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OM THE DRY S1DE MEITHER LEFT NOR RIGHT NOR HALF WAY IN BETWEEN
Jdohn Hyde

'Left wing® and ‘right wing: zare pooy adlectives. wWhan not used
8% maere pejorvatives thay purport to describe an utterly unreal
two-polar world., Even when used as pejoratives they suffer
confusion - pecple cannot make up thedir minds whether 3 radical
free marketer 15 2 dangerous laft wingey ¢r a dangerous right
winger., I have besn callsed hoth,

Mone the less tha terms are effective swear words. Both 'left!
and 'right’ 1mply fault by Fssoctating people, organizations and
causes with objiectionzble political regimes which do not respect
libaerty.

The ideas are now coming from the itndividualist rather than the
collectivist camp. Commentators, 1n need of a3 simple label for
dry politicians and the free market think tanks which have sprung
Up 1n academia - liks the Centre aof Folicy Studises at Monash
Univarsity, or out in the wmarket world - 1ike The Centre for
Independant Stugies, use ‘Right wing' and 'The New Right'. Thevy
are poor tags,

Like the coljeactivists, the individualists cliaim to know 3 hettsr
vroad to prosperity and security. The underlying values which they
defend - which make thewm different - arae garticuiar respect far
individual liberty and particuiar dislike for priviiege.

It is these vzlues, coupied with that part of economic theory
which 1g not disputed - wicro sConomicsy which atitracts them to
free market capitalism.

They havse far greater respect for “liberty, egquality, and
fraternity', the catch-cry of the criginal 'Jeft', than have any
of their apponents. Are they to be tabelled 'right' because they
proclalm the impossibility of impasing liberty, egquality or
fraternity with a guiilotine, Mauser or Foleshinikov? Are they
r1ght wing because they understand that equaitty of cutcowme and
equality of opportunity are inconsistent goalsy or bacause they
deny the value of a fratevrnity that depends on dignorance and fear
as 1t does behing ths 1ton curtain? Historicaliy it would be
better to call them 'left wing'. SBut neither label fits.

Feople who henefit from stubs1diesy tarifis and licences want fresa
markets anly for evervbody else. They know that thesge Priviiegeas
are not evenly and fairly distributed and debiliitate the whaols
economy, but wost pecple look after number one most of the time,.

Moral claims to favoured treatment are dubious so they resort to
name calling. The very vagueness of the ‘Teft' and ‘right’ wing
tabels wmakes uss easy and defence difficuilte.

An essential fe=ature of ‘dryness’ which has nothing to do with
1dealogy is willingness to face eroblems. When Mrs. Thatcher felt
that a3 wmeawmber of her cabinet would not face the tough choices



necessary to govern well she called him ‘wet’, With the exquisite
loyalty of cabinets the spisode was 3i1ven to the press and a term
WRS DOrn.

In Australia, szsombody callad that zmall group of back bench
Liberals, which asserted that the Fraser cabinet was
itrresponsibie in t1ts fajlure to face up to economic tough
choices, "dry'.

Ories are sconomic rationalists; that is reoplie who accept
conventional economic theovry, the taws of arithmetic and
statistical facts. Within the Labor Party, Mr. fbesfting:; Senatar
Button, Senator Walsh and Mr., Kerin are dries. Deng Xaio Ping,
communist ruler of Red China, has been described as an economic
ratignalist - a drv. All have adopted free warket solutions to
perceived problems. Have they ali bhesn bitten by ths right {(ar 1s
it laft) wing tug or d1d they just face similar evidance?

There 15 more to Jiberty than free markets 1n those goods and
sarvices which are commonly 3ssigned pacuniary values, but without
economic Tiberty {(voluntary exchange! manizind loses most of its
free choices. 0Of course not even the Soviet Uniony Cambodia aor
lran have been able to control all transactions. Feople have a
wondarful way of asserting thewmselves throuah black markets. The
indrvidualists want to Tegitimise black markets,

Oryness alone 1is mwmuch iess than a full blown political philasaophy
but Liberal and Labor Farty drises tend to bs in the
Tiberal/radical cornars of their respective rarties. They want a
free zociety in which there are no privileged ciasses; they want
a scciety 1n which those industries, firms and persons who have
made 1t wmust continually face competition frowm those who are
about to waka it.

They, wore than wost, place 3 high value on individual tibarty.
The szociety they want 15 the antithesis of the so called right
wing socistles, like state dominated Fascist Italy and Saudi
Arabia. It 12 2quaily unlike the so called left wing societies
likke reactionary statist USSR and ravolutionary statist Argentina
under PFPeron.,

Except when used 35 labels in established contexts, as with the
ALF factionss ‘ri1ght' and ‘'left' are not mUuch wmore than vague
insults,

Folitical belief is not a continuum from left to right, or North
to South ar up to down. The shades of palitical cpInion could not
be graphically portrayed within a tnree dimensional matrix
without implying relationzhips that do not exist. They certainty
cannct be portraved on a straisht line. It 13 not telpful to
rortray Liberalism or Dewocracy zs half way between Communism and
Fascism. It is not helpful to talk aof one middie ground or pole,
when there are thousandszs.

The lefts/rignht dichotomy makes elemants aof =3 compley world appear
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to be mlternativas when they are not. It has caused wmore
contfusion and produced more arti1ficial acrimony than any other
over—-siwmpiification 1 can think of.

We have terwms JTike free and unfres, rational and irra
tndivigdualist andg ilectivist which have relativeld
meanings. Let us uss them.
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