  Roger then explains
what Margaret Thatcher really meant when she said
“There’s no such thing as society”, and reassures us that
she wasn’t defending selfishness.  (Perish the thought!)
He supplies the context in which she made the statement,
and then approvingly paraphrases her: “People have obli-
gations to look after their neighbours as well as their
families.”  As I commented in my editorial:

Observe the package-dealing here: people have obli-
gations to their neighbours, whom they did not bring
into the world, just as they have obligations to their
children, whom they did.  In other words, there is no
difference between voluntarily-assumed responsi-
bilities and unchosen duties.  If this be so, what ob-
jection can there be to the state’s enforcing the per-
formance of such duties?

Consistent with his premise, incidentally, Roger goes on
to say: “Most of us would agree there is a case for fin-
ancing a social safety net out of taxation.”  And he has
repeatedly repudiated the proposition that taxation is
theft.

This, remember, was Roger’s response to attacks on New
Zealand’s economic reforms such as those by the leader
of the ultra-left-wing Alliance political party, Jim Ander-
ton, who had condemned the reforms for promoting
“selfish, competitive individualism”.  Small wonder that
a leading socialist intellectual, economist Susan St John
of Auckland University, could say: “If we dig a little be-

yond the rhetoric and positioning on both sides, it is
likely that we will find a surprising commonality in
goals.”  What Roger’s apologia reduces to in effect is:
“Mr Anderton, I am as enthusiastic a devotee of unsel-
fishness as you.  My policies, as exemplified in the econ-
omic reforms, are a better expression of unselfishness
than yours.”

I don’t need to explain to this audience that this is not a
defence, but a capitulation.  When that is the best that the
defenders of our reforms can do, what hope is there?

THE ANTIDOTE

Well, we know what hope there is.  It’s a response that
says: “Mr Anderton, I’m here to tell you that selfishness,
properly defined, is good.  Living for one’s own sake, by
the use of one’s own mind, by the guidance of one’s own
judgement; taking pride in the results; granting no one
else — especially non-productive, power-lusting second-
handers like you Mr Anderton — a prior claim on one’s
achievements; treating others as sovereign equals, neither
sacrificing oneself to them nor them to oneself; neither
accepting nor imposing unchosen obligations ... this, Mr
Anderton, is good.  To the extent that the reforms have
promoted “selfishness,” they are good.  Because such is
the nature of man that it is the right of each man to be
selfish as I’ve defined it — to live for his own sake.  And
because that is the right of each man, there’s a lot more
reforming to be done yet!”

That’s what hope there is.

And we know where that hope comes from.  It’s us —
and that magnificent philosophy to which we have given
our allegiance.  Not uncritical allegiance, not unthinking
acceptance of every word on every subject its founder
ever uttered or wrote, but allegiance in the higher sense
of commitment to reality first and foremost.  The reality
that each individual has his own conceptual faculty which
he must activate volitionally.  The reality that no one else
can do that for him.  The reality that he is thus sovereign,
and that his proper social estate is thus: freedom.  The
reality that remains real, even when people who osten-
sibly adhere to it politically betray it epistemologically,
ethically and journalistically.

That is our hope — and to keep it alive in the face of
seemingly impossible odds, we must remind ourselves of
two things: 1) — it is the reality; and 2) — in the words
of Ayn Rand, “It’s earlier than you think.”

I thank you.

POSTSCRIPT

In the autumn of 2000, Tim Sturm (on page 1 of
Libertarianism Kiwi Style: What Can Britain Learn
From New Zealand? — see front cover) wrote:

“... in the 1999 elections a resurgent left-wing Labour
Party was instated in coalition with an even more left-
wing party called the Alliance.  The reform process is
now in rapid retreat ...”
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