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Introduction

We live in an age of shrinking responsibility. It’s not that it’s disappearing, but being transferred from citizens to government. The main vehicle of this transfer is the welfare state; welfare is condemning millions to a life devoid of responsibility – to a life of mental, spiritual, and material poverty.

In this short collection of essays I shine a light on this predicament, highlighting three – of the many – areas where welfare is causing far more harm than good. In ‘The Debt Collectors,’ I examine how it’s corrupting our beliefs and culture; in ‘The Welfare Gangs,’ how it’s destroying families and supporting crime; and in ‘You Reap What You Sow,’ how it’s poisoning youths’ minds.

It is my hope that when you’re done reading these essays you will begin to see the welfare state, not as its proponents wish it was, but as it really is: a bad Samaritan.





The Debt Collectors


“In the end, more than freedom, they wanted security. They wanted a comfortable life, and they lost it all – security, comfort, and freedom. When the Athenians finally wanted not to give to society but for society to give to them, when the freedom they wished for most was freedom from responsibility, then Athens ceased to be free and was never free again.”



These are the words of historian Edward Gibbon1 about ancient Athens, yet how relevant they are to the West today. For the West stands at a fork in the road: one road leads to freedom and prosperity and the other to dependence and decline.

Presently, the perilous second road seems the one we will go down, and it’s due primarily to one factor: debt. But not in the way you think. For while Western nations have accumulated, and continue to accumulate, enormous financial debt, that is but a symptom of the real debt problem. The debt I refer to is one that exists in the minds of many Westerners. It is a debt, not that they owe, but that they firmly believe is owed to them. This debt is made up of two components: comfort and security. Both of these for most of the world’s citizens are luxuries, but for Westerners they are a debt that they believe society owes them, and they expect it to be paid with interest.

This self-entitled belief marks a radical shift in Westerners’ relationship to society and to themselves, but it is not a positive one; we are already experiencing its downsides, and they will only get worse as time goes on. These downsides include the loss of human potential and the shrinking of freedom, and it’s these two that we’re going to examine.

Let’s start with the loss of human potential. In the twenty-first century West, there are two key factors that determine whether an individual will fulfil their potential in life, they are – whether they have the motivation to fulfil it and whether they accept responsibility for their actions and results. Unfortunately, however, it is precisely motivation and responsibility that are being demolished by our society. This demolition began when a certain subset of our society, call them what you will – liberals, progressives, socialists – hijacked people’s desire to live in comfort and security, and warped it – then fed it back to them as something they were entitled to. They achieved this through their almost monopolistic control over the major spheres of influence in our society: education, the media, entertainment, and the arts. But, they didn’t stop there. They also infused their ideology into government, where comfort and security became something we were owed by law.

As a result of this, and unlike any other time in history, it is now possible for many to live a life devoid of any motivation or responsibility – all courtesy of the state. Allow me to tell you the story of one such life:


Once upon a time, there was a man called Joe. Joe lived in a house provided by the state, he received an income from the state, he had a child and it was provided for by the state, he ate food paid for with food stamps from the state, he didn’t look after his health and was treated in a hospital run by the state, he reached old age and received a pension from the state. The End.



That was a pretty dismal story, but it’s a true one, for there are tens of millions of Joes and Joannes in the West. In the US, for example, half the population lives in a household that claims benefits.2 There are also forty-seven million claiming food stamps3 and fifty-eight million claiming Social Security.4 While in the UK, five and a half million people of working age live entirely off benefits,5 thirteen million claim a state pension,6 and sixty-three million get free healthcare.7 And this story is the same in almost every other Western country.

Now, some may be thinking these people genuinely need all these benefits and that I’m just an uncaring person to think otherwise. But it’s not me that’s the uncaring one. For it’s those that fervently support this culture of entitlement and its embodiment – the welfare state – that cause the greatest harm to these people. Because when they indulge them by throwing money at them for doing nothing besides breathing, they 1) demotivate them, and 2) disempower them. You see, in a healthy society, i.e., one with no welfare state, the problem Joe has of not being motivated to work, would be solved quick smart, because necessity would compel him to get a job or he wouldn’t be able to afford to eat. Some will think this statement harsh, but it’s only because they care more about their own feelings than about doing what’s right for Joe. What they would rather do is give him a pleasant medicine (pleasant to them that is) that kills him rather than an unpleasant one that helps him. So they take away necessity, the only thing that would motivate him to do something with his life, and instead pay him to do nothing with it.

So Joe’s got no motivation and it suits him just fine, but he’s also got no ownership over his life because the state has taken all responsibility away from him: he doesn’t need to support himself or find a place to live or support his child or foot the medical bill for his unhealthy lifestyle or fund his retirement – the state handles all this. What happens then is because so much of his life is outside of his control, it becomes impossible for him to take responsibility for his actions (and thus his results) in life. Instead, he holds the state and its backer – society – responsible. But all this does is disempower him. He becomes like a man with no legs: dependent on the wheelchair of the state to support him. And thus he completes the equation:

No motivation + no responsibility = a waste of human potential.

Let’s move now to the second downside of our culture of self-entitlement – the shrinking of freedom. Much like with the loss of human potential, there are two factors that lead to it. The first is the growing size of government and the second the growing power of government. Let’s look at the growing size first; some statistics will help us get an idea of just how large Western governments are. In the UK, for example, there are five and a half million people employed by the state;8 in France, Germany, and Italy, the numbers are even higher.9 And in the US, there are twenty-three and a half million people employed by the state.10 Astounding numbers. The question thus arises, what is it these gigantic armies of government workers are actually doing? Well, they’re doing four things: 1) doing that which should be done by private enterprise, such as healthcare; 2) doing that which should not be done at all, such as administering welfare; 3) doing that which they should be doing, but doing it ineffectively, such as border control; and 4) doing that which they should be doing, and doing it effectively, such as….umm….well – we can come back to that one.

For the purposes of this argument, though, only the first two apply. So, why is it that the government does that which private enterprise should be doing and that which should not be done at all? The simple answer is because people want them to. Let me illustrate this with an example: government healthcare. A recent poll showed 71 percent of Brits believe the National Health Service or NHS is the best in the world.11 From this we can take it that the majority of the British population are all for the NHS’s 1.7 million employees and £109 billion yearly budget.12 For them these titanic resources are “no big deal” because after all, the state owes them healthcare. But for the self-entitled mind, too much is never enough, which is why when in the same poll people were asked what they saw as the biggest problems facing the NHS, 59 percent said it was a lack of resources and investment and not enough doctors and nurses.13

What all these people don’t seem to realise is that while the government may comply with their wishes and throw more benefits at them, it comes at a price. This price is that, like a snowball rolling down a hill, the government grows bigger and bigger, and the bigger it gets, the more areas of our lives it forces its way into. The more rules, regulations, and laws it creates to control us and to control society. And for government no law is too trivial; in fact, the more the better. This is how we end up with laws such as kids requiring a permit to set up a lemonade stand on their front lawn14 or it being a crime to collect rainwater on your own property15 or banning businesses that sell bottled water from claiming it prevents dehydration,16 and the list goes on.

But there’s also the growing power of government to contend with; and why wouldn’t it grow? When people so willingly give it responsibility and control over large chunks of their lives, the message they send is pretty clear. They’re willing to relinquish their power to the government in exchange for benefits, and the government happily obliges, because it knows that this fundamentally changes the relationship between it and its former citizens. And I say “former citizens,” because the government ceases to be a servant to the people and becomes their master.

It is here that the government begins to act above the law and gives itself permission to do whatever it thinks is best for its subjects. This is how we end up with the NSA spying on millions of Americans – listening to their phone calls, reading their emails, and prying on their browsing history. And while the people may be “shocked” and “outraged” at this, the government doesn’t care, because it knows these people made their choice, and they chose comfort and security: you can’t have your freedom cake and eat it too.

And that is the downward journey of a self-entitled society. First, it destroys the potential of millions by extinguishing their motivation and taking away their responsibilities. Then, its never ending demands for more give the green light to government to grow bigger both in size and power – and the bigger it grows, the more our freedom shrinks.

So, what can we do to change our current course? It’s simple; we expel government from all the areas of our lives where it shouldn’t be. The tax benefits alone of such an act would be astronomical. If we look at the costs of just Social Security and Medicare in the US, it would save over $1.4 trillion a year.17 Imagine the savings if we dismantled the rest of the welfare state and every other government agency or department that isn’t needed. With such a lean government in place, we could massively cut taxes for everyone, individuals and businesses alike. This means self-reliant, responsible citizens would get to keep the bulk of their hard-earned money in their pockets – choosing to spend, save, invest, or donate it as they see fit. Meanwhile, businesses would have more money to invest in their own development and growth, which would in turn create even more jobs.

If this is all sounding too simple, it isn’t. It really is this simple; the problem is it’s not easy, because it would mean taking the drug of entitlements away from populations that are addicted to them and placing morbidly obese governments on a diet of lettuce and water. And as we live in democracies, anyone who tried to do this would be voted out and replaced by someone who kept the good times rolling.

So, for now it seems we will continue down the road that leads us to dependence and decline and, like hard-nosed debt collectors, we will continue collecting a debt that is not owed to us until there is nothing left to collect.





The Welfare Gangs

The welfare state is guilty: guilty of assault, theft, rape, and murder, for the welfare state is the best friend of gangs.

The major cities of many Western countries have a gang problem. Gangs are responsible for a disproportionate percentage of crime and antisocial behaviour, and in the US, they’re growing in number and becoming more and more violent.1 Tons of government money is being poured into programs to tackle this problem but to no avail, which is no surprise since it’s government money in the form of welfare that’s largely the cause of the problem.

Welfare was introduced to combat the great evils of society, but instead it’s magnified them. Youths living within the welfare net are a tragic testament to this, for they all too often end up in gangs.2 And this is no accident, for there’s a direct, and in many cases, inevitable, progression from growing up within a welfare environment to becoming a gang member. It’s a progression that starts with welfare’s encouragement of reckless behaviour, continues with its destruction of the family, and ends with its corruption of youths’ minds, and it’s this progression that we’re going to examine.

It all begins with a guarantee, by the government, that no matter how irresponsible people are or how bad their choices, it will look after them. This guarantee, well intentioned as it seems, causes far more harm than good, for it makes redundant the single most effective prevention against making bad choices: facing the consequences of them. This hands people a licence to be reckless, which some use, such as the young woman who, lacking a stable partner and a job, decides to have a child, a child she would have thought twice about having had she had to provide for it on her own, but which, with the guarantee of free income and housing from the state, she doesn’t think once about having, let alone twice.3

So she has the child, a boy, and the state ensures he has a roof over his head and won’t starve. Only, he will starve, for a child needs more than just a roof and food; a child needs guidance, discipline, and love, and these the state cannot provide. But neither can the young woman, because when it comes to the first two, she lacks the mental and emotional maturity to provide them, and when it comes to the third, the state has, in taking over the role of provider, robbed her of the ability to provide it.

For it’s only through the enormous sacrifices parents make to provide for their children that love can arise. Parents must sacrifice not just their time and energy for their children but also the fruits of their labours, and it’s this wholehearted investment of themselves, in their children, that forms the bedrock from which stems love and care as well as a vested interest in their child’s development. But in the case of the young woman, the state has absolved her of the need to fulfil this most important role of provider and has therefore demoted her from mother to indifferent caretaker.

This is also why the biological father is absent, because in his mind, he adds no value. The child has its provider in the state and has its caretaker in the young woman, so he’s just excess baggage, and he’s done what any irresponsible young man would do – got up and left.4

So the young woman is forced to raise the boy alone but is emotionally and mentally isolated from him, and this, in addition to the negative habits she develops through time – for spending one’s days in idleness can only bring out the worst in people – means she’ll at best be a neglectful parent, and at worst, an abusive one. As the boy grows up, he’ll feel strongly the absence of love and family in his life, and despite his growing anger and hatred, or perhaps because of it, he’ll look for love and family amongst other youths like him. But before this happens, there is one more stage he must pass, and that is becoming a victim of society.

Proponents of welfare, whether in the media, academia, politics, entertainment, or not for profits, never tire of singing the old tune that people on welfare are victims. Not victims of the welfare state but of an unfair and unjust society. Their constant chorus cry of “victim” and “disadvantaged” is heard loud and clear by youths growing up in welfare homes, youths like this now teenage boy who, with his minimal education and big chip on his shoulder, will readily accept it as truth. A truth that will condemn him to a life outside of civilised society, for why would a victim and oppressed person join his victimisers and oppressors?

This view will also lay the moral and intellectual foundation for him to engage in criminal and antisocial behaviour, for as a victim of society, he is justified in his attacks on society and its citizens: he and his fellow gang members are merely retaliating against the oppression they experience. As a result, he’ll have no sympathy for the honest, hardworking people whom he assaults, robs, rapes, and murders.

And that’s it. He’s graduated to gang life, and the welfare state and its proponents have guided him every step of the way. First, welfare encouraged his birth for all the wrong reasons; then, it destroyed his family by ruining his relationship with his mother and giving his father an excuse to leave, and finally, it corrupted his mind by convincing him he was a victim of society: progression complete.

So how do we stop this progression? It’s simple. Get rid of welfare. But some will say, without welfare, he would have grown up poor. Well, firstly, if it weren’t for welfare, the young woman may never have fallen pregnant when she did, and she may have gained an education, got a job, and had a child when she was ready. Or had she still become pregnant when she did, the young man may have stayed around to be a father to his son, for he’d have no convenient excuse to leave. Or, even if he did leave, the mother would have had to provide for her son on her own, and it probably would have been tough, but from her sacrifice would have sprung the love and care, as well as discipline and guidance the boy needed, and this would have been one hundred times better than growing up in a welfare home.

Also, there are massive differences between being on welfare and being poor: if you’re on welfare, you want to stay on welfare; if you’re poor, you don’t want to stay poor. If you’re on welfare, you learn to be dependant; if you’re poor, you learn to be self-reliant. If you’re on welfare, you come to expect something for nothing; if you’re poor, you understand the only way to get what you want is to work for it. If you’re on welfare, you’re poor in mind and spirit; if you’re poor, you’re only materially poor, and being materially poor is no barrier to success or to living a fulfilling life. Finally, when it comes to parents, poor but working parents are often the best, because they understand the importance of raising their children right so that they can make something of themselves.

So, in closing, had this young man grown up within a stable family or even grown up poor rather than under the welfare net, he could have gone on to start a business or work a regular job or serve his country in the armed forces. But he didn’t. And we know how his story ends, because we know how it began. And until proponents of welfare wake up to the damage they’re inflicting on those they claim to help, his story will be repeated over and over again.





You Reap What You Sow

One million British youth are unemployed.1 There are three possible explanations for this: 1) they have no opportunities, 2) they lack the skills, or 3) they have a bad attitude. Only one of these explanations is necessary. For these youths don’t lack opportunity – as businesses are hiring immigrants in droves.2 Nor are they being turned down for lack of skills – as they can be learnt on the job. The reason one million British youth are unemployed is because they have a bad attitude. An attitude defined by three traits: a sense of entitlement, a lack of self-discipline, and an inflated ego – traits they’ve acquired through no fault of their own, yet which now threaten to destroy their futures, and it’s the origins of these traits that we’re going to examine.

Let’s start with their sense of entitlement. Many Western youth today – and I say Western, for this trait is not exclusive to British youth – believe society owes them a comfortable and carefree living. This belief has been born from their very limited experience of life – they’ve lived their whole lives in a prosperous society where comfort and security are the norm, and they’ve taken it for granted life is naturally this way. What they don’t realise is firstly, that they are the minority in a world where the majority experience hardship and insecurity every single day, and secondly, that the comfort and security they enjoy didn’t magically appear; they’re the result of the hard work and sacrifice of their forebears. That these youth don’t understand this makes it likely they were raised either by parents who spoiled them or parents living on welfare. The first would have bought them the latest toys, gadgets, clothes, and given them money to spend as they wish, thereby destroying the link in their minds between work and rewards. The second would have through their example taught them that only a chump would work to earn a living. For why work nine hours a day when you can get everything you need for free?

It’s the children of these types of parents that fill the ranks of the one million unemployed youths, because their sense of entitlement is obvious to potential employers,3 who wisely opt for the hardworking immigrant instead. Or, if some of these youths do by some miracle make it past the interview stage, they don’t last long, because they’re the type of worker that demands a lot but gives little, and no employer in their right mind will keep them on. In the end, unable or unwilling to work, these youths will find themselves sitting at home and collecting a paycheck from the government.

Let’s look at their second trait: a lack of self-discipline. There’s a simple reason why they lack it, and that is, when they were growing up, no one disciplined them. Not their parents or their teachers. This is probably because they were swayed by the arguments of the “enlightened” in society, who deemed discipline to be harmful and unnecessary. But truth is it’s the opposite. Discipline is necessary for the healthy development of a child. Without it a child has a tendency to behave badly, not because of any flaw of character but simply because they are emotionally and mentally immature; and if their bad behaviour goes uncorrected, it becomes habit, causing all kinds of troubles for them later in life. Whereas with discipline, their bad behaviours can be corrected, and good behaviours can be instilled in them, which will lead them to live healthy and productive lives in society.

Discipline is also important, because when children become adults they have to live and work in a world where there are rules to follow. And if they’ve been raised without discipline, that is, without rules or without being held accountable for breaking rules, it’s hard for them to make the transition. When they enter a disciplined environment like a workplace, their aversion to rules means they don’t do as they’re told, they behave inappropriately, and they can’t be relied on for even the most basic tasks: like turning up to work. And no matter how hard their employer tries to change this behaviour – through rewards, pleas, or warnings – it just goes in one ear and out the other. In the end, their employer has no choice but to show them the door, and these youths end up sitting at home and collecting a paycheck from the government.

Let’s move on to their third trait: their egos, or as some call it, their self-esteem. In Britain and other Western countries, there’s been a shift in people’s view of achievement. The view that if you achieve you will feel good about yourself has been replaced by if you feel good about yourself you will achieve. Schools have really taken to this view and have made it their mission to build up youths’ self-esteem; in this mission they’ve been aided by an army of new age gurus, self-help authors, TV hosts, and celebrities. But there’s a serious problem with this view. The problem is that self-esteem is being disconnected from action. Youths are being taught to have high self-esteem, not based on anything they do, but just for being who they are. This means their self-esteem is not pegged to anything concrete or measurable, like actions and their outcomes.

What happens then is their view of themselves becomes disconnected from reality and extremely vulnerable to inflation – a process that inevitably kicks in due to teachers’ and parents’ misguided encouragement and due to the role models these youths adopt – celebrity egomaniacs. By the time these youths are ready to enter the workforce, their self-esteem (or ego) is sky-high.

This sets them up for a head-on collision with employers. Because these youths have an exaggerated view of their worth, which in no way matches up with the realistic view employers have of them. These youths believe they are superstars, worthy of praise, promotion, and rewards, whereas their employers see them as having no experience and modest ability, and therefore expect them to start at the bottom and perform their duties with little fuss. This disparity between how these youths view themselves and how they are treated shocks and offends them. They feel angry at their employers, but this soon gives way to their feeling demoralised. They then start to lose interest and motivation, and the outcome is predictable. Next thing they know they’re sitting at home, collecting a paycheck from the government.

And that’s it. Three traits are holding these one million youth back: their sense of entitlement, lack of self-discipline, and inflated egos. These three traits have rendered them not so much unemployed, as unemployable, and have jeopardised their futures.

So what can we do to fix this? How do we get them to work? These aren’t hard questions to answer. I can answer them in a couple of sentences: remove the safety net. Eliminate welfare and they’ll be forced to get a job, and they’ll have to keep that job or else they won’t be able to afford to eat. And to prevent the corruption of future generations, reintroduce discipline back into schools and the home, and place an emphasis on achievement: actions first, self-esteem later.

Finally, this problem is a lesson that you reap what you sow. Into these youths has been sown an ideology that elevates being over doing: an ideology that says young people are entitled to things just because of who they are, not because of what they do; an ideology that says it’s harmful to restrict what young people do, for it will hurt their development; and an ideology that says young people should feel good about themselves because of who they are and not because of what they do. These views are wrong and ultimately destructive, and unless they’re corrected we’ll lose future generations too.





The End
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