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It is becowing cleur that the more purochiul elements of the Labor Party.

are nourishing a somewhut wmore restrictive approuch to foruvign investment than
that of the Liberals. Their success ouzht not be welcowed by the unemployed,
Australia has been importing capital ever since Cagtain Phillip landed the
ﬁjiz?-fleet's curgoeol tools, sheep, joats and other impedements at Sydney Cove.
If forel n capital had never darkensd our shores avugmenting the, ne doubt,
plentiful supply of woomeras, spears and diy:ing sticks that were the cupital
stock of the Aborigional Couws nity, Austrulian lifestyles 200 yeurs later would,
in a matterial sense at leae§/be poorer. either the aborigfonies nor the
colonisis could have set eside much of what little they produced to build tue
caupital stock we now enjoy,
Leaving uside the:essentually short run benefits of borrowing, thne weulti
we enjoy now is still no wmore thun we produce, vut now we are able to produce
80 ruch more because we have a valuable supply of cepital, The problem for the
colonists of I788 was that they could not attract enough wealth frow overseas
to let tiem produce enou h to avoid the constant threat of starvatioaﬁor, becauss
they were starving, could they sel aside enough from gonsumption to build their
capltal stocks,.
There is otill only a limited supply of foreign investment., Investors are
only interested in Australian investmenis which they think are betier than can
be made elsewhere. The investments, to atiracl funds, must promise a better
couvination of income and safety than that offered in other pluces +Thef sifeinp
afitanndtiemdtional deml necessarily iuvolves 3udgement sbout the likelyhoud
and extent of political interféigégéé in the host couatry.The greater the faug
the higher will the prospective return need to be to atiract voluntery investuente
and the quicker will the investor seek to repuy himself for his risk. Australia's
reputution here is good. It will pay us to keep it good,
llo investment, Lucluding the tuke over of a functioning company, cun take
place unless boih the foreign buyer and the Austrelian veller belisve they guin.
The only possible reasons for government intervention are sellers 111 iniormea

about their own self interest or community interosts which ihe sellers would not

norumlly tuke into account. “hile sellers usy on occasion wmisjudge their own
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interests it is etretching too long .. bow to comtend that the Foreizn Investment
neview Board is a better juige of their interedts thun they sre themselves. Any
case for buaning sales to foreigners wust rest on tne beldkef thut there igzgém
voxiernal" benefitsfor the fustralian coumunity asgociated with the present
pwnerehip that ;:ri;eater than the comwunity benefite associmted with the new,
bearing in mind that the new ownership injects addittional cupltal into the
Australian economy,

In justification of their rejection of Unilever's offer to purchase the
Tlders IXL food processingimsterests the rovernment said,"... the CHverrment
has concluded that the sconomic benefits urisiag from the proposal, principally
arising from rationalisation of operations, would not be gufficient to offset

ihe loss of Australlan ownership and loss of Australiun control...”

In all likelyhood the more importunt economicbbenslits would not have been
rotionnlisation but additional capital made available to the Austrelian economy

at a time when it has all too much surplue labour.that cannot find capital witk
which to associate.

rarticularly stirong emotional objection to foreign ownership of land ke
tne sale of the ioap iicop rastoral Company to Jupanese interests an extreme
cange sultuble to make a point. First the Japunesc wust pay yen purchasing
sustiulisn dollars with Which tu buy the Yoop ‘Joop praperty,ihe yen are then

in Austrolisn hands, available to buy anything of Australian choosing. “hatever
is purchased it can only uadd to current sustralian consumption (that is living
gtandards) or add to Australian investment { thatvis future living gtandards).
If the former then it will have becoue a 1ittle easier for ;s to forgo the
grautifiication of jmuediate consumption in order to ourselves iavest. The import
ant point is that the p.storal property staye put and other real assetds come
under our coumsand.

S0 long as there are jnvestments that Australians are unwilling to finandc
foreion investument provides us with jobs and adds tqbur incomes. sertainly
when projects show profits dividands must be expairiated and then we cun 8ay
that we would have beeu wealthler if only we had in the past invested more

end consuned less of our substance.
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ilowever we would not be weamlthier but much poorer if ihe investimentis were

not to be made at all. Part of the guins from use of foreign lnvestors® money
usunlly sticke to the host; 46k of uny proiil sticks in the form of company Jix;
more in tho forw of royalties. Although th.re is uo datu, if the investiments wure
efficient more cgain should stick ws inoreused trunsfers to the factors of prod-
uction and reduced transfers from consumers who purchase whatever is produced.
The princip:l fuctor is labour. If higher wages are paid than the employees could
earn in other employment and chezper and bettervgoods or services are available
then the diffsrence in each case is a net gain. ladly the.opposite occurs in the
case of heavily protected industries.
Vhere unemployed workers find jobg,ihu increase la thelr productive earndn
ingafi&rge and the benefii to the host economy coé;nsurately great. In an sconony,
like the Australiun,in which wages are set at unemployment levels the venofits
gained from forelgn risk teking investacnt cau Ge very biyg und loss of inﬁztor
enthusiasm particularly costly.
Several ﬁatié&l Covernments, struck by the obviaus truth that injections
of foreign capital eahance domestic wea%eing,have borrowed overseas k& in the
governments’namesto finance domestic expediture, Should private invesiments
prove uarewarding, thea that is the investord# misfortune; they have no claim
on the host,who has no obligation to prop bad choices up. It is different when
governments invesi. .iot only huve governuwnis o bad record, often favouring
hopelessly unproductive venturss but they umust call on the taxes to pay. the
money back with interest however badly they amy have spent ity worse, wany
povernments have spent their borrowings not on investment at all but upon
consumption to tide them over electiong.or other tough spots-——= Argentina,
Srazdil und Mexlco ure tiree who have borrowed and spent unwisely, lational
borrowings are a very risky substitute for equity invesiment.
The only reml danger is thut increuents to our totel weulih arising from
O Ve Seas eé}ty investinent too, like so much of our domestic evarning, will be creamed off
by unions to pay even higher wupes ond hence consumption rathepr then investudn 7

and employment,



