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Introduction





EARLY IN 1966, the era of The Rolling Stones and the Committee of 100, John Papworth decided that what was missing from the burgeoning alternative scene was an independent voice for peace and decentralist ideas. He called his concept The Fourth World and the magazine which was to be its mouthpiece, Resurgence.


In those pre-feminist days he wrote in the ‘Statement of Intent’ which prefaced the first issue of the magazine, ‘Men will not come to reject our war societies until they have some coherent alternative to which they can turn. We think this alternative, based on love, non-violence, personal dedication and the power of the individual to make his own decisions, is today the only alternative to the monstrous biological anticlimax towards which human society is clearly moving.


‘It is evident that such an alternative will embrace a multi-cellular, power-dispersed world civilization, rather than the totalitarian, state-power giants that dominate it today, and we propose to concern ourselves no less with the enormous task of making explicit the new theoretical approach to politics it requires.’


It was a big, bold statement, in many ways years before its time, and in the intervening quarter century there have been several times when few thought that John Papworth’s visionary publication had much of a future. Yet, of all those brave little magazines like Vole and Undercurrents, Resurgence alone continues to appear every other month, pushing forward the frontiers of what has become known as the green world view, probing, questioning, celebrating, envisioning and re-visioning.


For the first four years, with John Papworth at the helm, Resurgence set the course which it still maintains, stressing the importance of decentralist politics, appropriate scale, holistic thinking and nonviolence. Since the only illustration was on the front cover and the inside text was set small to use the space efficiently, those early issues tend towards the indigestible. The fact that it was almost without exception a male—and a very serious male—preserve didn’t help matters.


By mid-1970 Resurgence hit a low financial ebb; costs were escalating and circulation—then at around 1,500—was stagnant. The ‘Economy Issue’ of late 1970 consisted of little more than an urgent appeal for funds. It was at this time that John Papworth left Britain to take up an advisory post with the Zambian government, leaving Resurgence to the whims of a keen but transient string of temporary editors.


In 1973, however, Hugh Sharman took over the magazine and Satish Kumar—recently arrived from India after a two-year peace pilgrimage—started to edit the magazine. Resurgence rapidly became more attractive and more approachable, and a change to offset printing allowed the creative use of illustrations and varied layouts. Many of the regular contributors, notably E. F. Schumacher and Leopold Kohr, continued to write regularly for the magazine, though there was a noticeable shift from the polemic to the practical.


At the end of 1976 the magazine’s subtitle changed from ‘Journal of the Fourth World’ to ‘Small Nations, Small Communities and the Human Spirit’. The text was still on the solid side though now interspersed with drawings, and many of the contributors still to be found in the pages of Resurgence were well-established.


The January-February issue of 1981 saw the magazine’s masthead reach its current maturity and the inside design the degree of user-friendliness its readers have now come to expect. John Moat’s ‘Didymus’ column had arrived with a vengeance, as had Kirkpatrick Sale’s ‘Letter from America’. The small ads, an essential and much-loved ingredient, now filled a whole page, helping the magazine to raise some much-needed income.


At the end of 1984, the November-December issue welcomed Undercurrents readers into the Resurgence fold following an insuperable financial crisis at the former magazine; this helped to boost circulation to nearly 8,000 and for the first time allowed the use of full colour on the magazine’s cover. Mid-1986 saw the regular introduction of themed articles—‘The Hidden Costs of Food Production’, ‘The Multicultural World’, ‘Education on a Human Scale’—as Resurgence continued to push forward the leading edge of what was increasingly becoming referred to as ‘the green world view’. The magazine had never been slow to respond to ecological issues; indeed, to a large extent it was Resurgence that foresaw the burst of interest in ‘ecology’ which filled the fledgeling colour supplements in 1970. In 1980—yes, ten whole years ago—it dedicated an issue to the nascent concept of ‘green polities’.


With the January-February issue of 1988, Resurgence reached the stylish open design it has today, continuing to display a standard of writing which—considering that all its contributors offer their material without expectation of financial reward—stands comparison with any contemporary journalism. With a circulation hovering around the ten thousand mark, eight or nine pages of adverts which any green-tinted publication would be proud of, and an unrivalled place in the annals of twentieth century alternative magazine publishing, Resurgence and its loyal band of frontline thinkers and activists deserves to feel proud of its achievement. Its relentless concern with the vital issues of our times—world peace, human rights, land reform, the international food trade, east-west relations, the arts, the links between spirituality and politics and much more—has provided a platform and resource to inspire and inform the magazine’s ever-growing number of readers.


The first 150 issues of Resurgence contain well over three thousand articles; nearly five million words. Looking back through that boxful of collected wisdom is a daunting and humbling task. The distinct impression you are left with is that there is absolutely nothing new left to say—whatever exciting insights you might be blessed with have all been thought by someone before you, written about eloquently, and ensconced within the pages of Resurgence!


The sixty or so articles in this anthology demonstrate the breadth and depth of this remarkable insight, showing very clearly how the many strands of decentralist, ecological, appropriate-scale theory and practice intertwine and interact. Here are some of the classics of green thinking, like Schumacher’s ‘Buddhist Economics’ and Barbara Ward’s ‘Save the Planet’, together with the uplifting and heartfelt stories of those many pioneers who have put their philosophy into action—Helena Norberg-Hodge in Ladakh, Wendell Berry in the USA and, to round off the volume, Jean Giono’s almost incredible tale of the French farmer who planted a forest single-handed.


In editing this important volume I have done my best to keep faith with the original, at the same time pruning a little here and there to allow as many people as possible to have their say. The language of ‘man’ and ‘mankind’, an unaware and often oppressive usage so prevalent in the early years of Resurgence and only now being questioned, has been ameliorated except where this would in my opinion have upset the poetry of the piece (see Elsa Morante’s ‘The Poet and The Bomb’, for example).


The compilation of The Best of Resurgence has been both fascinating and immensely rewarding, rather like exploring the attic of a jackdaw-like collector of alternative memorabilia (I wonder how many ageing hippies’ attics contain bundles of Resurgence back issues?). I would like to think of this collection providing as much pleasure and inspiration for you as it has for me.





John Button


Stroud


Gloucestershire


February 1991
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Healing & Caring

























Let the Good Times Last


ANNE HERBERT





START WITH WHEN IT FEELS GOOD. Then stay there longer. It works. Sometimes when I think about the suffering in the world, I think that the best thing I can do is join right in. I can’t quite kid myself that it helps anyone, but sometimes it feels like it relieves the pressure on me. I don’t have to deal with feeling good on a planet where children and rain forests are killed for no reason. Being miserable keeps me preoccupied with myself, so I don’t have to think about children and trees and poisoned water so much.


Feeling good works, I know that too. I know that when I feel great, when whatever work I’m doing comes easily and naturally, when I feel like I’m on a roll and everything I try to do happens smoothly, at those times I do great work, work that might be of help to other people. When I’m miserable I mostly produce glum, trite thoughts that I don’t have the energy to write down.


Feeling good works. Producing good work and feeling good are connected. Here’s a theory: everyone experiences time in working when work is a joy, when they have intuitive flashes they haven’t had before, when their energy just seems to keep on flowing and they produce more and better work than they have before. The next part of the theory is that once you recognize and value those times, you can learn to be there more, produce better work, feel great and do great at the same time.


That’s the theory. The question is, can environmentalists, peace workers, aspiring social-change agents of all kinds seek out the kind of work high that makes work fun, self-rewarding and nourishing? Do we even want to feel good as we do good work? Do other do-gooders, like myself, have a secret commitment to feeling lousy in a lousy world?


The theory I’ve just outlined about terrific feelings and terrific work going together comes from The C Zone: Peak Performance Under Pressure, a book by psychologists Robert Kriegel and Marilyn Harris Kriegel. The question about how this theory applies to doing Earth healing work is mine, and occurred to me as soon as I read the book.


My reaction in reading The C Zone was ‘This is true. This is important but why have you slanted all the examples towards business?’ I was concerned about the business slant because I wanted my friends to read the book and get the ideas, and I was afraid they wouldn’t get past all the stories about getting a sales presentation ready or going to a marketing meeting. True, the business community offers a clear and well-defined market for ideas about how to succeed and feel good at the same time, but environmentalists and peace people want to succeed too.


Don’t we?
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But do do-gooders buy books about how to be effective? Don’t we just go on thinking good intentions are enough until the lack of results in our work wears us down and we stop trying? That’s not completely fair, of course, but there’s something there. Can healing the Earth be a delight? Will it ever happen if it isn’t?


Contrasting the expectations of business people and people in change groups proved sobering. I felt the Kriegels should do workshops in social change groups, but do social change groups have any interest in workshops to help people feel better about their work? Businesses pay for stuff like that all the time. The only time I have known social change groups do attitude help for workers is when the group is in deep trouble, about to fall apart; then the group brings in a few trainers to try to help people talk to each other about their anger. What fun.


I don’t know if training workshops work, even for business, but they do show an interest in helping people get into their work that seems uncommon in social change groups. It often seems to me that people are supposed to bring their interest and enthusiasm into the job with them and then hope it lasts them through low pay, office politics, and the unpredictable activities of the strong figure, usually male, who founded the organization and still dominates it at will.


Are we having fun yet?


The C Zone is about what it’s like to be in the place where work is fun, how we wander out of that place, and how we can get back. Do you remember a time when work was smooth and easy and felt great and you were producing wonderful results with what felt like little effort? Can you think of any words that described what that felt like to you?


I saw Marilyn Kriegel ask that question to a group of people who worked in a hospital, and she instantly got back words like, ‘terrific, exhilarated, expanded, flowing, energetic, calm, serene, full, peaceful’. She says she and Bob can get words like that from any group of people. People know the experience. How come we don’t have the experience more?


The Kriegels call this ‘operating in the C zone’ a time when you can do no wrong, named after the ‘C’ words that apply to being there—centred, committed, calm, in control.


The way we get uncentred happens like this. People tend to prefer either challenge or mastery—some people like learning new things more, some people like doing things they already know how to do. People can fall into doing too much of what they naturally like, and not enough of the other thing. People like me, who like the challenge of doing new things, can take on too much new stuff without enough in their lives that they’ve mastered. They freak out and move into the panic zone. Being in the panic zone is a lot like having a type A personality—the kind that is likely to have heart attacks. People in the panic zone feel like they don’t have enough time, are irritable with other people, are tense all the time, and say, feel, think and live ‘I gotta.’ If anyone tells them to slow down, lighten up, look at the big picture, they say, ‘Oh no, I gotta blah dee blah blah blah or else …’ Or else unspecified bad things will happen.


I feel that many environmentalists and peace workers live in the panic zone, and think that putting other people in the panic zone is the best, maybe the only, strategy.


But clear thinking and wisdom are not characteristics of the panic zone. Thinking ‘I gotta’ do something fast or else doesn’t produce quality actions. Now I’ll tell you about the other end, the drone zone.


When people who like mastery, doing things they know how to do, honing things to perfection, do that to the exclusion of taking on new challenges, they go into the drone zone. They’re afraid to make any move—it’s too scary. Any idea of change or expansion in their lives produces the words ‘I can’t’. They feel bored and stuck and can easily get depressed.


The ‘I gotta/I can’t’ contrast is amazingly observable. I hear it in myself. In writing and work, I’m a challenge/panic type and often say to myself, ‘I gotta do something in a certain way by a certain time.’ This is often inaccurate, and only serves to make me tense. In my personal life I can easily enter the drone zone, and when I think of, for example, moving to a nicer place or meeting new people, ‘I can’t’ followed by dozens of excuses follows.


The C Zone has lots of practical exercises about how to move out of whatever your habitual dead centre is. The simplest, and one of the hardest for me, is the one for panic zone people which consists of stopping and taking three deep breaths. Amazing. When I notice I’m freaking out I sometimes remember that and say to myself, ‘I don’t have time to take three deep breaths. I gotta …’


Don’t have time to take three deep breaths? That’s nuts. It’s also exactly precisely where a lot of peace people, environmentalists, and social change people put themselves. We can’t stop to think about what we’re doing because we gotta do what we gotta do.


What do we like about life in the panic zone? I like operating in the panic zone because it makes me feel important. I used to be an editor at Whole Earth, acting the way that editors at Whole Earth and other publications often act. I put off decisions till the last minute, got copy in late, had production people breathing down my neck. That made me tense. It also made me feel important. There were lots of really urgent things waiting for me. People wanted me to do stuff now. They might have been angry at me, but they were certainly paying attention to me.


It’s possible to construct organizations, campaigns, whole movements that way—everybody feeling behind, feeling there isn’t enough time, feeling important because every little thing is urgent. Desperation in the place of good design.


Life in the panic zone is tiring. Never catch up. One crisis after another. And if I’m living in crisis it’s hard to take time to think about how to avoid future crises. It just goes on, in a way described by Peter Berg in the Fall 1983 issue of Raise the Stakes, a magazine of bioregionalism. Peter writes, ‘Classic environmentalism has bred a peculiar negative political malaise among its adherents. Alerted to fresh horrors almost daily, they research the extent of each new life-threatening situation, rush to protest it, and campaign exhaustively to prevent a future occurrence. It’s a valuable service, of course, but imagine a hospital that consists only of an emergency room. No maternity care, no paediatric clinic, no promising therapy: just mangled trauma cases. Many of them are lost or drag on in wilting protraction, and if a few are saved, there are always more than can be handled jamming through the door. Rescuing the environment has become like running a battlefield aid station against a killing machine that operates just beyond reach, and that shifts its ground after each seeming defeat.’


It’s scary working in an emergency room, important-feeling, and for many people, exhausting,


What would it be like if we stopped our chain of reaction to other people’s actions and listened to ourselves and to each other about the best thing to do, what we would each enjoy doing for the healing of the Earth and the Earth’s people? I think we’d get more done in the long run, although stopping would feel very, very strange.


Not only do we often work in panic, we often act as if panic is the life we want to convert people to. We send mailers that say, ‘This is what you should be scared about.’


That isn’t the revolution. That isn’t a real change. We live in a panic-driven culture, and if we are panicked we aren’t changing the process; we are the process.


Operating our social change efforts in the panic zone often ends up putting us in the drone zone at other times. Because we don’t feel we have time to think and dream about work to do, we end up doing the same kinds of things again and again. ‘Another boring demonstration for peace.’ It feels that way sometimes. Doing stuff again and again that we’ve done before and not getting much out of it.


What would it be like for the whole environmental movement to operate in the C zone. Or the peace movement? How would it feel? What would we do?


I saw a saying someplace: ‘If you want to make the world better for a year, plant a garden. If you want to make the world better for forty years, plant a tree. If you want to make the world better for a century, educate the people.’ To which I would add, ‘and let the people educate you.’ Neither Gandhi nor Mao really found their message until they lived in the villages and let the villagers teach them. Large change doesn’t come from clever quick fixes from smart tense people, but from long conversations and silences among people who know different things and need to learn different things.


We may not have enough time to do that, but we don’t know what time it is, so we might as well choose to live in the kind of time that helps us do the best work. It’s about time for a frolicsome, fun-filled Six Minutes Till Midnight Thanksgiving and an Ain’t It Great to Be Wrong Party.


We need to take the time to think and dream about our visions and talk them over with others. Let’s take the time we need and start to create the future we want. Start to create our own good things instead of being trapped in scared reaction to other people’s threats. It’ll be fun.


When life feels good and is productive, time isn’t long or short—it’s right. In the C zone, between mastery and challenge, it always feels like there is enough time for both. Enough time to learn what I need to learn, enough time to do what I’m doing really well. That time isn’t measured on a clock but exists when we find work we really want to do, and are able to do it as well as we can. If we’re in a movement where that happens a lot, recruitment won’t be a problem. People will want to join in, support us in our work and get our support for theirs. And when we’re operating that way we aren’t just eternally criticizing the old games. We’re playing the new game. We are what we hope for.


What can we do about the drone zone where most things we use in our lives are made? Factory work was designed to put people in the drone zone. The way to much mastery: give people a job they can master in a day and keep them at it for forty years. I don’t like getting my goodies from that. I don’t like that the bad things about factory work are getting worse with computers. Making computers and other electronic equipment involves dangerous chemicals, is usually done by non-unionized people, predominantly women, and is now often done overseas by very poor women who don’t have many choices in their lives.


Could we make all these things without devastating boredom? In the drone zone, time is eternal and oppressive. It’s not fun and it just goes on. It takes the clock years to go from four-thirty to a quarter to five. Millions of jobs are designed to be like that. How can we make that different?


If the environment is to be healed there will be many many kinds of jobs for people to do. Outdoor persistence and mastery jobs. Indoor challenge and talking jobs. Jobs we haven’t yet imagined.


When we’re thinking of changing things for the better we unconsciously exclude many people from our efforts, or unconsciously assume they are a burden we have to somehow bear and drag along.


Let’s include everybody in. Everybody should be able to live out their unique good times. Making a place where that can happen is what all our movements are about.


A peace/green/justice movement that works will look unlike anything we’ve imagined. It will feel like the most alive times in our lives. It will have in it many people we didn’t think we were going to talk to. They won’t join us. We won’t join them. We’ll meet in the unsuspected new place where we can all play our best game together.


We’re going to need a lot more mastery if we’re going to nurture and heal the Earth we have harmed. I read recently about a couple who are looking for fifty badly eroded acres to spend twenty years restoring. Yes. We need to do a lot of work like that. You can be sure when they find their fifty acres a hyped-up, urgent, gotta-fix-it-now approach will do them no good. And they’ll have really mastered that piece of land in twenty years.


Some people truly like to work in emergency rooms. It’s the right level of challenge for them. Any community needs firefighters and has people who want to fight fires. In environmental work we need to make places for people who don’t like responding fast to an immediate crisis. We need to start doing the slow healing of damage that has already been done, start the slow growing of farms and parks of the future. Nature works slowly. To work with nature we need to learn to slow down.


Of course, if we all got as hung up on mastery as we now are on challenge we’d be a stagnant group. However, currently that doesn’t seem like a real danger. We’re surrounded by and participating in endless thrilling tales of trying to do way too much in way too short a time and getting away with it.


We lose track of the kind of quality that mastery can bring—a kind of quality that our environment and our souls greatly need. Working frantically on deadline creates brilliant compromises, intense group emotions, efforts that are amazingly good considering how little time and thought we let ourselves take. We don’t even know what we’re missing. Building the good future needs better than creating one brilliant last-minute solution after another.


Whatever the project, if you stay up all night working to complete it as well as you can under the circumstances, the project will seem very important and you will feel important, and exhausted.


In the C zone, however, things don’t have to feel that important because working feels so good. It feels like it fits right in with the joyful parts of the world. The work doesn’t have to be the messiah and neither do I—we’re just being what we are very well and having fun.


‘Having fun’ might be a better way of saying ‘peace’. ‘Peace’ is often a loaded empty word. I say I write about peace; people react like I’m dreaming of a boring world without conflict, or that I’m ignoring the many pains that exist in this world we know. What do I mean by peace?


Can you remember a time when you were working or playing with a group of people and everything seemed to come very smoothly? You could all decide what to do intuitively; anything one person couldn’t bring off another person did with ease.


What are some words you’d use to describe how that felt to you?


When Marilyn Kriegel asks her version of that question—when did you as an individual have a work high?—she says the most common word of description she gets from people is ‘natural’. Right. Having things be smooth, productive, fun, and great-feeling feels natural. Feels natural when it happens to one person, feels natural when it happens to a group.


That happens in change groups as in other groups, but I think we don’t value it enough. It’s the way to do good work and keep doing it. It’s the way to live in the world we dream of now. After all, peace among ourselves and the environment doesn’t mean we’ll be spending all our time scraping for funds and infighting. We need to start running the experiment now.


Peace. It happens all the time. If it didn’t we’d be either dead or utterly miserable. What’s wrong now is that a lot of people don’t get to have that smooth, great feeling themselves or in a group because they’re so busy struggling to survive, or struggling to overcome barriers other people have put in their way, or struggling to live in a natural environment that is too injured to support them. We want to make it so all people and other living creatures have a chance to find their own great-feeling zone to play in, to work in, so people can be their own unique selves in a world that isn’t out to smash them before they start.
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Serving the Handicapped


JEAN VANIER





IN 1963, WHILE I WAS TEACHING PHILOSOPHY at the University of Toronto, I visited France, where I went to see Father Thomas Philippe, a Dominican priest whom I had met some years earlier. At that time, Father Thomas was chaplain to a Residence for thirty men with a mental handicap in Trosly-Breuil. It was the first time in my life (I was thirty-five) that I had met people with a mental handicap. I was amazed and bewildered, and somehow a little overwhelmed. The cry of anger in those men, their deep sadness and at the same time their incredible cry for relationship, moved me.


These men seemed so different from my students at the University who seemed only interested in my head and in what they could get out of it in order to pass their exams, but were not at all concerned by my person. These people I met in Trosly could not care less about what was in my head; they were interested in my person. It was obvious that they craved friendship, a relationship where they would be seen as unique. Somehow their cry evoked something deep within me. But at the same time I was overwhelmed by their needs.


That is how I became interested in the plight of these people, and I began visiting asylums and hospitals. I saw many men and women living in crowded and most unbearable situations.


And so it was that a few months later I bought a house in Trosly, and invited two men to come and live with me. Both had mental handicaps; neither had any family as their parents had died. They had been put into a rather dismal institution. We started living together in a small rather dilapidated house. We began to discover each other. They had their anger and fears, but also their hopes. I too had my anger and fears, but also my hopes. Little by little I discovered the immense pain hidden inside the loneliness they felt, their broken self-image, because they had been pushed around so much in life and had received so little respect. I also came to know their incredible goodness.


Other people came to help, and so we were able to welcome more handicapped people. My idea was to create a little ‘home’, a little family, for those who had no ‘home’, no family. I did not want l’Arche (the name given to that first home) to be an institution, but a community where each person had his or her place, where we could work, grow, celebrate and pray together.


The French government recognized us quite quickly. It was in need of places to welcome people with mental handicaps. We were thus able to buy another home in the village, and little by little we grew. There are now some four hundred people in our community, in many small homes scattered throughout Trosly and the neighbouring villages. Each home is as independent as possible.


Other people from other countries come to visit or to live with us for a while. Some were deeply touched by their experience here and in union with us they began to found similar communities in their own country. Now in 1985, there are seventy communities in sixteen different countries. We have a little community near Ouagadougou in Burkina Faso where we have welcomed four children who had been abandoned. We have started a school for them and for some of the handicapped children in the area. There is a community in one of the slum areas of Tegucigalpa in Honduras, where we are trying to serve the needs of handicapped people there. In the centre of Calcutta we were given a house and the basement of a church for a workshop. We have communities in Scotland and Ireland. In England there are four communities, in London, Bognor Regis, Liverpool and near Canterbury. Each one is inspired by the same spirit and lives off the same principle: to create community with people who have a mental handicap. All these communities are grouped together in a rather loose-knit federation, and all the communities are part of the larger family of l’Arche.


The inspiration at the basis of each community is religious, but the ways of expressing the love of God may be different. I myself am Roman Catholic and the first community of l’Arche in Trosly was inspired by my faith and by the faith of Father Thomas Philippe. We wanted the community to be a place of love and hope, a place of sharing, a place where people could find peace of heart and forgiveness. We wanted l’Arche to be a place where the poorer person was at the centre rather than the ‘helpers’. In England our communities welcome predominantly Christians from the Anglican tradition. Very quickly our homes there became ecumenical. In India our communities are essentially made up of Hindus, Moslems and Christians. Yes, our differences are sometimes painful, but we are learning that the poor can call us to unity.


Many things happen in our communities. There are crises of all sorts. Some people need good psychological help; some take a long time to find any peace of heart or healing. Some like to work, others hate it. There is joy, there is pain; it is the joy and the pain of living together.


Most of the people we welcome are called to be with us all their lives but this depends, of course, on the gravity of their handicap. A few leave and get married. But the majority are much too severely wounded. Assistants come for periods of one or two years, and more and more are putting their roots down in community, making a life commitment to the family. This, of course, is essential. There are so many people in institutions or living more independently in apartments, but who are yearning for a network of friendship, a community life. They have contact with professionals who are prepared to work with them and who do a magnificent job. But there are few people in society willing to climb down the ladder of success and to become a brother or a sister to a person with a mental handicap.


It is true that sometimes it is very taxing to live with people in deep anguish and stress. Experience at l’Arche has shown us that it is also important to care for the carers. Assistants too need to be supported and helped in many ways, particularly if they are called to put their roots down and to stay the rest of their life in a community. With twenty years’ experience we now see clearly that they can only do this if they discover that the person with a handicap is a source of life and strength for them; if they themselves are not there just to ‘do good’ to another but also to receive something from her or him; that they too are called to live in community and to be nourished by those who are at the heart of the community.


Our society frequently sees the world in the form of a ladder: there is a bottom and a top. Everything and everyone encourages us to climb up that ladder, to seek success, promotion, wealth and power. At l’Arche, in living with our wounded brothers and sisters, we are discovering that if we are to live humanely, it is not the ladder that we should take as a model, but rather a living body. In a body there are many different parts: each one is important, even the smallest and the weakest. No one part can say it is the best and that it does not need the others. Each part is made so that the whole body can function well. In the body, even the weakest members know they are needed and important.


People with a mental handicap who come to our communities are called to rise up in hope and to discover the beauty of their beings and their capacities, no matter how limited these may be. Those who come to help are called to what is most beautiful in their own hearts: the capacity to be present to give life, through their love, to those in distress. And thus the body is formed. We discover we are linked together.


Because we are linked together we learn to forgive each other, for we can so easily hurt one another when we live together. We learn to celebrate the fact that we have been called together. Little by little we become people of joy because we are people of prayer, people within a covenanted relationship.
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A Barefoot Doctor


CAROLINE WALKER





IN DECEMBER 1988 A REMARKABLE COMMUNITY IN INDIA Celebrated its twenty-fifth birthday. Since its founding by Dora Scarlett, Seva Nilayam (House of Service) has been giving free medical care to village people in a rural area of Tamil Nadu.


Dora Scarlett, now in her eighties, is one of those people who seldom speak about themselves. After the Second World War she lived in Hungary, working for Radio Budapest until 1956; then in 1960 she began working with the YWCA in a village clinic eighteen miles from Madras.


In time, however, as roads were built and bus routes opened up into the countryside, the need for basic health care in that area lessened. Dora and a local farmer decided to look for somewhere more remote and found a village sixty miles west of the great temple city of Madurai. The farmer, Mr Reddy, and his wife were severely criticized by their families for setting off with this unknown foreign woman. Talking of their departure, Dora said: ‘When we came out of the clinic building and locked the door for the last time I had no idea what lay ahead. I had learned a lot about one village, but I was to see far different scenes and far different villages.’


One day when she visited me she remarked, looking round the large courtyard we shared with a local farmer, Well! This is much better than when we started: we only had one tiny window-less room in a narrow courtyard full of goats and boys!’ From Dora’s writings, a vivid picture of the early stages of their work emerges: ‘To begin our work we had to learn the geography of this region, and for this purpose we walked through all the villages, barked at by village dogs, stared at by village children, but very hospitably received by many house owners. We had a small bag of very simple medicines. Sometimes we sat in the yard of one of the bigger houses, and the local people gathered there to tell us of their needs and difficulties. We found seriously ill people lying in dark and smoky huts without any comforts. The whole of the village was around us. We heard the children droning the alphabets in the schools. We saw the labourers returning from the fields and heard the tinkling of cow bells as the herds came home in the evening.’


These early experiences formed the bedrock on which the philosophy of Seva Nilayam was built: real knowledge of, and respect for, the village way of life, humility in the face of its harshness and beauty.


I sometimes used to sit beside Dora as she dealt with the long line of patients waiting under the shady trellis at the front of the clinic. Some were to be referred inside for dressings; some needed a slip for medicines; some serious cases would have to go on to hospital. But Dora really looked carefully at each one; taking hold of their hands, she would slowly question them about their problems: ‘The hands always tell their story. As we live among working people we see many work-worn hands, especially those of people over middle age. Looking at them we see days of toil, of grasping tools, hauling on ropes, binding sheaves, pulling weeds, cutting firewood.’


This respect and care for the individual has often been romanticized, idealized; Seva Nilayam’s approach is never sentimental: ‘Of course, we are not always radiating smiles. We can get irritated with the patients. Sometimes they start a quarrel amongst themselves, pushing each other and arguing in shrill voices. Some are garrulous, and it is hard to sympathize with people who will not stop talking about trifling or imaginary ailments.’


In a letter entitled ‘Compassion’, Dora describes the kind of encounter that I, too, learned to dread: ‘Parents came more than eighty miles, bringing a child who was obviously suffering from brain damage, perhaps due to previous meningitis. The face was vacant, the eyes unresponsive, and the legs dangled helplessly. “What made you think of coming here?” we ask. “We heard of someone who was cured by you, and people tell us you take care of patients.” The parents stand with hopeful, questioning eyes. This is a moment we would gladly escape from.’


Those who know about this kind of work will know how rare this humility is. We prefer to talk about what we can do, not about our powerlessness in the face of suffering and death. But true compassion says Dora ‘is a very tough discipline. Compassion means feeling with others, not feeling for them, as though we were standing on a higher level, and had just so much pity to dole out. It makes us one with all living beings.’


Seva Nilayam’s daily life reaffirms this oneness. Early in the morning the milk is brought in, foaming in its brass pail, from the cowshed, where there is nearly always a calf to admire. Eggs may be found in the hen house, bananas brought in from the garden. On each of our visits there was always something special: bright green wing beans, full of protein; new baby carrots, carefully nurtured by Dora; lemon cheese made with their own lemons; home-made yoghurt and ghee. I would be taken to the farm or garden to see the brilliant green of the young paddy, the rare flower on the jack-fruit tree, a new vine. There are always dishes of precious seeds drying on Dora’s table, and a nursery of young plants outside her room. Working with the land to make it productive, they share in the daily labour of most of their neighbours. ‘He is a very good farmer,’ is one of Dora’s highest forms of praise.


Seva Nilayam’s land, with Mr Roddy’s farm adjoining, is not only used economically and productively; all spare corners have been planted with flowering plants and trees, of which India has some of the most beautiful species. Twenty-five years ago these few acres were red, rocky, bare earth, featureless and unwatered. Now, after countless hours of labour, and thanks to a miraculous well which never goes dry, there has grown ‘an oasis of colour and beauty. There is the glorious gul mohur or flame tree, entirely covered with scarlet blossoms in May; the Indian laburnum, with drooping gold chains; the frangipani, or temple tree, which strews the ground with waxy-white, gold-centred blossoms and the bougainvillaea with rose, red or purple flowers. In every odd corner we have planted hibiscus in shades of yellow, orange and red for contrast, the brilliant blue morning glory ramps over the roof.’ It is not surprising that Seva Nilayam chooses a tree for its symbol.


First-time visitors, especially if they have been to other projects, sometimes express surprise at the somewhat austere simplicity deliberately chosen at Seva Nilayam. ‘Why no fans, no comfortable armchairs?’ they may ask, and, in the rainy season, ‘why no roof on the bathrooms?’ But most come to admire the strict economy and delight in the beauty of the place. A bucket of cold water ladled over yourself as you peep over the bathroom wall to see the sun’s last rays catch the glowing black granite hills nearby, whilst the far hills in shades of blue and grey march off under the clouds to the Kerala border, might convert the harshest critic.


Simplicity also shows in their refusal of many offers of a vehicle. To all the arguments which insist ‘You can reach more people’ Dora replies that you will not be able to reach them in depth; relationships will suffer. Preferring the enforced conviviality of the lurching, crowded and dusty country bus has some advantages. ‘Bus manners,’ Dora remarks drily, ‘allow you to mind other people’s business as well as your own.’


In her letters Dora celebrates the life of the people she has now served without a break for twenty-five years: the mysterious life of the local forest tribes, the value of working animals, the elegant simplicity of the ‘banana leaf economy’, the quiet dignity of a poor girl’s funeral, the resilience of the poor in the face of devastation, and the ephemeral art of the kholam, the ritual patterns drawn in powder every morning outside even the poorest of huts, trodden away by feet in the course of the day, reminders of the passing away and renewing of life. Most of all she writes about the joy of the village festivals: Ayudha Puja, where working people pay respect to the tools of their trade; Deepavalli, when the village is ablaze with tiny lights; and Pongal, the celebration of the harvest and homage to working animals.


‘You would have to be at Seva Nilayam,’ she writes, ‘to see what joy can be given by glass marbles costing about twelve English pence a hundred. Or a breakfast of rice cakes. Or a sari of printed cotton. Or a shirt made out of dressmaker’s pieces. It is one of the paradoxes of life that only those who know sorrow can truly know joy, and only those who are poor, can know what it is to feel rich.’
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Acupuncture: China Shows the Way


ROGER HILL





A GROUP OF NINETEEN OF US, practising acupuncturists and orthodox doctors with an interest in Chinese medicine from Britain, Canada and the United States, have recently returned from an extensive tour of eastern China. A prime reason for our visit was to discuss training standards for traditional Chinese medicine. Twenty-four colleges offer university level five-year courses, and we are able to visit die principle ones at Shanghai, Nanjing and Peking. Entry to the colleges is very competitive; last year there were 10,000 applicants for the fifty places available in Peking. For all students there is a common training in regular anatomy, physiology, pathology and the other essential grounding for medical care, then the course separates those who are to specialize in acupuncture from those who intend to specialize in traditional internal medicines. Some knowledge of both is taught to both groups for they are essentially interdependent skills sharing common theoretical procedures. Thus there are three streams of medical education, each lasting five years—orthodox western medicine, acupuncture and traditional medicine.


There are also two large colleges of traditional pharmacy, one in Peking serving the north, and the other for the south in Nanjing. There are literally thousands of herbal, marine, animal and mineral elements in traditional medicines. Until the 1949 Liberation their effective combinations were known often only to families of doctors or to particular local districts, but the Revolution—that great leveller—wrested out the secret formulae and made the knowledge available nationwide. Those medicines that are known to be susceptible to manufacture and storage are being produced in some 800 factories. More than 3,000 traditional medical products are now available for domestic and foreign use.


As an example the Hanghzhou Second Traditional Chinese Pharmaceutical Works is particularly proud of its ‘Recovery of Youth Tablets’ based on the secret Ming dynasty (C13–16 AD) formulae, which contemporary research shows to prevent the ageing process at cell level. It has been extensively retested on some victims of debilitating strain and found to restore resilience to body and mind. Naturally it is contraindicated in pregnancy and for those aged under thirty who are still growing.


The relationship between western orthodox medicine and traditional medicine is subject, in practice, to all the variables that might be anticipated. Some hospitals and clinics are almost wholly devoted to only one approach, but most work with a healthy mixture—‘It is better to walk on two legs than one,’ said Chairman Mao.


The choice of treatment depends on the combination of patients’ preferences, doctors’ judgements and the politics and orientation within a particular clinic. There is a large degree of overlap between the categories of illness helped by both. If a treatment by one scheme is found to be not effective, there is no hesitation in calling in the assistance of the other.


The traditional medicine departments of all the hospitals we visited were very well patronized. Most work on an out-patient basis with patients either walking in or being carried in on stretchers by their friends. The wards are simple, clean enough, and full of people. The notion of privacy is not widespread in China and certainly has no place in hospital life. Illnesses are common property between those in a ward (though infectious diseases are given their proper respect). One healthy aspect of this is the mixture of physical problems with psychological ones; the hemiplegic will be treated alongside the depressed. We saw one overt psychotic being treated in a room otherwise full of patients suffering from various physical disorders. Family and friends often play a significant part in patient care in hospital.


We saw treatments at every rung in the hierarchical scale of medical organization. For example, we spent time in the clinic of the Plom Valley Tea Production Brigade where Dragon Lake Green Tea has been grown for more than a thousand years.


It is run by two ‘barefoot doctors’ trained to cope with first-aid and preventive medicine for the whole large village. Their work includes dealing with cuts and colds, pre-and post-natal services, contraception, midwifery for normal births, health education, ensuring clean water supplies and proper sewage disposal, and arranging for the seriously ill to be sent to the local hospital twenty miles away or visited by a travelling specialist.


This close liaison between health worker and people seems to be the fundamental reason for the dramatic improvement in health for every Chinese person over the last twenty-five years. It is such a wise expenditure of resources, especially for a country which is not rich in material assets. Treatments are simple and will include common western synthesized drugs, acupuncture, and simple traditional medicines, many of which are grown on the commune. The preference will be for the latter because they are cheaper and more familiar. All health care in China must be paid for either by the individual or by the commune on his behalf. Only those working directly for central government receive free treatment.


When the barefoot doctor service was started the emphasis was on providing workers who did their ordinary work in factory or fields but who also served health-care part-time. The new emphasis is to upgrade the barefoot doctor and to make him or her a full time professional.


Acupuncture analgesia’s development was largely sponsored by Chairman Mao, and in the general process of his dethronement that is currently underway there are some murmurs from within China against it. However our experience, backed by that of my previous visit to China three years ago and that of many other visitors, is that it is extensively and exclusively used in about fifty per cent of cases needing pain relief whether they be in surgery, dentistry or childbirth. Sometimes muscle relaxants are also used and morphine-based drugs are always available on standby. We saw heart surgery where both these extra aids were used though calling them in was exceptional, most cases even as critical as this rely on acupuncture alone.


Treatment is effected by very fine stainless-steel needles inserted at one or more of the thousand or so acupuncture points on the body. The length of time that the needles remain in the body and the sort of manipulation that is required, if any, are matters of fine judgement by the practitioner. Sometimes a herb or moxa (Artemisia latiflora) is also burnt on the needle or near the skin to provide warmth and stimulation. There is negligible discomfort with either method.


In a small-town hospital totally unprepared to receive foreign visitors—we were their first—we saw the removal of a substantial tumour of the thyroid. The patient, a man in his thirties walked to the operating table, two simple acupuncture points were selected on the forearm, the needles were inserted and connected to the electro-stimulator. During the twenty minutes’ induction period, the patient was prepared for surgery. The operation proceeded with incredible deftness and speed. Throughout the operation the patient was smiling and was obviously painfree. Thirty-five minutes later it was all over, he was stitched up, the two acupuncture needles were removed from his arm, he got up from the operating table and walked back to his ward, giving us a cheerful wave as he went.


Although traditional Chinese medicine provides part of mainstream healthcare for about one third of the world’s population, mainly in the Far East, it has only recently been introduced effectively to the West. Acupuncture is more widely available than traditional medicines for which the Euro-American herbal tradition provides a good substitute. There are some difficulties, both on conceptual and formal levels in the introduction of acupuncture. In the West, ‘scientific’ medicine (that which can be expressed in terms of contemporary anatomy, physiology and biochemistry, and for which specific disease categories can be treated by specific treatments to give statistically measurable results) is firmly in command.


Although acupuncture offers no contradiction to this, it is certainly true that few of its attributes can be explained yet in these terms, except perhaps pain relief. Moreover, most serious students of the subject believe that if acupuncture is to be fully taught it can only be done so in its own poetic and symbolic language which in some superficial ways is closer to ancient Greek medicine or homoeopathy than to modern medicine. Though little contradiction is inherent, a definite shift in attitude is necessary to tune into the benefits of this long-established tradition. There is a very small hardline minority which argues that the language of acupuncture and traditional Chinese medicine is bunk and should be totally abandoned in favour of neurological explanations. I believe that this limited view annuls the wide range of benefits of acupuncture and emasculates a long and proven tradition.


On the formal, legal level, the medical professions of one or two Western countries, notably France, have closed ranks tightly with a view to excluding any but registered doctors from practising acupuncture. The majority, however, view acupuncture as a specialized skill that requires a training along Chinese lines rather than that of a normal passage through an orthodox medical school topped-off by a weekend’s course in acupuncture. Already several American States are establishing Registers of Acupuncturists similar to those for the other professions—dentists, vets or doctors. It is likely that European countries will follow in due course.


Because the established medical systems in the West offer a generally excellent service, and in Britain an apparently almost free one, the needs and emphasis of acupuncture here are different from those in the East. Thus we rarely see the self-limiting, short-term illnesses which are the main staple of the general practitioner’s surgery. Many patients come to us as a last resort; they have tried every other avenue but still remain with their chronic illness. Other patients will come because, although orthodox medicine’s diagnostic procedures can confirm that they do not have a life-endangering illness, the constellation of major or minor symptoms defies confident diagnosis or treatment.


One major advantage of traditional Chinese medicine is that it views health from a different point of view, through a different pair of spectacles, and thus what may seem to be an insoluble problem to Western medicine may fit very clearly and naturally into the diagnostic and treatment procedures of Chinese medicine. This is particularly true of those illnesses which are categorized in the West as psychosomatic or functional disorders. In properly conducted Chinese medicine body and mind are given equal attention. Some people also come for preventive treatment, to maintain good health, to ensure a balanced flow of energy that is in step with the natural cycles. This approach is deeply enshrined in the classical Chinese tradition of medicine, which is not merely a safety net for acute illness but is sensitive enough to make a useful contribution throughout life.


Chinese medicine springs from a Taoist view of human beings as microcosms of nature. Balance is the key concept. Illness is an indication of, and indicated by disturbed energy (Ch’i) on physical, mental and spiritual levels as reflected in the twelve main meridians or pathways of energy. The aims of treatment are to strengthen the overall homoeostasis of the body/mind to encourage the natural self-healing mechanism inherent in us all, to relieve the presenting symptoms and to restore the patient to harmony.


The following extract is taken from the Judges’ ruling at the Texas Federal Court in July 1980, in which the right to practise acupuncture in that State was established: ‘The traditional Chinese explanation of how acupuncture works relies heavily on concepts unfamiliar to the Western scientific community. According to traditional Chinese theory, the basic energy or force of life, which flows through all living things, is called “Ch’i”. When this force flows through the human body, it travels along twelve primary and two secondary channels or meridians. It is along these channels that the acupuncture points lie. Ch’i, traditional Chinese theory teaches, has two aspects to it: Yin, the negative aspect, and Yang, the positive aspect. The twelve primary channels through which the Ch’i flows are divided accordingly into six Yin and six Yang channels and paired. For each Yin channel, there is a Yang channel.


‘Despite the reference to them as “negative” and “positive”, as Yin and Yang are two aspects of the same force, one is no more desirable than the other. In fact it is a basic tenet of traditional Chinese theory that Yin and Yang must be in balance for Ch’i to flow freely and for all living things, therefore, to function properly. Thus, the theory teaches that it is when Yin and Yang are out of balance that the body is susceptible to pain and illness. Acupuncture treatment is designed to correct this imbalance. The skilled acupuncturist, by placing and manipulating the needles in the proper points, brings Yin and Yang back into balance. This allows Ch’i to flow freely and the body’s natural defences to combat disease and pain.’
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Animal Liberation


PETER SINGER





YOU DON’T COME ACROSS many open racists nowadays. Though hidden racial feelings remain a problem, almost everyone now recognizes that the fact that we are white does not give us the right to exploit or enslave people of other races, or to use them as if they were objects designed for our use.


Yet we are all, or nearly all, open ‘species-ists’. I use this term—and I admit it is not beautiful, but I haven’t a better word—to refer to those who discriminate against beings who are of another species. Human speciesists think that the fact that we are human gives us the right to exploit and enslave beings of other species, and to use them as if they were objects designed for our use.


The logic of racism and the logic of speciesism are indistinguishable. If we reject discrimination on the basis of race—as of course we should—then consistency demands that we reject discrimination on the basis of species too.


Someone may object that racism is wrong because people of different races are in fact the same in important respects, like intelligence, the capacity to suffer, ability to communicate, and so on; while the various species of non-human animals are not equal to humans in these respects. Therefore, it may be claimed, we are entitled to treat other species as our inferiors, although we are not entitled to treat other races in this manner.


It cannot be denied that on average humans are more intelligent than other animals, and humans do have certain abilities that other animals do not have (including the ability to extinguish life from this planet). The point is, though, that the fact that one being is more intelligent than another does not entitle him or her to exploit or enslave the less intelligent being. If we really thought that it did, we would have had to allow Einstein to enslave us all.


The principle that all human beings are equal is not based on the idea that all humans actually are equal in intelligence or anything else. If it were, we would have to reject it, since it is obvious that humans differ in all sorts of ways. The principle of equality does not tell us what humans are: it tells us how humans should be treated. It requires us to give equal consideration to their interests, counting every individual’s happiness and suffering as equally significant.


There is no real reason why the principle of equality should stop short at the boundaries of our own species. Over the centuries there has been a gradual expansion of our moral horizons: from the tribe to the nation, from the nation to the race, and from the race to all human beings.


If a being suffers, there can be no reason for refusing to take that suffering into consideration, counting it equally, so far as rough comparisons can be made, with a similar amount of suffering by any other being. Neither race nor species is a proper reason for disregarding suffering.


Some people say that we cannot know when animals suffer, because they cannot tell us about it. But babies can’t talk either, and we can know when they are suffering. Similarly, it is not difficult to tell when a dog or a pig or even a mouse is in pain. Admittedly, the further down the evolutionary scale we get, the harder it is to know what a creature feels. An oyster has such a primitive nervous system that it may not be conscious at all. But animals with backbones, and mammals and birds especially, have nervous systems very like our own, and leading scientists agree that they are capable of feeling pain as we are.


What would the extension of the principle of equality to non-human animals mean in practice? It would not mean that we had to treat animals exactly as we now treat humans, nor even that we would have to regard the lives of animals as equally valuable to those of humans. For normal humans are different from animals, and these differences mean that they have different interests. So if it were to come to a choice between the life of a normal human being and that of an animal, it would not be a violation of the principle of equality to prefer the life of the human, because the human, with a greater awareness of what is going to happen, will suffer more before he or she dies; most likely it is the family and friends of the humans who will feel the loss more keenly; and finally, it would be the human who had the greatest potential for future achievements. On the other hand, where interests are strictly comparable—for instance the interest in avoiding physical pain—we should treat animals and humans equally. It is only where a human clearly has more at stake than an animal that we may favour the human.


Though extending the principle of equality to animals does not mean that we would treat humans and animals alike, it would still make a radical change in our everyday life. To see just how great this change would be we have first to look at some of the important ways in which we do not at present give animals anything like equal consideration.


Many of the worst and largest-scale cruelties to animals are unknown to the general public. When someone beats a dog or starves a horse, newspapers report it and people tell each other how terrible it is to treat an animal like that. Then everyone thinks how civilized and kind to animals they are, because they would never do such a thing.


In fact, these very people who condemn certain forms of cruelty participate every day in a more systematic form of cruelty that affects far more animals: the use of animals for human food.


Most city dwellers dine on the flesh of animals, in complete ignorance of what happened to their dinner while it was still a living animal. They may know, from having once driven behind a truck on its way to the slaughterhouse, that animals are transported in crowded, frightening conditions. They may guess that the animals, sensing something wrong, experience terror in the final moments of their lives. But they probably believe that these are just brief interludes in an otherwise pleasant experience.


The image that most people have of a farm is of calves grazing in the fields, pigs rooting around in the orchard, and a mother hen followed by chicks in stately procession across the courtyard. This image is now obsolete. Farming has become ‘factory farming’. Animals are treated like machines that convert low-priced fodder into high-priced flesh or eggs. Anything that will reduce the cost of this conversion process is done. If confining animals indoors prevents them burning up food in ‘wasteful’ exercise, then they will be confined indoors. Cruelty is of no concern, unless it affects profits.


The hens that lay the eggs you buy in supermarkets have never walked outside, scratched the dirt, dust-bathed or tended their chicks. They spend their entire adult lives in long, dim sheds. Inside are endless rows of wire cages. The cages measure about eighteen inches by twenty inches (or the size of a single page of The Times). Each cage of this size holds five fully grown hens. They live in the cages for about a year, then their laying rate begins to decline, and they are thrown out to be made into chicken soup. These birds are never able to walk freely or even stretch their wings, for there simply isn’t room. If you kept parrots or budgerigars in similarly crowded conditions you would be fined, but poultry farmers seem to be outside the normal laws against cruelty to birds. The hens are so crowded that they live under constant stress, and the stress leads to unnatural aggression. To stop the frustrated birds from pecking each other to death the farmer has to cut off most of their beaks in a routine operation known as ‘de-beaking’.


Chickens raised to be eaten fare a little better, though their lives are shorter. They too are kept in windowless sheds, so crowded that they have to be de-beaked to prevent them from killing each other.


While the poultry industry is probably the most intensive form of animal raising today, the pig industry is not far behind, and hundreds of thousands of pigs are now being raised indoors. Veal calves are confined in narrow stalls and fed on a diet deliberately deficient in iron, because iron turns the flesh of the calves red, and the pale pink flesh from an anaemic veal calf fetches a higher price in the restaurant trade. Even beef cattle are being subjected to factory farming processes. In America most cattle are now fattened on an unnatural diet of grain in huge feedlots, holding tens of thousands of animals.


So we have a vast and growing industry, systematically exploiting other species to squeeze the maximum profit from them. And it is all utterly unnecessary. We do not have to kill animals to feed ourselves. We can live perfectly well—perhaps better—on a vegetarian diet.


In fact, intensive farming is actually a colossal waste of food, because we feed the animals on grains, soybeans and other products we could eat directly ourselves. The animals use most of the food value of what we feed them simply in living and breathing. When we finally kill them we get back only about one-tenth of the food value we put into them.


It has been calculated that the amount of protein wasted by being fed to animals in the affluent nations would be enough, if properly distributed, to end the shortage of protein in all the poorer parts of the world. No wonder that factory farming has been called ‘a protein factory in reverse’.


All this cruelty, then, is not to provide us with food. It is to satisfy our taste for a certain kind of food. We are sacrificing the most vital interests of non-human animals in order to satisfy a trivial interest of our own. This is obviously a blatant violation of the principle of equal consideration.


There are many other things that would have to change if we gave up our bias in favour of our own species. Take, for instance, scientific experiments on animals. At least sixty million animals die every year in United States’ laboratories and about five million in Britain. Many of the animals die painfully, and in experiments which are repetitious, poorly designed, or so trivial as to serve no important purpose. We would never dream of subjecting even a so-called ‘human vegetable’ to such experiments; yet we think very little of performing them on animals whose mental capacities may be far greater than those of a retarded human. This is another indication of our speciesism.


Then there are those speciesists who think they look elegant wearing a fur that has been ripped from the back of its rightful non-human owner; and those who take pleasure in shooting at anything that moves and isn’t human; and those whose idea of a pleasant Sunday is to impale fish on a barbed steel hook, haul them out of the water and then let them flap around in the air until they suffocate. There are those who claim to adore their pets, but allow them to breed so that their offspring end up in a decompression chamber at the Lost Dogs’ Home; and so on, and on.


With so much to be changed, the aim of extending the principle of equal consideration beyond our own species may seem utterly unrealistic. But the prospects for the abolition of human slavery must have seemed bleak to the first abolitionists. Change is possible if ordinary people show that they are capable of being moved by principles broader and more universal than those that consider the interests of our species alone. Every person who ends his or her own participation in the exploitation of animals brings the animal liberation movement one step nearer to its goal.
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Buddhist Economics


E. F. SCHUMACHER





‘RIGHT LIVELIHOOD’ is one of the requirements of the Buddha’s Noble Eightfold Path. It is clear, therefore, that there must be such a thing as Buddhist Economics.


Buddhist countries, at the same time, have often stated that they wish to remain faithful to their heritage. So we read in Pyidawtha’s The New Burma, ‘The New Burma sees no conflict between religious values and economic progress. Spiritual health and material well-being are not enemies: they are natural allies,’ ‘We can blend successfully the religious and spiritual values of our heritage with the benefits of modern technology,’ and ‘We Burmans have a sacred duty to conform both our dreams and our acts to our faith. This we shall ever do.’


All the same, such countries invariably assume that they can model their economic development plans in accordance with modern economics, and they call upon modern economists from so-called advanced countries to advise them, to formulate the policies to be pursued, and to construct the grand design for development, the Five-Year Plan or whatever it may be called. No one seems to think that a Buddhist way of life would call for Buddhist economics just as the modern materialist way of life has brought forth modern economics.


Economists themselves, like most specialists, normally suffer from a kind of metaphysical blindness, assuming that theirs is a science of absolute and invariable truths, without any pre-suppositions. Some go as far as to claim that economic laws are as free from ‘metaphysics’ or ‘values’ as the law of gravitation. We need not, however, get involved in arguments of methodology. Instead, let us take some fundamentals and see what they look like when viewed by a modern economist and a Buddhist economist.


There is universal agreement that the fundamental source of wealth is human labour. Now, the modern economist has been brought up to consider ‘labour’ or work as little more than a necessary evil. From the point of view of the employer, it is in any case simply an item of cost, to be reduced to a minimum if it cannot be eliminated altogether, say, by automation. From the point of view of the workman, it is a ‘disutility’; to work is to make a sacrifice of one’s leisure and comfort, and wages are a kind of compensation for the sacrifice. Hence the ideal from the point of view of the employer is to have output without employees, and the ideal from the point of view of the employee is to have an income without employment.


The consequences of these attitudes both in theory and in practice are, of course, extremely far-reaching. If the ideal with regard to work is to get rid of it, every method that ‘reduces the work load’ is a good thing. The most potent method, short of automation, is the so-called ‘division of labour’ and the classical example is the pin factory eulogized in Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations. Here it is not a matter of ordinary specialization, which humankind has practised from time immemorial, but of dividing up every complete process of production into minute parts, so that the final product can be produced at great speed without anyone having had to contribute more than a totally insignificant and, in most cases, unskilled movement of the limbs.


The Buddhist point of view takes the function of work to be at least three-fold: to give a human being a chance to utilize and develop his or her faculties; to enable him or her to overcome ego-centredness by joining with other people in a common task; and to bring forth the goods and services needed for a becoming existence. Again, the consequences that flow from this view are endless. To organize work in such a manner that it becomes meaningless, boring, stultifying, or nerve-racking for the worker would be little short of criminal; it would indicate a greater concern with goods than with people, an evil lack of compassion and a soul-destroying degree of attachment to the most primitive side of this worldly existence. Equally, to strive for leisure as an alternative to work would be considered a complete misunderstanding of one of the basic truths of human existence, namely, that work and leisure are complementary parts of the same living process and cannot be separated without destroying the joy of work and the bliss of leisure.


From the Buddhist point of view, there are therefore two types of mechanization which must be clearly distinguished: one that enhances a person’s skill and power and one that turns the work over to a mechanical slave, leaving the human being in a position of having to serve the slave. How to tell the one from the other? ‘The craftsman himself,’ says Ananda Coomaraswamy, a man equally competent to talk about the Modern West as the Ancient East, ‘the craftsman himself can always, if allowed to, draw the delicate distinction between the machine and the tool. The carpet loom is a tool, a contrivance for holding warp threads at a stretch for the pile to be woven round them by the craftsmen’s fingers; but the power loom is a machine, and its significance as a destroyer of culture lies in the fact that it does the essentially human part of the work.’ It is clear, therefore, that Buddhist economics must be very different from the economics of modern materialism, since the Buddhist sees the essence of civilization not in a multiplication of wants but in the purification of human character. Character, at the same time, is formed primarily by a person’s work. And work, properly conducted in conditions of human dignity and freedom, blesses those who do it and equally their products. The Indian philosopher and economist J. C. Kumarappa sums the matter up as follows: ‘If the nature of the work is properly appreciated and applied, it will stand in the same relation to the higher faculties as food is to the physical body. It nourishes and enlivens the higher man and urges him to produce the best he is capable of. It directs his freewill along the proper course and disciplines the animal in him into progressive channels. It furnishes an excellent background for man to display his scale of values and develop his personality.’


If a person has no chance of obtaining work he or she is in a desperate position, not simply because of a lack of income but also because of the lack of the nourishing and enlivening factor of disciplined work which nothing can replace. A modern economist may engage in highly sophisticated calculations on whether full employment ‘pays’ or whether it might be more ‘economic’ to run an economy at less than full employment so as to ensure a greater mobility of labour, a better stability of wages, and so forth. The fundamental criterion of success is simply the total quantity of goods produced during a given period of time. ‘If the marginal urgency of goods is low,’ says Professor Galbraith in The Affluent Society, ‘then so is the urgency of employing the last man or the last million men in the labour force.’ And again: ‘If … we can afford some unemployment in the interest of stability—a proposition, incidentally, of impeccably conservative antecedents—then we can afford to give those who are unemployed the goods that enable them to sustain their accustomed standard of living.’


From the Buddhist point of view, this is standing the truth on its head by considering goods as more important than people and consumption as more important than creative ability. It means shifting the emphasis from the worker to the product of work, that is, from the human to the sub-human, a surrender to the forces of evil. The very start of Buddhist economic planning would be planning for full employment, and the primary purpose of this would in fact be employment for everyone who needs an ‘outside’ job: it would not be the maximization of employment nor the maximization of production. Women, on the whole, do not need an ‘outside’ job, and the large-scale employment of women in offices or factories would be considered a sign of serious economic failure. In particular, to let mothers of young children work in factories while the children run wild would be as uneconomic in the eyes of a Buddhist economist as the employment of a skilled worker as a soldier in the eyes of a modern economist.


While the materialist is mainly interested in goods, the Buddhist is mainly interested in liberation. But Buddhism is ‘The Middle Way’ and therefore in no way antagonistic to physical well-being. It is not wealth that stands in the way of liberation but the attachment to wealth; not the enjoyment of pleasurable things but the craving for them. The keynote of Buddhist economics, therefore, is simplicity and non-violence. From an economist’s point of view, the marvel of the Buddhist way of life is the utter rationality of its pattern—amazingly small means leading to extraordinarily satisfactory results.


For the modern economist this is very difficult to understand. He is used to measuring the ‘standard of living’ by the amount of annual consumption, assuming all the time that someone who consumes more is ‘better off’ than someone who consumes less. A Buddhist economist would consider this approach excessively irrational: since consumption is merely a means to human well-being, the aim should be to obtain the maximum of well-being with the minimum of consumption. Thus, if the purpose of clothing is a certain amount of temperature comfort and an attractive appearance, the task is to attain this purpose with the smallest possible effort, that is, with the smallest annual destruction of cloth and with the help of designs that involve the smallest possible input of toil. The less toil there is, the more time and strength is left for artistic creativity. It would be highly uneconomic, for instance, to go in for complicated tailoring, like the modern West, when a much more beautiful effect can be achieved by the skilful draping of uncut material. It would be the height of folly to make material so that it should wear out quickly and the height of barbarity to make anything ugly, shabby or mean. What has just been said about clothing applies equally to all other human requirements. The ownership and the consumption of goods is a means to an end, and Buddhist economics is the systematic study of how to attain given ends with the minimum means.


Modern economics, on the other hand, considers consumption to be the sole end and purpose of all economic activity, taking the factors of production—land, labour, and capital—as the means. The former, in short, tries to maximize human satisfactions by the optimal pattern of consumption, while the latter tries to maximize consumption by the optimal pattern of productive effort. It is easy to see that the effort needed to sustain a way of life which seeks to attain the optimal pattern of consumption is likely to be much smaller than the effort needed to sustain a drive for maximum consumption. We need not be surprised, therefore, that the pressure and strain of living is very much less in, say, Burma than it is in the United States, in spite of the fact that the amount of labour-saving machinery used in the former country is only a minute fraction of the amount used in the latter.


Simplicity and non-violence are obviously closely related. The optimal pattern of consumption, producing a high degree of human satisfaction by means of a relatively low rate of consumption, allows people to live without great pressure and strain and to fulfil the primary injunction of Buddhist teaching: ‘Cease to do evil; try to do good.’ As physical resources are everywhere limited, people satisfying their needs by means of a modest use of resources are obviously less likely to be at each other’s throats than people depending upon a high rate of use. Equally, people who live in highly self-sufficient local communities are less likely to get involved in large-scale violence than people whose existence depends on world-wide systems of trade.


From the point of view of Buddhist economics, therefore, production from local resources for local needs is the most rational way of economic life, while dependence on imports from afar and the consequent need to produce for export to unknown and distant peoples is highly uneconomic and justifiable only in exceptional cases and on a small scale. Just as the modern economist would admit that a high rate of consumption of transport services between a person’s home and place of work signifies a misfortune and not a high standard of life, so the Buddhist economist would hold that to satisfy human wants from far-away sources rather than from sources nearby signifies failure rather than success. The former might take statistics showing an increase in the number of ton/miles per head of the population carried by a country’s transport system as proof of economic progress, while to the latter—the Buddhist economist—the same statistics would indicate a highly undesirable deterioration in the pattern of consumption.


Another striking difference between modern economics and Buddhist economics arises over the use of natural resources. Bertrand de Juvenal, the eminent French political philosopher, has characterized ‘Western man’ in words which may be taken as a fair description of the modern economist: ‘He tends to count nothing as an expenditure, other than human effort; he does not seem to mind how much living matter he destroys. He does not seem to realise at all that human life is a dependent part of an ecosystem of many different forms of life. As the world is ruled from towns where men are cut off from any form of life other than human, the feeling of belonging to an ecosystem is not revived. This results in a harsh and improvident treatment of things upon which we ultimately depend, such as water and trees.’


The teaching of the Buddha, on the other hand, enjoins a reverent and nonviolent attitude not only to all sentient beings but also, with great emphasis, to trees. Every follower of the Buddha ought to plant a tree every few years and look after it until it is safely established, and the Buddhist economist can demonstrate without difficulty that the universal observance of this rule would result in a high rate of genuine economic development independent of any foreign aid. Much of the economic decay of South-East Asia (as of many other parts of the world) is undoubtedly due to a heedless and shameful neglect of trees.


Modern economics does not distinguish between renewable and non-renewable materials, as its very method is to equalize and quantify everything by means of a money price. Thus, taking various alternative fuels, like coal, oil, wood or water-power: the only difference between them recognized by modern economics is relative cost per equivalent unit. The cheapest is automatically the one to be preferred, as to do otherwise would be irrational and ‘uneconomic’. From a Buddhist point of view, of course, this will not do; the essential difference between non-renewable fuels like coal and oil on the one hand and renewable fuels like wood and water-power on the other cannot be simply over-looked. Non-renewable goods must be used only if they are indispensable, and then only with the greatest care and the most meticulous concern for conservation. To use them heedlessly or extravagantly is an act of violence, and while complete non-violence may not be attainable on this earth, there is none the less an ineluctable duty to aim at the ideal of non-violence.


Just as a modern European economist would not consider it a great economic achievement if all European art treasures were sold to America at attractive prices, so the Buddhist economist would insist that a population basing its economic life on non-renewable fuels is living parasitically, on capital instead of income. Such a way of life could have no permanence and could therefore be justified only as a purely temporary expedient. As the world’s resources of non-renewable fuels—coal, oil and natural gas—are exceedingly unevenly distributed over the globe and undoubtedly limited in quantity, it is clear that their exploitation at an ever increasing rate is an act of violence against nature which must almost inevitably lead to human violence.


This fact alone might give food for thought even to those people in Buddhist countries who care nothing for the religious and spiritual values of their heritage and ardently desire to embrace the materialism of modern economics at the fastest possible speed. Before they dismiss Buddhist economics as nothing better than a nostalgic dream, they might wish to consider whether the path of economic development outlined by modern economics is likely to lead them to places where they really want to be. Towards the end of his courageous book The Challenge of Man’s Future, Professor Harrison Brown of the California Institute of Technology gives the following appraisal: ‘Thus we see that, just as industrial society is fundamentally unstable and subject to reversion to agrarian existence, so within it the conditions which offer individual freedom are unstable in their ability to avoid the conditions which impose rigid organization and totalitarian control. Indeed, when we examine all of the foreseeable difficulties which threaten the survival of industrial civilization, it is difficult to see how the achievement of stability and the maintenance of individual liberty can be made compatible.’


Even if this were dismissed as a long-term view—and in the long term, as Keynes said, we are all dead—there is the immediate question of whether ‘modernization’, as currently practised without regard to religious and spiritual values, is actually producing agreeable results. As far as the masses are concerned, the results appear to be disastrous—a collapse of the rural economy, a rising tide of unemployment in town and country, and the growth of a city proletariat without nourishment for either body or soul.


It is in the light of both immediate experience and long-term prospects that the study of Buddhist economics could be recommended even to those who believe that economic growth is more important than any spiritual or religious values. For it is not a question of choosing between ‘modern growth’ and ‘traditional stagnation’. It is a question of finding the right path of development, the Middle Way between materialist heedlessness and traditionalist immobility, in short, of finding ‘Right Livelihood’.


That this can be done is not in doubt. But it requires much more than blind imitation of the materialist way of life of the so-called advanced countries. It requires above all, the conscious and systematic development of a Middle Way in technology, a technology more productive and powerful than the decayed technology of the ancient East, but at the same time non-violent and immensely cheaper and simpler than the labour-saving technology of the modern West.
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The Economics of Progress


LEOPOLD KOHR





AT A RECENT COCKTAIL PARTY, two middle-aged men became involved in conversation. One was a professor of economics at a major American University; the other was a professor of mechanical engineering at a famous Institute of Technology. Their talk touched upon both their fields. They discussed the economics of progress.


‘How do you wash your nylon shirts?’ asked the one.


‘Very simple,’ answered the other. ‘I wash them with a nylon tooth brush. Nylon on nylon is very gentle. And it gets the smudges off collars and cuffs.’


They also discussed plumbing, floor polishing, and cooking, glorying in the fact that progress had so simplified matters that all these things could now be done by themselves. But in the end, one of them gave off an inadvertent sigh.


‘Why the sigh?’ asked the other.


‘Well,’ was the reply, ‘I was thinking that fifty years ago we would have had maids. Instead of having to wash, plumb, and cook like unspecialized pioneers, we might have been better engineers and economists. Moreover, our shirts would have looked pressed, and our meals have tasted better. And instead of discussing housework at a party of scholars, we might have discussed our subjects.’


The experience of the two professors is shared by an increasing number of people. On the one hand, we witness the gigantic pace of progress and continuously rising output figures. But on the other hand we have the strange feeling that, instead of getting ahead in life, we have to give up every year something we could afford when, according to living-standard experts, we must have had less. When I was a student in the early thirties I drove a racy sports car. As a university professor with an income that ranges me according to my own text-books into the upper twenty per cent of the richest people on earth in the richest period of history. I drove, in 1955, a 1937 Lasalle, only to become a combination busrider-pedestrian in 1956. And the income classes above me have fared still worse. Mr DuPont, in a much publicized story a few years ago, had to abandon his palatial residence in Winterthur, Delaware. Now it is a museum, impressing the visitor with the high living standards of Mr DuPont’s ancestors, not his own. Similarly in England, Lord Halifax at about the same time had to give up his castle and move into his stable. Though this was hailed as a great victory of democratic living, all the story demonstrated was the seemingly superior standards of the past, considering that the stable of then is found good enough to house a lord today.


However, it is said that while the living standards of the upper strata of society have admittedly declined those of the lower strata have risen. But have they? Where are the persons who have become richer as a result of Mr DuPont having become poorer? On the contrary, most seem to be carried along the same road: downhill. For as those who previously lived in palaces now live in houses, many of those who lived in houses now live in smaller ones or in apartments. Those who previously drank wine with their meals now drink water, and those who had maids now have none.


As to maids, it is frequently said that their disappearance is precisely a sign not of declining but of rising standards. For maids of former days are now housewives or businesswomen. Quite. But why should maids have aspired to these higher levels except in the hope of having maids themselves? Yet, all they discovered was that, instead of escaping the chores of housework, they had to add to them. For progress had given them not leisure, but time to take on another job. As to housework, they must still do all themselves. Thus instead of having turned every maid into a housewife, progress seems to have turned every housewife into a maid.


And workers seem to have fared only outwardly better. True, they have record incomes and record quantities of goods to spend them on. But if all is taken into account, can they really be said to be better off than workers of earlier times? They can write and read. But what is their main literature? The funnies? They can send their children to college. But what has college education become under the levelling impact of intellectual mass production made necessary by the unprecedented numbers of those now able to afford it? Though the greater number of students has produced an ampler supply of professors, the very increase in teaching personnel has paradoxically become one of the principal causes not for the improvement but for the lowering of the level of academic offerings. As one of my colleagues, anxious to keep track of every development in his field, complained: ‘I read journals day and night. But so much is being written these days that I have no time left to do any thinking myself.’ And what does the worker gain by the higher education of which we are so proud? Almost nothing. With so many other workers going to school, higher education, already intellectually sterile, seems without added material benefit, having become the competitive minimum requirement for almost any job.


And so it is, not only with many intangible, but also with many tangible commodities which progress has showered on us. To an increased extent they have assumed the character of remedial goods whose possession, instead of improving conditions, merely prevents them from becoming worse. They are like aspirin tablets, whose invention has certainly improved our headaches. But have they improved our health? Hardly, if one considers that the less hurried and less progressive earlier periods seemed, along with fewer aspirin tablets, to have suffered also from fewer headaches.


As a result, what has actually risen under the impact of the enormously increased production of our time is not so much the standard of living as the level of subsistence. We swim in more water, but we are still in it up to our necks. In addition, along with the rising water level, many who previously enjoyed the luxury of the dry shore are now up to their neck in water too. Thus the question is no longer whether we would be worse off without our supermodern electronic gadgets, our cars, radios, or television sets. They have become our swimming equipment. The question is whether without them many of us could still exist at all. In other words, it would seem that we must produce the bulk of our famous progress commodities in such record quantities not for the sake of progress but for the same reason earlier ages needed to produce much less: just to live.


Up to this point, the presentation of what might be called our ‘aspirin standard of living’ has, perhaps, been too sweeping to be acceptable as more than at best an exaggerated generalization to be disproved once further economic growth will have accomplished the full transition to higher levels. I might not even be permitted to plead with Diogenes who used to say that he followed the example of the trainers of choruses; for they too set the note a little high, to ensure that the rest should hit the right note. But even if it should be granted that there is a grain of truth in my portrayal of existing conditions, what about the dazzling nature of an array of recent production and consumption figures which convey so irrefutably the opposite impression?


It is because of these legitimate question marks that the study of the problem put forward here cannot be confined to surface manifestations. Its analysis must go to its roots. In particular, the cause must be found to explain why, in the first place, the asserted decline of living standards is merely a phenomenon of transition but the corollary of the very economic growth producing our dazzling output figures; and, secondly, why these figures may be correct, and yet convey a wrong impression.


In a superb study on the interrelationship of growth and form, On Growth and Form, W.D’Arcy Thompson has shown why nature puts a stop to the growth of things once they have become large enough to fulfil their function. A tooth stops growing when it can effectively bite and chew. If it grew larger, it would violate its function. It would impede the organism it is meant to strengthen. Similarly a snail, after having added a number of widening rings to the delicate structure of its shell, suddenly brings its building activities, to which it seems by now accustomed, to a stop. For, as D’Arcy Thompson points out, a single additional ring would increase the size of the shell sixteen times. Instead of adding to the welfare of the snail, it would burden it to such an extent that any increase in its productivity would henceforth have to be consumed by the task of coping with the added difficulties created by the extension of the shell beyond the limits set by its purpose. This consequence is all the more pronounced as, along with the geometric growth of the physical structure, the resulting problems seem to have the tendency of growing likewise at a geometric ratio while the ability of the snail to catch up with them might, after a point, at best increase at an arithmetic ratio.


This is the fundamental philosophic reason why all growth, so beneficial up to a certain point, becomes the principal cause of difficulty once it goes beyond it.


But nature has not confined the mechanism of growth to biological organisms. In particular it has extended it to social organisms such as cities or states. The only difference is that in the case of the latter, human intelligence and technological progress have dulled the instinct of nature with the effect that the social application of the principle has not been grasped with half the lucidity with which its physical or biological applications have been recognized. True, many social theorists have begun to castigate the Roman cardinals for continuing to insist in the age of exploding populations on undiminished population growth merely because during the Middle Ages, when growth control was declared sinful, the cardinals were as right as their dogma. Indeed, any less radical concept would then, in ages ravaged by death, have lead to the virtual extinction of the human race. But the same people who castigate the continued growth obsession of the Church as a reactionary hangover from the Middle Ages, consider the analogous growth obsession of the cardinals of modern economic and political thought as the last in progressive attitudes, though they advocate the same principle: continued emphasis on undiminished growth and expansion in the midst of multiplying signs all around them, that the problem is also in their field, no longer one of how to foster growth, but how to stop it.


For just as the size of a tooth or a snail’s shell, so is the size of a city or a state in the last analysis determined by the function they are meant to fulfil. This function may have different aspects according to whether we are collectivists or individualists. However, since living standards are meaningful only from the viewpoint of the individual person, we may dismiss the collectivist aspect from this analysis. And as to the individualistic interpretation, we need but repeat our earlier reference to Aristotle’s idea that the function of the state is to provide the individual citizen with the substance of the good life, the summum bonum.


In other words, once a society has become large enough to furnish the convivial, economic, political and cultural needs of its inhabitants in satisfactory, though not necessarily gluttonous, abundance—leisure to think, taverns to debate, churches to pray, universities to teach, theatres to inspire, the arts to enchant—further growth can no longer add to its basic purpose. We have reached the point of diminishing living standards. Its function-determined location was already spotted by Aristotle when he suggested as the best limit of the population of a state the largest number which suffices for the purposes of life, and which can be taken in at a single view.


This does not mean that the position of the optimum limit of society is rigid, rather is it subject to modification in proportion to our ability to enlarge our administrative vision. In antiquity or during the Middle Ages, the Aristotelian optimum was probably confined to cities and states containing between 20,000 and 500,000 inhabitants (whose entire voting citizenship fitted into a single theatre and could therefore at all times keep itself fully informed of the affairs of state by means of orators whose voices were capable of reaching the furthest seat). In our time, the three size extending factors—education, administrative integration, and technological development—particularly in the field of communication—have enlarged this limit to include populations of perhaps ten to fifteen millions. But wherever the point of diminishing living standards may now lie, it is located within the relatively narrow boundaries set by human stature—by what we can take in at a single view. Once this point is passed, further growth of a community will add not to its individualistic function of providing a good life but to the collectivist function of maintaining itself for its own reason. And the individual, instead of being assisted by social growth, will henceforth be impeded by it.


Ancient Greece—which, with its emphasis on the individualistic purpose of existence, has given us the basic principle of our civilization—had its political instincts finely attuned to the question of optimum social size. As a result, whenever a state reached the point of diminishing living standards, something like this would happen. A delegation would be sent to the Delphic Oracle and, after the rendering of due sacrifices and the deposition of appropriate gifts, Apollo, through the mouth of his priestess, would communicate the following advice: Cut down trees in the forest, build ships, man them with your young men and women, then send them forth to found new cities across the seas. There growth could set in anew until the maturing societies could produce once again in creative competition with mother and sister lands the prerequisites of a good life—inns, theatres, universities.


In our time, however, the Greek way is no longer so easy to duplicate, considering that the world’s supply of available territory has in the meantime nearly come to an end. As a result, human societies, instead of growing in the biological way of splitting and multiplying, have long begun to grow by unification and integration. Instead of becoming more numerous in order to keep the size of the state adjusted to the stature of man, they have become fewer and larger.


At first, this process did not greatly interfere with the continued development of higher personal levels of living, for the simultaneous advance of technology, accompanied in addition by improvements in techniques of social administration, made it possible for a time to keep abreast of the rapidly multiplying problems of unrestrained social growth. But with no biological law to check continued social growth, and with political instincts deteriorating in proportion as social complexes became larger and more difficult to encompass, the limit had sooner or later to be reached at which the different growth ratios governing social problems and human talent became caught in the same insoluble discrepancy which Thomas Malthus has assigned to the relationship between increasing populations and food supply. For, as in the case of a shell, once optimum size was exceeded, each arithmetic increase in the size of the community tended to produce a geometric increase in the magnitude and number of the community’s problems, without being able to furnish a corresponding increase in technological facilities and administrative talent to keep up with them. Not even Oxford or Harvard could compensate for the pace at which, beyond a given social development stage, problems began to outrace their solutions.


There was only one way left by which, at least temporarily, the overgrowing political complexes of our time could be spared disintegration under the impact of their increasing growth problems. This was by reducing the share of the citizen’s production which previously could be retained by him to serve his own summum bonum, and making it available instead to a government whose powers had to be increased in proportion as human administrative talent fell behind. The new summum bonum was therefore no longer that of the citizen but that of society as a whole, with the paradoxical result that, the more splendid the social apparatus became after having outgrown the form and size best suited for sheltering the individual, the poorer became the individual. The more he or she produced the less could be left for his or her personal enjoyment. For states are like skyscrapers. The taller they become, the larger becomes the social space (occupied by lifts, stairs, etc.) necessary for keeping the structure serviced, and the smaller becomes the personal space available for individual purposes. In the end, if a building were to rise on the area of a city block to a height of 400 floors, there would be no office or living space left at all since, as architects have calculated, the entire structure would then have to be occupied by lifts in order to transport the people who could live in it if the lifts had not pushed them out.
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