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ABSTRACT

Survival or Community:
A Critique of Garrett Hardin's "Lifeboat Ethics"
Based Upon Paul Tillich's Ontological Theology

Stephen H. Condit

Although specific articles by the biologist Garrett Hardin have
been frequently cited there is a lack of critical analysis of them and
of his position as a whole. Hardin's position has two basic problems:
it holds survival to be the ultimate value aund it views mankiad
primarily in biological terms. These problems lead to a rejecticn of
traditional moral values, to an inadequate view of society and to a
limited view of the nature of mankind which limits morality to the
members of one's tribe. Hardin emphasizes survival as a value and a
biological view of man to support the assumption that present
generations have an obligation to all the future generations of mankind.

A critical exploration of the influence of the works of Bridgman
and Schoeck on Hardin's thought clarifies his presuppositions about
ethics, society aand the nature of mankind. This clarification, in
conjuuction with an z2nalysis of the development of Hardin's thought
from "The Tragedy of the Commons'" through "Carrying Capacity as an
Ethical Concept'", reveals the inadequacies of his position.

A review of the literature on obligations to future generations, a
major concern of Hardin's, provides the groundwork for a consideration

of the nature of moral community aand suggests that a concept of moral
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community can ground obligations to future generations in a manaer that
appreciates the importance of biolegy while recogunizing the human
transcendence of biology through culture and while maintaining
traditional moral values.

This dissertation argues that community 1s a better ultimate value
than survival. Building upon Tillich's theology, an alternative which
avoids the problems in Hardin's position is constructed. Hardin's and
Tillich's positions are compared by considering three elements of moral
cowmunity: the spatial boundaries, the temporal boundaries, and
communal being. The Tillichian position furnishes a better basis than
Hardia's for dealing with the question of obligations to future

generations and lays the groundwork for coanstructing an ecological

ethic.
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this dissertation is to criticize Garrett Hardin's
"]lifeboat ethic' which emphasizes the value of survival, derives moral
values from biology and views man as primarily a biological being and
to contrast it with a position built upon Paul Tillich's ontological
theology in which I claim that survival is not the ultimate value,
that biology is not an appropriate source of moral values and that man
cannot be adequately understood primarily in biological terms. My
Tillichian position supports an anthropology with a more complete view
of man than Hardin's biological view allows and it rejects survival as
tae ultimate value in favor of a Tillichian view of moral community
which provides better support for Hardin's valuing of obligation to
future generations than Hardin's own position does.

The first chapter considers two works which greatly influenced
Hardin's thought and provided some of his presuppositions. It
presents Hardin's view of survival as a value, traces the development
of his thought from the tragedy of the commons scenario, through the
lifeboat metaphor to the concept of carrying capacity and discusses
his view of the nature of man as an individual and as a social being.

The second chapter examines Hardin's ethics and, like the first,
starts with a consideration of the ethical ideas which serve as
Hardin's starting point. It then discusses Hardin's ethics. The
second part of the chapter considers the critical literature and shows

1



the need for a more thorough consideration of Hardin's thought.

The third chapter addresses what has come to be increasingly
emphasized in Hardin's thought, the assumption that we have an
obligation to future generations. For Hardin future generations
include the future generatious of all humanity and the obligation
extends imto the remote future. Chapter three considers the
literature on obligations to future generations. This literature sees
the problem in three different ways: (1) as a question of rights, (2)
as a question of identity and (3) as a question of moral community or
the human project.

The fourth chapter considers three constitutive elements of moral
community: temporal boundaries, spatial boundaries and the communal
being. It begins by summarizing Hardin's position on these elements
and continues by summarizing Tillich's theology to serve as a basis
for developing a counter position to Hardin's view. The following
sections alternately present the views of Hardin and Tillich on the
elements of moral community and develop a Tillichian position which
expands the spatial boundaries of moral community.

The concluding chapter summarizes the discussion of obligations
to future generations, the nature of man and the values of moral

community and survival.



CHAPTER I
THE DEVELOPMENT OF HARDIN'S THOUGHT

Garrett Hardin's ""Tue Tragedy of the Commons' was one of the 100
articles most frequently cited by social scientists from 1969 to 1977
(Garfield:1978) and it has been repriated in over 50 anthologies
(Hardin, 1978a:277,n2). Hardin's lament that it has been little
discussed (1972e:vii-viii) still holds. Even though it is frequently
cited, it generally has been uncritically accepted. '"Living on a
Lifeboat™ (1974), Hardin's extension of the themes in "Tragedy" has,
however, met with much criticism /1/. He then attempted to remove the
emotional criticism which the lifeboat metaphor aroused by restating
his ideas in terms of 'carrying capacity" (Hardin, 1976; 1978:244).

The Limits of Altruism: An Ecologist's View cf Survival, develops the

major points of the above articles and is Hardin's most complete
statement of his views (1977a).

A complete understanding of Hardin's position includes seeing
these works in the context of his thought as a whole and considering
his presuppositions. Many of Hardin's basic presuppositions and his
method are derived from two books that he says have had a major
influence upon his thought (1978b:994): Bridgman's The Intelligent

Individual and Society and Schoeck's Envy: A Theory of Social

Behaviour. Using these works, this chapter will consider the

3
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influence of Bridgman and Schoeck upon Hardin's position and using
Hardin's works, especially the four mentioned above, it will
systematically restate three aspects of Hardin's position: (1) his
view of survival as the goal for social policy, (2) his use of the
scenario of the "commons" (Hardin, 1968a:254), the metaphor of the
"iifeboat" and the idea of "carrying capacity", and (3) his view of
man particularly in regard to the possibility of altruism. Hardin,
who is primarily an essayist, does not deal systematically with these
issues. He has characterized himself as a "taboo stalker" and a
heretic. Hes has been a gadfly disturbing the preteunsiouns and
violating the taboos of the scientific community (Hardin, 1973c:x;
1978a:preface, 107, 143ff, 206-207). Hardin's style and the
non-systematic nature of his writing have made it difficult to
interpret his work. Dealing with his thought systematically will

provide a context for its critical appraisal.

Presuppositions

Bridgman provides Hardin with a method, operational analysis, and
a view of traditional ethical terms (and religion in general) as empty
ciphers to get an individual to act against his self-interest and in
society's interest. Hardin may also derive some of his assumptions
about the individual and society from Bridgman and certainly has spent
his career dealing with problems which Bridgman mentioned. Schoeck's
influence is more subtle. Perhaps his documentation of the modern
taboo on the discussion of envy led Hardin to become a 'taboo stalker."

Schoeck also provides an analysis of envy which may have helped shape
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Hardin's view of guilt, conscience and justice. Although Schoeck
provides a more complete view of society than Bridgman, Hardin's
position on society is closer to Bridgman's. Likewise, Schoeck
presents a balanced view of man while focusing on the potentially
negative and individualistic trait of envy, but Hardim does not
maintain this balance which results in an incomplete understanding of

man and the interaction between individuals and society.

Bridgman

Following the model of the recounstruction of concepts in physics,
Bridgman's goal is to achieve a '"valid recoastruction of social
concepts™ in the hope of understanding and predicting human behavior
and planning accordingly (46,3). Aside from the remark that
"individual rights" is a dangerous concept in the moderun world, his
position is extremely individualistic. Starting with the idea that
"the supreme social limitation is perhaps the isolation of the
individual' (142), Bridgman develops a view so individualistic that
concern with another's pain or the future of one's loved ones after
one's death is incompreheasible (147,169ff). Thus any person who buys
life insurance (presumably to provide for his family after his death)
can actually only be motivated by a present concern for what others
would think of him now if they knew he did not have life insurance.
Bridgman's statement that it is hard to appeal to an individual
against his own self-interest (234-235) becomes Hardin's "Cardinal

Rule of Policy™" (1977a:2,27,28,42,80).
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On Bridgman's view it 1is impossible to be concerned about others
for their own sake; all such concern is the result of self-interest
or peer pressure. Altruism is simply not a human possibility for
Bridgman. Hardin's position is not as individualistic as Bridgman's
and allows at least a limited altruism.

According to Bridgman, altruism is a rationmalization by society
to get an individual to act in socially desired ways against his own
self-interest. Even the limited biological notion of kin altruism is
more appreciative of the possibility of "self-sacrifice" than is this
physicist's concept. Altruism usually involves an assumption of
underlying harmony, but Bridgman notes:

The very meaning of an '"underlying purpose' can be

found only in mysticism, and the emotional drive

to merge one's identity I believe will have appeal

only if onme's realization of the full implications

is deliberately suppressed (214).
"Mysticism" is the term Bridgman uses for '"religion" to indicate its
non-objective nature and thus to dismiss it as irrelevant. The
quotaticn also links it stroangly with the process of psychological
denial /2/.

Bridgman's view of the nature of society is ambiguous. At times
he expresses insights similar to those of Berger or Berger and
Luckmann, but at others he seems to deny the reality of society /3/.
For example, Bridgman says that society is a "verbal world" and "many
of our difficulties I believe have their origin right here in the fact
that this verbal world is subject to no control of self-consistency"

(46). This shows an appreciation that social reality is comstructed

in conversation (Berger and Kellmer ), but his remark that "Again,
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operationally, society is an agglomeration of iadividuals"
(Bridgman:235) seems to deny this social reality and suggests that he
does not make the distinction between lived social reality and scieace.
And his method of "operational analysis" is designed precisely to
approach lived social reality and scientific reality in the same way.

Ridding one's self of useless ideas whichk are no longer
"operational'" constitutes the problem that the intelligent man has
with society. And this is made somewhat easier with the collapse of
religion which means that society can no longer use religious
sanctions to enforce its conventions (Bridgman:244). Bridgman makes
the same point that Berger makes tweaty-nine years later in The Sacred
Canopy; as the religious sanctions that unified society cease to
function in the modern scientific world, something new will have to
replace them or society will fall apart. Bridgman thinks that a
scientific reconstruction of social concepts can provide the necessary
meaas to change the structure and goals of society and that this will
occur when there are a sufficient number of intelligent individuals in
society, i.e., persons who can apply the scientific method to social
relations,

At times Bridgman does see a dialectical relationship between the
individual and scciety. He states both that the individual must adapt
to society as part of his eaviroument and that the individual helps to
create society (258). And in one passage, he refers to society as a
"suitor" of the individual (272), suggesting that society exists
independently and prior to any individual it is pursuing and that it

is more than an "agglomeration" of presently existing individuals. He
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also is aware of the dialectic between the individual and society from
the individual's viewpoint which Tillich characterized as the
polarities of individualization and participation (Bridgman:207-208,
214, 214; Tillich, 1951:174-178). This dialectic often takes the form
of conflict between the individual and society and Bridgman came up
with a Kantian-like principle to deal with this:

The compromise which I have reached in order to

reconcile as well as possible my conflicting

interests is this: =not to demand or allow for

myself as an individual any privileges which, if

assumed by everyome, would result in a kind of

society that I cannot contemplate with satisfaction

(Bridgman:280) /4/.
The existence of individual self-interest must be accepted and "my
task as a member of society is to devise such a society that he [the
individual] shall not find it possible to get away with anything to
the common hurt"™ (281). (This is exactly what is required to solve
Hardin's tragedy of the commons.) But if individuals are as isolated
and self-interested to the exclusion of others as Bridgman claims,
whence springs his interest in the common good? At this point
the question becomes one of motives and values, a proper topic for
ethics.

Bridgman also uses survival as a criterion: "Bittermess is a
human reaction difficult to understsnd; it is difficult to see how it
could have had any survival value" (250) and therefore it must have
tagged along with some other trait. If, however, what Bridgman calls

“"bitterness" is the same as, or related to, what Schoeck calls "envy",

the latter presents a convincing argument that it does have survival

value.



Schoeck

Envy: A Theory of Social Behavior by Helmut Schoeck had a more

subtle influeace upon Hardin's thought than Bridgman's work. This
influence occurred largely at the level of implicit presuppositiouns.
Hardin cites Schoeck occasionally in regard to envy, but the paucity
of direct references belies the importance of his thought /5/. There
are several points of agreement where Schoeck's thought may underlie
Hardin's. The clearest is Schoeck's provision of a concrete example
of taboo in modern culture by means of his careful identification and
thorough documentation of the contemporary reality of the taboo on
"envy". The concept of envy has rarely been studied and little has
been written about it because of the strong taboo against its
discussion. Even in the field of literary criticism, where one would
expect little or no pressure to conform to a particular viewpoint, it
has led to false and incomplete interpretations of Melville's Billy
Budd (Schoeck:134-159). An awareness of the reality of taboo helped
Hardin define his task and pointed him to taboos that needed to be
brought to public attentionm (1973c, 1978a). Besides this
methodological influence there are several points where Hardin may be
implicitly relying on Schoeck's work.

Both reject Marx's "golden rule" -- "From each according to his
abilities and to each according to his needs'" -- as unrealistic and as a
harmful social policy (Schoeck:234; Hardin,1977a:62, 1977d:3-7). There
is a cluster of themes which serve as assumptions in both the Marxist

view and in Western culture generally. They include a romamntic view of
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poverty, the belief that we can return to the golden age of harmony
among men and between man and nature, a view of developed countries as
"big brothers"™ of the third world and certain ideas about the
relationship between the rich and the poor, and between the individual
and society.

The rejection of Marx's "golden rule" involves a rejection of the
myth /6/ of the golden age and of any utopian view about an envy-free
future for mankind. Schoeck also rejects the romantic notion that as
poverty increases so does community. He presents a clear
counter—-exzample; the Siriono, a poor, primitive tribe, do not show a
greater spirit of community than modern societies. Sociologists, rather
than carefully observing primitive societies, succumbed to the myth of
the golden age: ". . . and social scientists should have known better
than to fashion out of it a set of utopian standards with which to
criticize their own societies” (Schoeck:31, 289; Eliade:39-56). Hardin
clearly rejects this romanticizad notion of poverty (1972£:358).

Further, primitive tribes and modern socleties hold opposite
beliefs about the basic nature of man. Each tribal member recognizes
and deals with "the malice of his fellow tribesmen." He does not
relieve man is good, rather "the other is always an envious enemy"
(Schoeck:358). But, for modern man, there has been an increasing "need
to believe in the goodness of man, independent of the society that
spoils him" (Schoeck:359) /7/. This leads logically to egalitarianism,
which is impossible because of the necessary presence of envy as a

social control (Schoeck:359).
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The taboo on envy has lead to unrealistic views about charity and
the relationship between the rich and the poor. Acknowledgment of envy
in the giver and of the envy the recipient might feel towards him 1is
prevented by the taboo (Schoeck:168).
And in the twentieth century, too, for the first
time, certaln societies have grown rich enough to
nourish the illusion that they can afford the
luxury of buying the good will of the envious at
ever steeper prices (Schoeck:255).
Envy is by no means limited to primitive cultures. It also occurs in
modern "utopias', the kibbutzim (Schoeck:293), and is an even more
potent force in the undeveloped countries (Schoeck:198,197) /8/. The
rising acceptance of envy has led, Schoeck suggests, to an inappropriate
lack of appreciation for our contemporary Western society. In chapter
13, "In Praise of Poverty: from Sumptuary Laws to Contempt for the
Affluent Society", Schoeck (210ff) expresses a view very similar to that
expressed in Hardin's lifeboat article (1974b:239) and to Hardin's view
that we have to accept nature's unequal distribution of resources (and
be thankful we got the better deal) (1977a:85, 90). Schoeck rejects the
idea that 'being miserzble [poor] should bring one clcser to the truth"
(210-211), especially im the context of science, while noting it may be
true in religious or theological [and psychological] contexts.
Some social critics, the Toynbees, who had praised poverty in the
past have shifted their views (Schoeck:212). This leads to an issue
which Freud raised, cultural pathology: some social critics think men

never have or will be able to "discover the truth about their own

society". Schoeck allows this "social agnosticism" and that "from the
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point of view of an epistemological purist—-a correct relationship
between members of a society and the social system as such'" has never
existed. But, he asks, "Can a sccial system somehow be held responsible
for so misleading its memhers that they can never learan the tvuth about
the nature of their society?" (Schoeck:213). The issue becomes

insignificant when we realize that:

. . . there has always been sufficient correlation
between what was believed or habitually done, and
what was in fact possible ian any given social,

i

political, economic and geographical environment, so
that somehow, despite all the waste and
inefficiency, social existence was possible
(Schoeck:213).

Schoeck is as unsympathetic as Hardin towards those who enjoy the
benefits of modern society and attack the system that makes them
possible (Schoeck:214-215). "Luxury as such has never existed, and
never will exist, but only envy of consumer behaviour that is branded as
luxury" (Schoeck:216,217), which suggests that the real issue is envy
and not a lack of equality. He notes that sumptuary laws are rooted in
a fear of divine envy and thus hark back to primitive religion.
Although these fears should have been eliminated with the acceptance of
Christianity, "I suspect that those who scorn the affluent society are

partly governed by these same archaic ewotional complexes" (Schoeck:217)

/9/. All these factors can lead to the undervaluing of our contemporary

affluent culture:

High culture is inseparably bound up with
luxury and wealth. Luxury, that matter-of-course
environment of things of culture that belongs
spiritually to one's persomality, is a premise of
all creative periods (Schoeck:223).
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This is not to say that '"glaring social ills" should be accepted but
rather that the critical distinction must be made between "sensible
social and welfare measures, which may involve structural intervention"
and "structural aggression, where satisfaction of an unappeasable envy
is the principle of action" (Schoeck:226). Our present society depends
upon the control of envy to continue its existence (Schoeck:228).
Schoeck continues, however, with a passage that cuts into Hardin's

lifeboat metaphor:

. +« . envy can express itself as much in the
desire for the preservation of inequality as in the
desire to achieve equality. The jealously guarded
privileges of the established can be as harmful to
the welfare of others as the eavy of the underdog

(229).

This type of balance is characteristic of Schoeck's work. A distinction
must be made between jealousy (of which tiological territoriality is an
aspect) and envy (Schoeck:229). Jealousy is a proper insistence that
higher skills get higher rewards whereas envy desires to bring everyone
down to the same lower level: "If I can't have it, nobody can." /10/.
Hardin's views on conscience may rely upon Schoeck's Ziscussion of
guilt. Fear of envy can lead to a false sense of guilt in the envied
which can be eliminated "Only when one has the courage to recognize the
actually or osteusibly envious man for what he is, and to ignore him
(realizing that he is insatiable and that nothing will escape him) . . .
(Schoeck:260). That false guilt springs from the paradoxical
combination of the acceptance of envy as valid and the egalitarian ideal

is illustrated with a quotation from tourmier:
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I feel uneasy at being in good health when there

are so many people sick; happy when there are so

many people unhappy; at having money when so many

are short of it. I feel a certain discomfort too

at having an interesting vocation when so many

people sigh beneath the burden of a job they hate .

+ « « (Schoeck:266-267).
This psradox can be dealt with by repressing the guilc or by
"determining the limits of one's own responsibility" (Schoeck:267).

False guilt may lead to what Hardin calls '"telescopic philanthropy".
The concern for those far away ''may in some cases be a substitute for
failure to love one's neighbor™ (Schoeck:269). Thus, a concern for the
distant is the paradoxical outcome of a distance between us and those
physically close to us. The implication of this for the lifeboat
metaphor is that our concern ought to be with those im our lifebcat to
insure our collective survival and it raises the question of the
genuineness of our concern for those far away. Telescopic philanthropy
also avoids awareness of any possible resentment of the recipient which
might be clearly visible if he were nearer, but it may also meet a need
to give which can no longer be met in modern affluent societies or
agnostic welfare states (Schoeck:270-271).

Fear of envy is so strong that it has led to a fear of "being
oneself", an avoidance of being different or individual enough to
attract attention and envy (Schoeck:281). But envy, which acts through
the individual's need for acceptance by a group, is "the main level of
social control."” It is necessary for the existence of society

(Schoeck:298). Envy is a biological necessity and the task of its

control is an individual task. Likewise, "Individual influential
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persons in the growing child's environment can effect almost as
much~--either for good or bad-~as the whole value system of the culture
concerned" (Schoeck:300).

We cannot, then, solve the problems of modern culture by returning
to an agricultural utopia or by achieving ''the age of the collective"
and thus destroying ""individualism." The success of the collec_:tives is
not due to "a built-in affinity to the future" but to a return to a
primitive view of envy. The collectives '"'represent a throwback to the
primitive idea of causality (the other's prosperity must be to my
disadvantage), and they derive from this fact their immunity to all
refutation by reason and facts (Schoeck:304-305).

The poles of individualism and collectivism are in constant
struggle and neither is possible in a pure form. Schoeck contends that
it is possible to achieve both individual and social goals and that
modern culture with its individualism provides a better basis for
collective action that primitive or peasant societies. He thean makes a
statement which suggests that the tragedy of the commons is 2 problem of
the control of envy: 'Since one can never be quite certain that the
other person will not extract from the "public interest" a greater
benefit than oneself, communally useful co-operation can never really be
achieved until primitive, primeval eavy has been largely suppressed"
(Schoeck:329).

The unity of a human group, whether it is a family or a culture,

can come from a variety of sources.

To integrate human beings there are concepts such
as progress, solidarity, honour, remnown, love,
transcendental ideas, the concept of an historical
mission, and even outward-directed hatred, or
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feeling of inferiority fed by envy, in regard to

other groups. But there is one state that no

society can live in for any length of time,

accepting it as official doctrine, and that is

mutual envy (Schoeck:347).
The limits of community can then be set in two ways. They can be set by
an internal, active choice of the positive, thus leaving the group
potentially open to any who come to share the vision. Or, they can be
set by an external, active or passive cholice of the negative, thus
closing the group to outsiders.

Hardin is somewhat unclear on the issues of group boundaries and of
the relative strengths of individualism and social coatrol that he
desires. There is a move towards the collective on the national level
but not on the international level, even though "species survival" is a
prominent concermn. But he also advocates a return to tribalism which
would require smaller than national groups. This confusion does not
arise from Schoeck. Imnsofar as "tribalism'" includes a desire to return
to a past simpler life, Schoeck is clear that this is not possible.
Salvation does not lie in a return to pre-industrialized,
pre-capitalistic times; on the contrary, modern Western society should
be affirmed. But the status quo should not be blindly affirmed. Egoism
is on both the side of the status quo and of those who want more, but
priority shifts to the latter "if redistribution is a matter of survival
for the less well off; if, that is, he canaot obtain by any other
method, or even by reasonably postponing the satisfaction of his need,
what 1s necessary for his existence" (Schoeck:332).

Both Hardin and Schoeck are critical of certain aspects of economic

thought. Hardin is dissatisfied with the notion of "discounting the
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future" (1977a:75). Schoeck is critical of welfare economics. Fear of
envy has led to this childish approach to economics which seeks the
least envy in the greatest number (Schoeck:305-306).

Envy may well play a part in issues of famine. Western cultures
have an irrational view of food waste. According to Schoeck:

At this very moment, a glass of water might save

the 1ife of someone somewhere in the world, yet no

one 1s worried by the equivalent of a hundred

glasses of water going unused down the drain. We

are afraid and ashamed of destroying the symbol

[bread] not the substance. Perhaps religious

conceptions are also involved (317,320).
Western cultures have no qualms about wasting water or other potentially
life saving resources, and in this light, the concern over wasted £ood
is uncharacteristic of the culture as a whole.

The problems that prevent the global distribution of local
surpluses of material goods which do not spoil make it "difficult and
even impossible . . . , 1f only for reasons of transport, so to
distribute a local food surplus throughout the rest of the world as to
waste nothing at all." Since the food drive is even stronger than the
sexual drive, ". . . it might not be too far-fetched to assume in man a
primeval fear of starvation.' Most Americans, however, have never
experienced a real food shortage and thus are less concerned about
wasting food than other Western nations. Schoeck encourages the
food-wealthy to accept their lot without guilt: 'No one need be ashamed
"

of the fact that we do not "live a stunted, hand-to-mouth existence

(Schoeck:318-319). (Hardin: Let those who feel too guilty, leave the

lifeboat.)
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Schoeck's theory of envy as a social control is a balanced view and
shows insight intc the nature of society. Euvy is not "a purely
negative phenomenon" but serves a positive role in social coutrol
(Schoeck:350). Social control requires a minimum amount of envy, but if
envy rises above this level, it begins to cause social harm
(Schoeck:348). The nature of envy is not what one might think. Rather
than being
. +« + dependent on the absolute extent of
inequality between people, the degree of "luxury"
and so on . . . 1t is, indeed, wholly independent
of it. Envy plays a negligible part where it is a
question of restraining a prince, a head of state
or a tycoon from absurd expenditure, but it plays
an important part when one among almost equals has
got out of step (Schoeck:349).
Envy can become a positive force for the individual who sees its
futility but only if he '"is able to turn his feeling of envy into an
antagonistic impulse, endeavouring to 'outdo' the others by his
achievements, will he attain, by inteant thought motivated by envy, a
fundamentally new plane of value-enhancing, competitive behaviour"
(Schoeck:351). Envy, however, must be "deflect[ed] . . . to values
which are not crucial for the survival of society" (Schoeck:352). The
only social philosophy which fully legitimates envy is Marxism
(Schoeck:352). Envy has been successfully coutrolled by cultures with a
concept of luck or fate and by Calvin's doctrine of predestination
(Schoeck:353).
The human situation gives rise to envy. "The capacity to envy is a

fact. Insofar as man is a being who is able to reflect upon his

existence, he will inevitably ask: 'Why am I myself and not someone else?
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The next question follows naturally: 'Why is the other person's
existence so different from my own" (Schoeck:359)? Envy must be
accepted as part of the human condition. It cannot be eliminated, but
it can be controlled:
Envy's culture-inhibiting irrationality in a
society is not to be overcome by fine sentiments or
altruism, but almost always by a higher level of
rationality, by the recognitiom, for instance, that
more (or something different) for che few does not
necessarily mean less for the others: this
requires a certain capacity for calculation, a
grasp of larger contexts, a longer memory; the
ability, not just to compare one thing with
another, but also to compare very dissimilar values
in one man with those in another (Schoeck:360)}.
Note the casual dismissal of altruism, but in the limited context of its
potential functiom as a control of excessive envy. In another passage
he says that envy can prevent altruism: ". . . the only impediment to
the ideal, harmonious, altruistic community is that particular complex
of emotions and drives of which eavy is the nucleus'" (Schoeck:293) /11/.
This may be the seed of Hardin's rejection of altruism in the form of
conscience as an effective means of controlling the abuse of the commons.
Hardin has, however, moved away from hoping that ratiomality will
solve the commons dilemma, whereas Schoeck sees increasing ratiomality
as the means of controlling envy and preventing it from becoming
socially harmful. Schoeck calls for a more realistic view of man which
acknowledges and accepts envy as the part of humanity which allows
mankind "to construct larger social groups and polities characteristic
of our species {360). We have erred not only in hoping for an

impossible eavy-free future, but also in accepting the claims of the

envious as valid: "The time has surely come when we should stop
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behaving as though the envious man was the main criterion for economic
and social policy" (Schoeck:360). Envy, at proper levels, is necessary
for the existence of society:

It may thus be said that a being who has become
largely independent of instinctive activity and
biologically determined behaviour can use the
opportunities afforded by his new freedom in a

socially constructive way only if deviant behaviour
and innovations are reduced to a minimum

(Schoeck:356).

No motive that we have been able to discover,

however, ensures conformity more certainly &han

fear of arousing envy in others and the sanctions

this entails (Schoeck:356).
Inequality must be allowed by a society and a balance must be achieved
between a sufficient amount of envy tc power the social controls and a
suppression of additional envy to allow "for those innovations which are
essential if the growing group 1s to adapt to its environment"
(Schoeck:357). Thus achieving the proper amount of envy involves a
delicate balance between individual freedom and social control which is
precisely the problem of the commons. It will become clear, however, as

we consider Hardin's views of society, that he sees "biologically

determined behaviour' to be much more important than Schoeck does.

Summary
Both Bridgman and Schoeck are individualistic in the sense that
they see ideal individuals as those who can rise above society by
intelligence for Bridgman and by mastery of the fear of eavy for Schoeck.
And both hope that sufficient numbers of the desired type of individual
will arise in the soclety to shape it appropriately. Bridgman sees the

loss of a religious grounding for social values as the threat to society
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and thinks that its dissolution can be prevented by restructuring
society through scientific patterns of thought. For Schoeck, however,
the danger is society's growing acceptance of the liberal ideology of
egalitarianism with its implicit acceptance of the claims of the envious
man as "just'. His solution to the problem is to ackunowledge envy as
the social control which preserves the structure of social life and
makes it possible, and to acknowledge the necessity of limiting envy so
that it does not go beyound this necessary function and destroy the
creative, dynamic elements or individuals 1in society.

Both authors present a view of society but Hardin relies upon
Bridgman's view. Although Bridgman is sensitive to the dialectic
between society and the individual at times, in general his view is
extremely individualistic and he presents an ambiguous view of society.
It is not clear if society is merely an abstract concept or if it is a
reality that is more than a collection of individuals. Bridgman does
not deal with social policy but rather with how the individual can think
through problems of social life. Society, he hopes, will be
restructured by restructuring the thinking of enough individuals.
Schoeck, although fccusing upon one aspect of society, presents a more
coherent and substantial view. His main concern is to show the
importance of emvy as a force in shaping society and in making social
life, which is a human necessity, possible, His mailin concern is aot
with the individual's battle against envy although this 1is considered,
but rather with the treand of current social policies to be based upon
envy. He is sensitive to the tenuous balance between the individual and

society and sees the scales tipping too far in favor of society. This
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may be why Hardin does not appropriate Schoeck's views here as Hardin
sees the tragedy of the commons to be the result of an overbalance of
individualism. Nomnetheless, Schoeck provides a view of society and a
methcd ¢f analyzing social concepts that i1s more subtle and gives more
importance to subjective meaning than Bridgman's and this is to be
expected since he is a social scientist while Bridgman is a physicist.
Hardin may have found the latter more accessible to him, especially in

regard to method.

Hardin on Survival

In considering the problem of comparing incommensurable values
Hardin implies that the ultimate criterion is survival:
In nature the criterion is survival . . . .
Natural selection commensurates the
incommensurables. The compromise achieved depends
on a natural weighting of the values of the
variables. Man must imitate this process. There
is no doubt that in fact he already does, but
unconsciously (1968a:253).
Man must and does imitate nature and the "reward" 1is survival.
Failing to achieve a proper weighting results in "ruin to all™
(Hardin, 1968a:254). This is not an absolutely clear statement that
survival ought to be our goal. Are there any other possible goals
stated in "The Tragedy of the Commons™ which could be Hardin's highest
value?
According to Hardin, Bentham's goal, '"the greatest good for the
greatest number", is impossible in principle because we cannot

maximize two variables (population and good). It is also biologically

impossible because maximizing population would mean minimizing good,
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i.e., "No gourmet meals, no vacation, no sports, no music, no
literature, no art" (Hardin, 1968a:252). Hardin says the goal is "the
maximum good per person" (1968a:252) which indicates that mere
survival is not enough, some quality of 1life above physical existence
is the minimum standard. This is a utilitarian ethical principle, but
interestingly includes a simple misunderstanding of Bentham's goal
(Copleston:26). A more reasonable reading sees Bentham's principle as
one (latent perhaps) of distributive justice. Hardin, however, is
clear that survival is a higher value than justice: "[A]ln alternative
to the commons need not be perfectly just to be preferable.”" And,
"Injustice is preferable to total ruin" (Hardin, 1968a:261). He
appeals to biology in discussing values when he says "that those who
are biologically more fit to be the custodians of property and power
should legally inherit more" (Hardin, 1968a:261) and that we ignore
this injustice in our legal system because we lack a better system
/12/. Justice is evaluated by Hardin in terms of biological
criteria.

Just as survival may require dispensing with justice (Hardin,
19772:98,99), it may also require a loss of iandividual freedom,
especially the "freedom to breed" (Hardin, 1968a:253, 257-258,
262-263; 1972e:205). "Freedom in a2 commons brings ruin to ail"
(Hardin, 1968a:254). Hardin's solution to the tragedy of the commons,
"mutual coercion mutually agreed upon' (1968a:261), "is what we
[Hardin] mean by 'freedom through law'" (1972e:130). Hardin clarifies
Hegel's statement "Freedom is the recognition of necessity" with a

biological example: "We are not free to viclate the laws of nature.
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We become free when we recognize their necessity'" (1972e:132). Both
freedom and justice have then been stated to be lesser values tluan
survival. Hardin does not present an argument that survival is the
highest value but rather assumes that it is threatened by the population
crisis.

Exploring New Ethics for Survival: The voyage of the spaceship

Beagle 1s an attempt '"to make the structure of the argument [im "The

-

Tragedy of the Commons'"] clear (Hardin, 1972e:viii), It addresses the
population problem which "could not possibly be solved without
repudiating certain ethical beliefs and altering some of the political
and economic arrangemeats of contemporary society " and one of these 1is
"responsibility" about which Hardin says his view "is far from being the
common one" (1972e:vii,viii). Hardin calls for "revolutionary™ changes

and states his goal in the concluding paragraph of the preface:

. . . the time 1s now ripe, I think for a concerted
attack on the population-eanvironment-quality
complex. I think it is almost time to grasp the
nettle of population coantrol, which we sometime
must, if we are to survive with dignity. I hope
that my efforts will help evoke the courage, and
wisdom, needed for this revolutionary step
(1972e:vili-ix, emphasis added).

The goal is also the problem—--"the eminently practical problem of

survival" (Hardin, 1972e:5).

Hardin's acknowledged concern in "Living on a Lifeboat™ is ''the
problem of the survival of the human species" (1974b:221). Human
survival is impossible unless rights are coupled with responsibilities
and the lifeboat metaphor tells us what we must do: "Admit no more to

the boat and preserve the small safety factor. Survival of the people
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in the 1ifeboat is them possible {though we shall have to be on our
guard _galnst ‘roarding parties)" (1974b:222,224). Hardin admits that
this is unjust and allows those with troubled consciences to yield their
place in the boat to another (thus eliminating passengers with
cousciences from the lifeboat). This quotation makes it clear that for
Hardin the survival of the human species is threatened and that our
first goal and highest value is to meet this threat and survive "in
dignity", in a quality environment, and without creating a world in
which everyone is "equally and miserably poor" (1974b:241, 234, 232).
Hardin concludes this article with the following statement: "For

the foreseeable future survival demands that we govern our actions by
the ethics of a lifeboat. Posterity will be 111 served 1f we do not"
(1974b:241). The language used here suggests that survival is a wmoral
imperative and , as Hardin says in "The Tragedy of the Commons", an
imperative that can dispeanse with justice, especially "complete" or
"pure" justice, and justice which igunores consequences
(1974%:224, 226, 235, 239). These statements also explicitly link
Hardin's concern for species survival with his concern for future
generations (1974b:234, 236, 238, 240, 241). And even though he says:

To be gemerous with one's own possessions is one

thing; to be generous with posterity's is quite

another. This, I think, is the point that must be

gotten across to those who would, from a

commendable love of distributive justice, institute

a ruinous system of the commons, either in the form

of a world food bank or that of unrestricted

immigration (Hardin, 1974b:238).

He does not see the possibility of extending notions of distributive

justice to include future generations (which is the task Rawls attempts).






