
Communism can work in Australia in the future. In my last post I placed selfaltruism as a 

philosophy. But how will it actually work in Australia in 250 years time?   I positioned the 

essence of communism at one end of a spectrum, with selfaltruism as a discrete compromise, 

with Ayn Rand's rational selfishness at the other. The compromise is between, on the one 

hand, price guidance, in which consumers have choice of a range of goods, at prices that are 

flexible, including declining all of them, and on the other hand, the type of communism that 

is quantity guided by individuals with simpler choices of either accepting or declining what 

the state has ordered for them at a fixed price (including nothing at all). 

In my novel, in 250 years time, people plan what to supply (and what not to supply) in 

communes where they live. It is a subsistence society with equal individual access to the 

commune's resources of land, water, energy and profits from mineral exports. Communes 

could be about the size of small suburb, where many people know each other, say about 

5,000 individuals in each. The people would look after their own and those less fortunate in 

their own private way, by selfaltruism. There can be private wealth but not by acquiring land. 

There can be private employment and industry in premises on commune land. Within this 

framework they can vary, between capitalism, communism and anarchy, by regular election 

and preserving individual rights. There would be about 25 communes in each local 

government area. Higher government would be tiny. 

What makes a communist a communist? It is about living in communes, not about 

totalitarianism. Totalitarianism seems to me to be at best an expedient and at worse a 

psychopathic response born of centralisation: I don't want a bar of it and my selfaltruism is 

assumed to exist in a devolved and hence diversified society. Totalitarianism has to have a 

hierarchy. A major weakness of Russian communism, causing it to fail, was the inadequate 

association of high position in the hierarchy with poor availability of luxury material goods, 

in contrast with Western Democracies. This would not be a problem in the devolved non-

material society I am proposing, because there wouldn't be much of a hierarchy and they 

would not want much materially or they wouldn't be re-elected.  

Who would be the leaders?  

A commune could be a cult, whose members venerate their religious leader. But in the 

meditative society forecast in The Grass Is Always Browner, commune leaders, like Abajoe, 

are more likely to be qualified by experience and scientific competence rather than by 

supernatural prophecy.  

Few communes with voluntary membership have lasted for more than a few years. People 

will not stay long in a commune where members are looking out for themselves and where no 

one cares about them. To keep its members, a commune needs to be as comfortable as 

"home." It needs to have a "we feeling" or "family" feeling of belonging. To achieve a sense 

of belonging members eat and meet frequently. Chores would be assigned to individuals so 

they can express themselves and excel. Most important in selfaltruism, is the foregrounding 

of ideology of volunteering to look after others after looking after yourself. 

Of course, a few people would bring their wealth to the commune and it might choose to 

be materialistic, acquiring a wider range of goods than would be available in other 

communes. This activity could benefit adjacent communes and materialism could spread as 

the horrific famines are forgotten (the starting point of the story). But to avoid famine, each 

commune would be limited to land, water, energy and minerals profits equal to every other 

commune. Families would be self-sufficient for food. To avoid famine in 250 years time, 

when the overall population has doubled, water and energy are scarce and fossil fuels are no 

longer available, this is the best solution.  

Economically the bleak future is mitigated by mineral profits. This can be spent in 

different ways. Today's spending is centrally mandated, following the ideas of Keynes. He 

saw public expenditure, no matter what it was spent on, even digging holes and filling them 



in again, as ending up in workers' pockets and creating demand that would lead to 

investment, ending recession. In 2011, it is evident that there is a huge growth in expenditure 

on employing safety workers. Incidentally, while bettering civil society, this could be 

creating an employment shortage in the minerals' industry, thus holding back minerals growth 

by negative feedback. Keynes' theory may not apply like it did in the 1930s as then 

unemployment was much higher. 

In the future of The Grass Is Always Browner, mineral profits distributed to communes 

could be spent in ways decided locally. The economy will be less centralised with public 

expenditure appropriate to local needs. 

 


