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o head
By one in the wealthy Test fenls like cinging phelesdis ot the 2osd nawe

. amd shouting ~ ®ial E‘!&n.l'.f'.“h:mt sediety hnaw dome.® Plrst af g1 there is, sf
sourge, doubt of bhe truth af the sessape; Ped fhen, 1!_:3:“, there is etill
fear, « fasr of the mknown. Sven the pillisoeiwm ﬁ.a.dﬁimr%bl& o msurdish e
grod sonpeisnte R8 long ap the ssrtainty of basie poverty sffers & Justifice-
tlon for universal fustory diesipline La the nese of of ficiensy. Nok 5o long
269y the sage of Yule snd prophet of rugzed in®lvidesliss, tausht bis pepile
that “ioverty was Sature surviving iz Society”. Valthus and Ticarde had estab-
Itshm&gc"iﬁn iwe of Yages, ehich sapde sure thet Pyvarty could not dlsappesr
o &Miw as long H?fﬂ!.‘ﬁl&ﬁiﬂﬂ wan Mlmd o prets on mants food supply.

. Partunately, poverty foetersd orime, peotilends and wer - # 'positive chocks
an tha srowlh of populatism, and hente ﬂ:a aope of stasilising the curse of

atrileimar

pevarty, foonealsts iwly believed List pesistsens of the rieh and starvation
of the poor weve e founte of eapitalfes, and that only f ruthiess maating. E |
snforeed by the luwa of opapetitlon meuld roliove the dserth of capital, ivan

287l Warx whose heslthy suspieion of Velithusian dsotrins should hats sude hie

safz zgainet the pyth of imsseavable poverty, wee wisled by the sowes of nade

grgtituiion to the poeint of asoepling th= delusion of au Iven Taw of Hapes.

Fanee the unanieily wilh shlok, en {ntrease of produetion was postulated ss @
FERS. T o —AQ' - =
mavin hﬂ&ly{h eapitediom by rdoh and paw,ﬂtm waslhl igntensd anc mﬁamhﬁ@
ansd-wingsy Over pore than s capbtury the ttdpa of waterial wolfsre mled the rueth o)
b L ot
soule, and the sver growing officleney of praduetiive wetiods festersd by x
e Led
solentific bachmolony bosume tne anabem. luddlew whioh booed 8o ssve th

worker froe Sevvituds to tie wschine by attackine badily the knittlap frenes in fhe

lottingham sheps, was yidiculsd for an spitome of ig:urm which imegines 1t
5 fe e fav
san dsm the de of pechecisacasy progvess e oblldesn whe bulld sandeasties

ftq— 1 &
againet the surzing otsars Jropress was ilnsstanahls, 1% swont ff risiag

produelivily dus to ever growing affivlammy. Cowpetition under capitalise,




matarial security through market controiz and 4o transfer payments: unemployment
compengation, social senuxity pengiens, farm price supports, the 1szal recognition
of trade unions, 2 managsd money supply -- ars all permansnt parts of the present-
day atructura. Thay are measures of sconomic fecurity equivalent in efisct to
othar mariket control devices which riala aaewvity to prnperty OWners, e.g., retail
price maintenance laws, and eligopoly., Alse, they sre alike in indieating the
ﬂﬂ.fﬂEEE prefersnce for material zecurity to alleestien eff'iciancy., Jecendly, the
liberal pplicy of income redigtribdution has basn }endgred obaolete by growing
afflﬁanne. The absolute increases in real inceme experisnced by ths many has
acted a3 an alternative to incems redistribution, and se has heen m.snlvent of
soci#i tensions associzted with inequality of income.

The poiiey proposals derive from Galbraith's eriticism of the priovity given
te the fulfiliment of private wants ~ver sscial needs —- the exception being
military goods. He vepards it as economic waste and moral disgrace that resources
are devoted b5 trivial consumer procucts, while the natisn suffars shortages of
aducational and housing facilities and health services. ﬂe ecalls thig & soeial
imbalanee which should he redreased by fisecal policies enlarsing these shareg of
ourtput devoted to publicly provided services, social capital, and aconsmic aid
to underdeveloped areas. In goad Keynesian fushion he peints out that such
inereased welfare mervice provision and forelgn sid -~ in increasing =ffective
daméhd -= wguld also serve as dsterrents io depression. Also for ressons of
persqnal wﬂlfafe_énd ipceme stability, he urpes & vevisien in the rules for
unemployment compensation provigion: an ineresse in the average amount paid, and
the_ﬁse of an anti-cyolical seale of vﬁriahle pavients. The 3cale o be increased
in depression and reduced in times of high employment so 33 to minimize the tempt—~
atlon tu.abusu. Sueh a policy wnuld.alsn tend to make a sumewhaﬁ'lﬁrgar wolume of
unemployment tolerable and én redoce tha inflatiénam- pregsures icherent in a
virorously pursusd fall ewployment pﬁlicy;

A11 this is not new. Rather an sxtensisn in acove of the New Deal~Fair Deal

programs of employment Security and inersas~d welfsrs service provigisn. Keynes and
Beveridge are still the hoiy ﬁustg.

o e !
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OATAATTH IS PARE BN 73 poyanry

Hn'nne in the waslthy ruf farln Tika rinvlnr the ba11s at tha, »ssd naws

- and ahauting = "ol The af*lcant s2eiely has come.” First af 41l there is, of
course, doubt of the truth of ths mesdapng but them, if trus, there {a stil}
fear, ; fear of tha unlmawn, - Svon thﬁ mi1lionair finds pos AbTa ta.nauriah.t
Bood corsclence &s Yeng as the gqrtalpty of hasle poverty offers a Justifica=
tlon for universal faﬂﬁn:y'diséiplina in the nawe of effioisncy. MNot so long :
ago, the saze of fh?e and prophet of rugred indiviﬁualism, taught bis puoile
that "torerty was Mature swviving in Sorfety™.  Ualthus und “ieardo had estab-
lished an Iron Taw'af Wapea, which mada sura that po. ‘arty could nnt disepomuy
from Soclety ag lonz as ponulatian was bound to presa on man's fond Bupply.
Fﬂrtunataiy. noverty foaterag eriwa, peadtilenca and war - thﬁ rositiva ehocks
on the growth of populetion, and hence tnn hqnn of stabilizing the curse of
poverty, Hconomists Mrrmly balieved that aaaiﬁtanue af the rich'and starvation
of the poor wers the fownts of capitalism,'and that only a ruthless sweating
enforced by tha laws of cuapatitien could ralieva the dﬂ&?th of ecapital. Even
tarl Varxg nhnsa hisalthy suspicion of ‘althusian doctrina 5Hnu1d have mads him
sale azainat the cyth af fnesespable poverty, was mialed by tha snénea_of mans
dxstitation to the point of adcgptin? tha dnlosion of mn Tron law of ‘aves.
Hanes tha unanirity with whieh an incrnaae of production waa postulatad as a
uavim native to cap! ‘t2lism by rieh and paary the unedlipitened and tha enlight—
enad minds. Over wore than a eantury the dogma of mabﬂﬁial welfare ruled the
soula, amd tha avur prawing affintancy of prnduﬂtﬂve mrt“1d3 fostered by a
ariﬂnfiric tachnalony hecare the ranacess Trddiss which hopod ts s:ve the
worker fras secvituda to the machine by attacking bodily the knltiing fracas' in
ﬂstttnéham shspa, wis ridtcu]nd for_an epltoma of {irmorance wwhieh imﬁ*inaﬂ it -
can dum the tlda of technnlseical prograss 11ka onildren wha huf?d séndnﬂﬂt?ru
arzinst the surrine scean,  Prospasy hﬁs 1naﬁc:ﬁabla, and it reont a rising

produetivity dum to evor srawine effelancy, Uo-iatitisn nrder explialiss,
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planning undar saslalisn, wo ld insreiss the forens of efflelcnoy, jisthing

could withatend thelr triumphant march becauss they ambodied tha wital 1ntarnuhs._

of the wholm of Yankind., Zoe i;'limu ftanlf w:s unpraded ta thae llu.l of » Eoianoe

for having aecepted tha erecd of prograss through !ﬂanl:'.hinar:}. Comrunl 3m, the

fullness of & #sacizliast asrolety, wus.pramlsed as ths Fsu,t of oHundance. "From
svarybne according to his abilities, to ewsryone nccarﬂlnn éo his nends”. How
atherwiae could this hops be redemad than in the proml sod Ianﬁ af affluanaos,

and what other key #uu1d'npen ita gaiea than rlild adherence to the discipline

of afficliency?

In this forvulation the fundamantal demand of the present world was subwarged .
and postponed to en a distant end unecartain fature. For frecdom cannot be a
suproma raquirﬂﬁant as long az efficlency is anthroned as the arbitar of soclal

athicg.

_Gu!br&ith inadvnrtantlr ﬁhruws opan to discuasion the turning i1scus of the

day = Freedoms Industrlal society had all too lonz accapted efflciency as a

meterlsl alternztive to frecdom. Heither eapltellism nor soelalism faced up to

the issus of parnonal 1ifs, which becams an evar more remote suasrvient to an

avar gra.ter matarial endosment of man. There sexced to be no end of the road

to techmlorleal propress which earried with it an evar deercasing froedom. 4

let us stop hars, te ‘hink, Fﬁ - much abundanes 13 noeded to be free? The

...... =

énﬁétinn i3 bedbvilled by the nrganization of our oconomy which postulsted

' efficlency as anxahanluia and thareby destrays the liberatine fores of abundance

in the wembh, For no inoreses in enods allows us to stop the mill-raca and reech

sufficiscey. Tha corpetitive syst-m Bee—sess has rouaed the spoctre of unoploy=

‘went, rhich madea production a weans of dHtfihtti.nn incora to tha nenbera of

poeiaty, whothar thoay porsana) iy need the roada prodoesd or note Destitntion
Tizmited only by the "ala”y i3 the conddtion af the unssnlaveds Not tha abund-

wnca pro-ised by sapar peecdoction, But tha svarting of the logs of 1ncore i



tho drivine foroe. But quite up.nrt feom the dally ragtilrwﬁent_ of the maas of the
peopls - recession, deprassion, a general crisis are the outcore of a stopnage

of businssz. Tha immndiatn ennsazuance L8 that however "rich” the society grows
‘o lm muru.or loas "ussful” pvﬂﬁ.eta, the farther it 1s frow {ha fraodom to cut

loase from the trecdmlll Qf-mmnwrumgtivntihnu._ True, leisurs maﬁ grow, as
mfrecdom from work's But fﬁu change to a life whare iha gltarnativa to a sonete
arisad existence i3 merely the emply leisure of ths “zbssrcs of work" is not the

frecdom nan's haart deslres.

As % human anclety ﬁa wont to ba abla to shipe our ooz-on axistanece in a

wannar that snriches 1ifs. A marufacturing scolety mmst oreate work apoortunitiss
on pain of restricting empla/ments Bat the conditlons we niad more than most of

thae fantaatiu'rgriutiuﬂ of urmanted Yiruries are the chance to bz able %o fallow
nur'iﬁclinatiuna, develap our talenta, ehaoose betwarn maney making and poraocnal
'rulaﬁidns,_nnjc? ths ghaplng of our o exiatgncd above the meaninzless conformbige:
46 a corercialised entertalmment industry. Evon in the matarial ﬂ-ﬁ.d. ot Al '.
manufagtured objrots huﬁ the collective services offer the prire anrichments of o
aur daily life. Phat our children noatd 13 & better educatlon, a wider opening
for aa!!—inpruvamént, tha oppartunitias of travel, studying, resssrch, croative

gotivityy what wn'gll nead i3 a broader contact with nuture, art and poatry)
ihﬂ an jo-menb ofnlanquageﬂ an& histary, tie parspéﬂtivns_mr zeiance and explors=-
tion, aecurtity apainst the avoidable accidents of 1:fe snd abave all 8 self-
respacting person's assuranca that he oan lead his lffﬂ.withnut a hurilinting

L :

depandenica upon an emplo er or upon the coﬁatriating interfarancas from & prorly
sducatad, unnnllzhtenad corunity. Hot amother ear, a mova ?x;ensiva sutﬁ of
elothes, &n of sales pressured psgudo-comrndliics, but the gervicas
provided by ﬁnu ¥illerge, the town, £hs fﬁ?aru&ant;.thﬂ Vaﬁunh$ry pzaoeiatlisn
thnt &d? up to those pracondltions of = trus 1ife. .

g 18 sne af the ssanets of fre-dam,  Lach of thase we could mastar
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'I'!:Im Anvisible bar to freeden 1s the nbaeﬂs-inn of infringing on efficiency.

e should from the start, resist thim insans responss to the mechine. For

once ancepted, it daatroys the trus frult of ths maghine, ‘the chance of Im&dﬁm.

Technology should provide us with th&' ninirum of materizl welfare, and that

minimum should be attainsd by seidhe methods of waximum el ffolenny,

But does this sntall the dominanes of that ons worm? oy, afﬂc!.'r.*mf musth
cumpo‘t.'- with the other mm that give meaning to '111‘&-. Th:y may domsnd = and
.often do demund = a sucrifice of nrfiolénur in ons or snother regsrd, ts some

definite Yimited extentesss. ;

0f all such norms frendom stands highest.
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lip economist can afford to ienore a

om tha suthop
This ecrack at the
id controversial.

iilusianigm. - The book

ag very subsitantial. Iis peliey implicaticns

rable gxtonaion of

) =
mada guch as a graodin

proposals are also

: and decraase according te the 1

low under conditlons of

o

dapbeosion,

Actually, the book arouses lssaz

wall to poverty - would make ane expect.
'Ol The ase of sbundance has comel" To
o ine message. In dplie of the alleged
as befors to meke both ends meetd. Thnis

s et a
Travaal

terns. guive apart £1 moa

as budeots rofuse thera iz i

o

o balance,

&p at 1sust tho

enthusiasm then its slactrifyi

ambipuity of the subject
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hisalt that da o Bast sellor. bav Sy AT
book that is g bost selloer, particularly Eﬁ?gfg?

T3 duthor is en economizta. Rather hg will expect froam the sucdess af a Laok

i1ke The AfTliuent Soclaby; aomathifiy in the naturn of a chair-redctlon - zfflusnca

o
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his cellecgues wio
GUTrEelves -
tnesyatical dmplications do ns

tardly go beyend trsditiomal Iliweral

pablie services. Trug, some more specillic
g of the amount of umemployment benafit to
iovel of unemployment = wery high in time

full employment.

g meszare = LAre-

There 18 certainly no rinping of mells:

megin with; thers is doubt about the truth

affluencs, mest people find it a5 hard

y of csurza, 1= not a twae peradoxm; 1t falla
e CDLT R
i Lo Brigl. i

and the objective weanin-s

rational reluotanes of acelaiming sbundance as le ong

ndlay a gaite differont and more deoeply

g

Jﬁh urltnswits  The mers proclaimine of

seated emovional demper, nanely, fear of
*

affluence carries disturbing peychologie

companion, how sra we golng to live with

challangs our ascudtomad @ W

% - -
nave cons o

‘one mlght &
indsed an event.  Ouly

and we experience a atark

all the ph ﬁ+0aﬂpﬁ

al implications. TFoverty was our oldesi
gub Lt?  No more radical chango could

ay of life.

of 1life, Galbraith's book




5 1a letbre and in the year 1959 we may have to decide what we are golng to do /
itk our - naterial froedom. What dare we wish if our wishes are self-fulfilline?

hnd what daro we do, onte we ars fres to do anything? Unwiitingly, we have bes
’ -

loitering at the oross-roads. Our suppressed fears of indigence on walch our

b da=dfs

d
Siriban digcipline largely rested are cetching up with us. They cail to mind the
k=

Lility of much of the excusss we are wsed o making when putiing off ths decision

of enterine on & fuller lifas.

Aryway, 23 lonh as pavérty was supreme, thatl aeciEiGn'waE ok urgent.  Afte
all, we could fesl safe. Nalthus end Ricardo had decreed the iron law ﬁf Wag2s
which made sure thag indigencs ceould not diaappear from_ﬂucie:y &5 long as the
.poyalntiﬂn was bound to press upen food supily. 4and only recently Willilam Sumnsr,
the pranhet of Yale, proclaimed the eresd that "Paveriy is Haubee surviving in Saclstyii
Economists had believed that abstinence of the rich and starvatioen of tne noor were
the founts of capital acoumulation, end that only ruvhless sweating enforced by the
laws of competition could relisve our dearth of cépital, Even Karl Marx, whom &
healthy sispicion of Malthusian dectrine chould have made safe acsinst the myth'cf
inescapable poverty, was deluded Eﬁ the scenes of masa destitution %o thelpaint of
accanting some substitute of the i:ﬂﬁ law of wages. Neoclassical thodry sinte
Wangsr defined economies as the allocation of sﬁarce means. Thal soudded reassuring.

Admitiedly, sSuch serdomic evertones 1i¥e h n* Gneﬂjare mEsaghFs=aak on

"
_|'

the verpe of that psychologicsal, and - almost - metaphysical range where sclsntific

i
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analysis reschés 1S Mmifs.21] too enmsily the argument ghifte Ifrom facta

el gnd strietly logical grounds to the nebulous reslmd of the moral

s

end philosvphical. Tnm this circle it must se

(5]

m therefore somewhat mboa

o

.
1

.
inag

ELr
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t¢ anglyze Galbraith on affluence, and even moye s2 to invoxe

: tg ghost from its wetaphiclical slumbers for ectral dialogue

B oweed o T
ATLIBLOTL

g
w3
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Leiween these two suthors on the moral aspects of economics.
wever; is not éuiﬁe the view to be taken here, Rather, it i3

e . = R T et e e
.wmaintaizned thot ths inlerest aroudsu Oy Gas




10 14s importance for economic theory, or for economlc poliey bub precisely to sqme
broader - moral and philesophical - implications of his thinking. And this should
emerge, as 1 hope, from a ciscussion of views propounded Some bwenty-five canturies
aFal | "

agwe  Aristotls’s criticism of Solon's views off affluence is the classical passare.

We will come to it prosently.

Tnere is no inbention to impose a pedantic parsllel on Aristotle's und Galbraith!

respactive approaches to the guestions mooted here.  Such an attempt would be snach-
renistic znd substantively Indefensible. The techhologies of their pariods differ
a5 s=harply as can be.  And Galbraith's eriticism of an unregulated market system

relates Co an sconomic organization that in Arvisiotle's time was not exlstent.

Yot Lristotle's and Galbraith's theses are structurally comparable, and that at

least im points: their purpost is economic eriticism, hence ihey reaquire & normative

idea of society of which the economy fomms 2 part; and a theery of nan's wants and
needs.  Galbraith fixes on full ewployment as his criterion of an zocestable sﬂciety}

and his charge against our wnrcenlabed market system with its mist-ken policies is

ial

ﬁ."

that it disteris the order of wants and ﬂCﬂasgffnhat‘S tha substance of his =oc

ba-ﬂ““=\_h‘istuulﬂfa 501“6¢L of society is that of a community which craatos the

zood Jife, Thit is; a life that satisfiss not orly bare animal 1ife but also the
F— P . ¥ «

Mlfiliment of man's true wants and naeds. This is the framewerlk of his eritica
argunent in Book T af Palities, and Book ¥V of Nicomachean Ethics.

Henee the broad gimilarities betwsan cyf puthors'! arpumentations. Not only
of socisty a3 well 25 men's wants i

Aristotle but also Galbraith must be craditeg with an implicit concept/ 7o reap

Let u= have a look on Galbraith's argument. His pogstulate in regard to indus-

trial gociety is that for a full (or near full) employment. This postulate is

presented 28 & politdce-moral morm of a fundamental order. 7he distinction between
norm and fact is swept away in the name of an allegedly gemeral empirical acceptanca
of the porm as the constitutive faetor in our indusirial modern sze. Analocies to

4 R
22758

guch creative axions piler«fm in Rpsseau who proclaimed soclety o owe 18 exis

(]




to some xind of fresly concluded contract batween individuais wha have thelr heing

n the state of nature, or, rrevicusly, in Hobbes - in an oppesite samse - who
declared society to consist of fres individuals, bent on ducd others! destructicn.
Jaﬁina to the economy, for CdWDrukuh it follows that the organization of production
and distribution is subjeet to full emplovment. Preduetion must be k2ot on am a
maximin level, lsst employment fall off, but profita hle distribution involves under
an unremiated market sysiem & cezseless presaure j?waris the preation of correspording
ants and nseds. Eventually, basic wanis and need3 are made to acjust to the reguire-
ments of full employment. This is the core of Galbraith's eriticism.
Aristotie s cconomie philaséphy hinges enf on the concept of ths numan “commurd iy
and criticiscs some of the contemporary developnenis malnly in resard to gonsy and
conmercial trade as conkrary to the "goad 1ifa". Gammunity (koinonlz) and gzood
1ife {eu gen) ure the pillars of his theory. Koinonis ~ on whatcver level we nmest
it -~ suna up for him the human group in 18 positive aspectd. 1t is meintained by
2 #¥ind of good will (ghilia) cbtaining batween the members. Brvery Kolnoniz has its
shilia. It is expressed in reciprocating, that is; doing things ln.tarn, sharing
the necessaries 23 well af carrying the burdens mutuwally, Man’s natural wants and
needs are as we said, epitomized in the Ygood 1ife"; (ew zen; that is, the ways in
which man ﬁeeks happiness over and ;bova the slementary coguirements of animal life

{Zen) such as food and a‘clter_ Eis eriticism w,s directed against what he ealled

!

B

.JL-"
L

- kg Jw.Lug which was no else than the hunt for monay and commercial trading. The city

state {polis) had, since ancient times possessed an agora but thls was no more than a

*
iace for the szle of fresh food, cooked or uncooked. . There was peithsr wholesaling
L] = |

nor cradit, nor arblirsges No general concept of a supply-demand-price mechanism

nor the institution that embodied it, was known. The kspelos, a modest huckester

or innkesper was despised for two reasons. Firiz) because he sold things for mor
: x ‘.ﬂ""__“'\
he had pald for them; secondly, because he remained ncvcrtnﬂ1euu ﬁnnr. Zat now

by the middle of the Lth Cty. ci izeng in good ftanding were franidly makine manay in
trade. To Aristotle this cowmercial irade was nothing else but hueksterism written

A& ubiliterian value scale was underm » and displacing the gooc 1ilo.

.
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The nermal day of the Athenian c;tizaﬂ, _ltctgm his service on

maie  Jur iEEM;mﬂWEH in various offices held in turn, canvasulzg uanc

-

electioneering, putiing motions in the Assembly, particlpat

ter performances, -apelt-from buslnezs transgcticnuy , professionadl
denlinge, sporting evenis and publlc s{pecuspions in the strecte anid

sguares in ﬂu*“Guﬁﬁing resplendent with the beauty of fma puolic

.-? ; -".g_;t 1.r

ull ﬂLEa;bJGH cndlessly wvaried and recurrent act ;Vlulﬁu; sonetimes

e

highL_gdtea by the thriil of ermpaigns moosenmd and oremansnip in

naval combad.

u

"his unnatural form of trade which trenscended autarxy, s5u A

[ 2]

totle

e
L
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chargeds arises out of the ugé of momey, accompanied oy =2 disgtortion
the good life deflecting it from interest in an gxciting public
cetivity to0 & Talse urge of having more and more of ever thing. ¥or

from other gocds 4in thet it ie sn end 1n itselil, and
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the sway of o utilitarian value ecalse the eraving or money
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undliess » Yetvapart from the necessaries the objecis xounsy
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o
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car tuy de not form part of the good life. .




Galbraith's refreshing attacks on "econventional wisdom" are

iy

bt quite so futile oz they must appear to the Lreditional ac;ﬁoﬁiﬁi.
Falbtraith ;uﬂﬁaa agide the basis of itas analysic. MNaybe without selng
guitc corsciotus of the fact. Ty rcluﬁing producition prcauﬁrc to full
employment, and not directily to saggregate d4maﬂd* he discunnccts. the

. &

crankghaft. Tor under a marke! system diatriﬁutica alou hinges on

P

npgregate damend. Galbraith thus destroys the ‘sccepted comcept of
human wants and neede wimomnbhatmnpnmams whica hag been developed
4 ".."h mo mleat ow _l red v af{b + - + % on ‘t": 01 woants Oard |
through market anslyeis. In efikoct, nc other theory on wanis and rneeds
exigts in the gange of economico.

eeping this in mind, we now turn to ﬁ*iatutle*a stocedure. In

the anbwence of & market syetem our anslysis of wantu and - nceds
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sceur to hiﬁa Tne concepis of aupgly end demand are fpréign iv Greeg
thougnt and litg:gturé. Ye ﬂﬁﬂ.lﬁf;ﬂqu3$dg Tind many fafare;:aﬁ to
TeSROUTCRE ag'weii ﬁsitﬂ_faquiremﬂnts o but-their releting turough
;ri¢é is unknown, Changes of Equivalenciea must have apd actually

~did, in gne ar two known-casea dappen precisaly as if & mar«ct mohanha

ot

mechanism had been acting. Iut as a matier of fsect, it had noi yet

Teen instituted.

Aristotle; then, ignored markét analysls because he Knew it not.

ey ] T

Galbraith fgnoreas it; becmuse ihe poestulate of Tull employment breaxs
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the liﬂk_hutﬁecn produstion ani mariket-expreswsed wents and needs, Un-
less we reverse tne action, and allow the mardet mecnuanism Lo press
on wants and needp,

Yow we are ready to look into the differentg and yet not so

[ferent ways in which Aristotle and Galbraith,resgeﬁtivaly; reach

£ 1ife is the key

the conelualon, that the brosder concept of the good

o i

to the trouble, Poth writers, in offect, polnt to the causes wihich

} el o+

zood life to an agzregete of mere utilitarian want=satis-
: dection.

reduced toe
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Aristotle msy prove the more thoroughf of the two. If so, we

will try to apply the insight to lmprove on Galbralthn's thezsla, and
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ring this concapt of the goo
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1ife to the modern reguirement of &
1

despening and bivadening of freedom in scclety. Ve must ve cereful

howaver, not to asscclaie curselves un:ulv with Arietotlet's time-vound
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Aristorle's tmshk starts with an attack on "conventional wigdom®
Sulon has justified things as they are oy slnging “out of ricues no

bounds have been Tized to man.” The word is plutos ¥ -~ trecasurs,

T

heirloom, valuables, the mmipms vaygu'a of ihe Trobrianders. Arisfotic

rojects outright the ides of boundless human wente end needs. oy, he
; the chremats -
paysy true richea are no else than/ihe "neceavarias ofilife, whiech

keep" , Nelther the i‘-ww.lgrI= nor the pslis;, that ig, the clty=-siate,
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need unlimited mwounts of thém,_The staples here meant are grain , ol
ani piezep of useful metsgle. Yot absﬁract'indivﬁﬁual wants are meant,
TE, au anﬁhrspelﬁgy_anﬁ paycholugy under-

gtand mxmim_them {wﬁich;am; ies concrete Instituted norms). Eémémb¢r.
Kobbes' ridieuling of the *frevdom of the wild ass” wnlch cXists only
in the desert. Aristotle oplls the non-political ren Hodanbe onpnisgsn
o= epnhant Elen =N gnoae b gid din dy o mWﬁ“mgmﬂﬁ_ﬁamgmﬂ?' mpimeanthinbeanhonn
guoting. the gpet;"alanlaamﬁ'lamleazg har “+Lé P primirangadniedinan
Pemmbhm Fere 1s the fameus pessage: Fit ia-cléar;_ihéreiore, ﬁxaﬁ'thg
wolis is also prior by naturc to the individual... & man.who is incop

tering into community or who 1a wo gelf-pufficing inat he
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nas ne nesd 4o 40 so, is no part of the polis, so that he musi be el-
oA m lower animsl, or o gode
In Arigtotlete Iagle, of couree, all means are linited by ends

toola, serving & purpoesss are limited by treiry pu: ?Jbe. Henge he

goncludes thet the infroduction of money and moneiary galn must unsetid
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It has been Lthought that Arvistotie was blind to the developing
monetization of the economy and %o the forses dricing towards commer=
cigl ading. Undoubtedly, he 4id not understznd what poseible goozd
e 3 3
W oha

lege pould do, a2nd was utterl ¥y out of gympathy with commercialism.
Yet ihe view that his atiitude was futile 15 erronecus. His unﬁarutaniin;
of the iimitetion ef the contempsraTy economy proved a« crucisl factor
in the history of polis cuiture for centuries to come, znd wis not
refuted but rather confirmed by Hellenism , which anchored in <he geod
1ife tradition of the polis. The magistracjﬁs,.the soula,
the juries, the demﬂcrﬁtic suffrage and public =upport uvs

o LT fnrSha/ * i -
rymnesiun, the theater were its mainatay.

Weybe it is the disguieting implicaticns of = good life philocsophy
which make for esur best seller, Sami-conseci iouely sustained by fast

changes Df deene in whole-cﬁntincnﬁa in sur day.

The flash of light that {lluminates our subject} may be ﬁﬁarkes.;
oy returning to.Zalbrs th, after having trained ouT e*éaight OR ATis-.
; ) ] o i
fgood 1life in an induetrial soeieiy? Once the
crantahaft ia bfokﬂng no tinkering with the gearshifts or the parking
lights will suffice, Above all, thure is a need of rewtninxing th

pomition, The job of the imtelleetual and experti is o re-sxpliTe the

Two cardinal congiderations: ¥irst, our scelety employs ¢ technology of




Thrae cardinal considerationa: First, our culture employs
& technoleogy of effuciency, infinitely more-complex than that of fourt

cohitury gre Secondly, the totmlitarlan or conformist tendeney

P
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erant in a technelczy of mass production and mess communications
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e 1ssue of the good life’. Thirdly, the significance of
: iﬂ? Llecclal
mopey for sfficlenty and for freedem is the desisiveladvance over
: the
Aristotle, That of mith symbolle aystems - language, writing, wmeasire-
] gtcs
mont, - the system and device of money haw besn net suflzelently un-
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dersioond appeare now clear to us, At both poles of the problem,
effieia;cy end freedom, the money device 1g indispensible. Tor free-
dom of consumption: f.e.s of individual cholcs this 15 generslly
recognized. But as & vahicle.uf finsnee it mey ¥de gaining a similar

0y

importance for sociely ss a whele, The reluting of production to

tae
other; vital shheres of human éaciezy that have been starved, may
depend on firange for the channeling of economic means 1into the
culture spheren ¢f education. govermmaent, defence, healih snd commu-
nication, travél and - research, art end tsste, mature ani privsacy.

Fmnapym i efidbaienepnens ntioradcnednnm

r different forms: on the wmaterisl goods end services reguired
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by ® human and lihertar4dr needs; of the lessening of efficiency

which may be carried intc ithe economic process,
of effieiency ap o unique.diremptive principle

is inevitable in free scclety. Only in competition with other

I11. Gatlocination should not stop here. To carry Ireedom
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into the industrial field itaelfl ashou

[

: - ST srp n
be given thougnt. AD &x-

i Durely in i=m,wc

T

tenalen of the reslm of freeiom from the political
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tual Tield into thet of sverydwy life i2 tne mndomnoiniwmandaops domand,

s, "ae extenasion of the principle of conasclentiouu objection
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ig wvalid not only Ior ihe ‘convinced paoifist in wartime, B THOeTG-
sk it is in tos
ever compulzion or seml-compulsion i1s empicyed F wmbmbon field of ine

dustry with 1ts unifisd directions and discipline in technological
and is wvi ul there to even &
production s thiemrimdemensss minioun ﬁ‘ficiﬂhﬂyfv the htbansd livertari- -

en urinciple of the shardsulp cease” wust be recoguized, Thers must
e for the devisnt a oholce of & bona fids second baat Ej
subterfuge for Victimization, but as a protected niche whigh offers
& gennina alﬁernativaqlif_iaiy poe inm a thousand recurs %o it, -- the
svelety as & whelas bvonofic 8 immeasurablz by the climate of freedom
thus dnetltuted, .

V. Hebeas eorpus extended io indusbry shall peralt the consti-

indopdsed labour by wvesting ulitinatis
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tutionalization of the righte of
¢ndusiricl freedom in the pereon af the workers -- effsciive sgulnst

tue corporation itself arfter other remadlial meeps have been exasusied.
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All=round protection by ithe courts egsinat abuge o1 corporate power

of o representative charmcter..
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g, Reom in dodgm controe fbfjdiffﬂrﬁntial needa of indlvid uulﬂ
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in Togard Lo arbitrary froedom s “LTox instance, thloee days witJ or with
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It has hean ssked recentlys
why compete in terms of efficiency with new countries , primes
vily needful of the material affluence which the West has acuieved?

© Why noi lnstead sat ihe good life of 2 new and nmore buman culture

as-bhe almT




ot

» { S
. ey i ) Cil
FI'.- __| el ';-'II_. 53

ARTSTOTT AND GATBRATTH ON AFFLUERNCE Ars Moo H
P Leeloafie™ s

The undoubted success of Galbraith'a book should give food for thousht. 7.

arousas less enthusiasm than its eleetrifying message - farewell to poverty - would

, make unﬂz?xpect. Thera i3 no rinrinz of peals: "Lo! The age of abundance has comel"

To begin with, there is doubt about tha truth of the meésage. In spite of the ~llosed
affluence, people find it as hard as before to make both ends meet. This, of course,
is nﬂt?true paradox; it f411s undar the trivial ambiguity of the subjective and the
objective meznings of a word. Hut quite apart from a rational reluctance of acclaiming
abundance as leng a3 budgets refuse to balance, there is in play a guite differsnt and

mote deeply seated emotional damper, namely, féar of the unknown. Ths mere proclaiming

of affluence - though we prefer to deny this - carries disturbing psychological impli-
cations. Poverty was our oldest companion, how are we going to live without it? No

more radical change eheul could have come te challenge our accustomed way of life.

It is here in the field of what one might eall the philesophy of life that the ksy
to its suecces= should be sought. What makes Galbraith's boeok an event that at the msrs
mention of material affluence our moral world is shaken in its stability? Only remove,
in thoupght, the imaginary éhakhes of poverty - and we experience a stark shock of
unpreparednees. Take CGalbraith's message a la letire, and in the yea-» year 1959 —
we may have to decide what we are roing to do with our new freedom. What dare we as
a collectivity wish if our wishes are sélf-fulfilling? And what dare as a collectivity
e do, oncé we are.free to do anything? Unwittingly, we have been loitering at a cross-
roads. Qur Eupgrﬂqsed fears of indigﬁnne ﬁn.which our Paritan discipline solidly
rested are catching up with us. They call to mind the futility of much of the excuses

we are used to making when putting off the decision of entering om a fuller 1life,

Arywey, as long,as poverty was suprems, that decision was not urgent. After all,
we could feel safe. Malthus and Ricardo some Lime ago had decreed the iron law of
wagea, wh{ch.made sure that indigence could not disappear from society as long as the

population was bound to press upon food supply. Only recently William Sumner, the

L G i
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prophet of Yeale, laid it down that "Poverty is Nature surviving in Soclety". e
stil]l relied on economists who believed that zbstinence of the rich and starvation of
the poor were the founts of capital accumulation, and that enly sweating enforced by
the laws of competition could relieve our dearth of capitals - Even Karl Warx, whom &
‘healthy suspicion of Malthusisn doctrine should have made safe against the myth of
inescapable poverty, was deluded by the scenes of maSS_deétitunian to the point of
asccepling some substitute of the iron law of wages. Neoclassical thesry since Manger

=

defined economies as the allocation of scarce means. That sounded reassuring.

Admittedly, such sardonic overtones - similarly to utoplan ones - Take us o
tha verge of thet psychological, and - almost - metaphysical range wherse scl=ntifie

analysis is bound te reach 1ts limits. All %oo easily the argument shilts [rom [actual
and logical grounds to the nebulous realm of the moral and philesophieal. It must
seem therefore somewhat strained to seriously analyze Galbraith's imsact on the general
public, and even mora 8o %o inveks Arlstotle's ghoat from its scholastlc slumbers for

a spectral dialogue hetween thaese two authors on the moral aspects of economics.

This, however, i5 not guite the view to be taken here. Rather, it is submitted
that the interest aroused by Calbraith's book is due less to ots importance for sconomic
theory, or for economic policy than pracissly to some broader - moral and philoscphical -
implications of the way he poses the problem. This should emerge, as I hope, more
clearly from a discuasinn.of'critiﬂal views propounded some twenty-five centuries ago,
by Aristutla. His emphatic disagreement with Solon's viewz on affluence utiered some

two and a half centuries earlier is the classical passage. We will come to it presently.

Thers is no intention to impose a pedantic parallel on Aristotle's and Galbraithls
raspactive aporoaches to the guestions mooted here, Such an attempt would be wildly
anachronistic and substantively 1ndefensible; The technologies of their periasds differ
as sharply as can be. And G&lbr&ith*s remarks on an unregulated market system relate

to an economic organization that in Aristotle's time was not existent.

Yet Aristatle’s and Calbraith's elaborations are comparable, logically and




structurally, at three points: their purpose is pconomic criticism, hence they

comprise a normative principle 3¢ /dddidty in regard to the society of which ihe

economy forms a part, and a theory of wants and needs to link the soclely with t he
economy. Galbraith fixes on full employment as the nmormative priterion of & modern

industrial society and his critieism of our unregulated market syétqg culminates in

the that it distorts the order of wanta and needs (confer his "dependence effect” and

"theory of social balance")s Aristotle's concept of society, broader and mare basle,

is that of a community which creates the gpod life, that is, which satisfies not ponly
i is the
the requirements of bare animal life but more than that. This/framework of nis eritic-

ism of kapelike - commercial trading - in Dook I of Polities, and Book V of Nicomachaan

Ethics.

Hence the atriking similarities batween our Authora' arpunentations. To reap

the benefit of the comparison they should be neither unduly pressed nor should they

be underrated.

Lt us have a look at Galbraith's arpument. His daminant postulate in regard
to industrial society is that of a full {or near full) employment. This postulste is
presented as a politico-moral norm of a fundamental order. The distinction between
norm and fact is swept away in the name of an allepedly gzneral empirical acceptanca
of the norm as constitutive to our age. Analogies %o such creative axioms oifcr as
with Roussean who proclaimed society to owe its existence to some kind of frecly

conecluded contract between individuals who have thelr being in the state of nailure,

or, previously, with Hobbes - in an oppodite sense - wno declared society o consisb

of free individuals, ready to devour one another. For Galbraith, the postulate of

full employment governs the organlzation of production and distribution. Production
rmust be kept on a maximum level, lest employment fall off; profitable distribulicn
however, involves & ceaseless preSsure towards the creation of corresponding wants

and needs. Dventually, wants and needs are made artifieially to adjust toths reguire-
ments of full empluyment.. This is the core of Galbraith!s criticism of a socially

unhalanced market system. .
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Aristotle!s sconomic philosophy, as already noted, hinges on the coneszpt of the
human "community", and eriticises some of the contemporary developments mainly in
regard to money and commercial trade as contrary to the "good life'. Community (koin-
/fonia) and good life (eu Zen) are then phe pillars of the theorem. Hoinonia - on
whatever level we meet it = 18 the essence of the human group in its positive aspechs.
It is maintained by a kind of good will (philia} obtaining between the menbers. Every
kolnonia has 1ts philia. It is expressed in reciprocating, that is, doing things
"in turn", sharing the necessaries as wel& as carrying the burdens nutually. Man's
natural wants and needs, again, epltomized in the "good 1life" (en zen), that is, the
ways in which men in community seek a life over and above the elementary requiremsnts
of animal life (zen), Hig criticism was directed against what he called kapelike,
which wss no alse than makihg money in commercial trading. The use of the word with
Aristotle is rather puzzling. The city state (polis) had, since ancient times
possessed an agora but thls was no more than a place for the retailing of Iresh food,
cooked or unceoked. There was neither wholesaling, nor c¢redit, nor arbitrage. No
general concept of a Supply-demand-price mechanism nor the institution that embodied
it, was known. The kapelos, a modest huckester, was despised for two reasons. First,
becsuse he sold things for more than he had paid for them; secondly, because he
remained nevertheless poor. But by the middls of the Lth ﬁty. eltizens in zouod
gtandine were franklf making munéy in irade. To Ariatatle this appeared as unnatural,
almnst scandalous; it was hucksterism written large. It ceftainly did not deserve
gocizl acelaims This umnatural form of trade which transcanded antarky, so Aristotle
charged, arose out of the wrong use of momey, accompanied by a distortion of tha
good life deflac%ing it from interest in an exciting and satisfying publie activity
to a false urge of having mores and more of everything. For monsy differs from other

goods in that it is an end in itse¢lf, and under the wway of a utilitarian walus scale

the craving for money is boundless. Yot apart from the necessariss, tns ooj=cts

monsy can buy do not form part of the good 1ife.

Pericles! Funeral Oration, is an epitome of Aristotls's good life. Nven an

hundred years later tha normal day of the Athenian clitizen reflected his service on
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mass juries, in various offices held in turn, canvassing and electioneering, putting
motions in the Assembly, participating in ‘ha festive procsssions, in the national
ganas, in day-long theatre performances, apart from buasineas transaclions, orofessional
dealings, sporﬁing events and public discussions in tne strests and Souares in surr-
oundings resplendent with the beauty of public buildings, an endlessly varied seguence
of activities, sometimes highlipghted by the thrill of cempalgns and oresmanship in

naval combat.

To sum up the structural parallel: Galtraith's refreshing attacks en "conven-
tional wisdom" are not ﬁuite so inconsequential a3 they mist appear to the traditional
economist of our days. Logically galbraith removed the very basis of economic
analysis, maybe without being gquite conscious of the fact. By relating production
pressure to full emplnymenf, and not directly lo aggregate drmand, he disconnzcted

the crankshaft since under a market system production and &a8birubis distribution Loo

hinge on aggregate demand. Galbraith thus destroys outright the accepted concept. ol
human wants and needs as 1t has been developed through market analysis. feb no obhaor

theory of wants and needs exists in the range of economics.

As to Aristotle, in the absence ﬁf a market system our apalysis of wants and
neads did not occur to him. The concepts of supply and demand are forelen to Greeic
thoucht and litersture. We can, of course, £ind referernces to resources as well as
to requirements, it their relating through price is unknomri. Changes of equivalen-

cles ~ of fixed rates = happened of course, and in one or two known cases we know

they happened as if a market mechanism had been in action. Put as a matter of fact,

no price making markets had as yet been instituted.

Aristotls, then, ignored market analysis because he knew 1t not. Galbraith
ignores it, because the postulate of full employment breaks the link between produc-

tion and market-expressed wants and needs - unless we include reverse aciion, and

allow the market mechanism directly or indirectly to press on wants and needs.
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We are now ready to look into the differenty and yet not go different ways, ia

which Aristotle and Galbraith, respectively, reached the concludion, that the rastor-
ation of the concept of the good life is the key to the solution. Both writers
attempted to point up the causes which reduced the pood life to an assragats ol
utilitarian want-satisfaction. Ar;stotle’ﬁ analysis may prove the more thorough of
the two. If so, we will try te apply the insight thue gained to improve on Ga braith's

formulaess We may then have to add to his concept of the good life the truly nadetn

requirement of a deepenine and broacening of freedom in an industrial soeliely. e

mist be carsful however, not te associate ourselves unduly with some of Aristotle's

time-bound preferences.

Aristotledd like Galbraith, starts with an attack on "conveniional wisdom".
S0lon had justified things.as they are by singing "but of riches no bennds have been
fixaﬁ_tn man." The word is plutos - treasure, heirloom, valuables, the vaymu'a of
the Trobrisnders, Aristotls contemptuously rejscts the notion of boundless human
ywants and needs. Why, he says, tme riches in the economy are no else than the

chremata — the "necessaries of 1lifa, which keep". Neither the family, nor the polis,

“that isy the oity-state, needs unlimited amounts of thems The staples here meant are

grain, oil, and pieces of usaful metals. Nob abstract individual eravings are meant,

but culturally defined wants, as anthrbpology and psychology understand them {which

apain implies concrete instituted norms}s Remember Hobles' ridiculing of the

nfresdom of the wild ass" which exists only in the desert? Aristotle similarly calls
the non-political man, quoting Homer, lalanless, lawless, hearthlesse" Here 1s the
passage: "It is clear, therefore, that the polis is also prior by nature to the

individual...A man who is incapable of entering into community of who is so self-

sufficing that he has no need to do so, is no part of the polis, 3o that he must be

sither a lower animal, or-a god."

In Aristotle's logic, of course, means are always limited by ends - iools,

serving a purpose, ares limited by their purpose. Hence he concludes that the
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introduction of money and monetary rain must unsettle the concept of the pood life,

and reduce it to utilitarian items.

Yoney is an end in itself, and craving for it is therefore limitless. Once

accepted as the means of acquiring -more and more enjoyable things the idea of tne
good life is perverted. While originally trade is "matural', serving only self-
sufficiency, with the entrance of monsy-making comercial trade develops, the

purpose of which is not self-sufficisndy, but monay as an end in itsel;..

Tt has been thouczht that Aristotle was blind to the develeoping monetizatinn of
the esconomy and to the forces driving towards commercial trading. Undoubtaediy, he
did not understand what possible zood these gould do, and was utterly out of sympathy
with commereialism. Tet the view that his attitude was futile is erronsous. His
understanding of the linitation of the contemporary mconomy proved a cruecial facter
in the history of polis eulture for eenturies to zome, and was not rafuted hut rather
confirmed by Hellenism, whiech anchorsd in the =ood life tradition of the polis. The
magistracies, the boule, the ecclesia, the juries, the democratic suffrage and public

support sysiem, the gymnasiumm, ths theatre were its mainstay.

Waybe it is the disquieting implications of = za2d 1ife philosophy which made
Galbraith's "Affluent Society" a best seller, semi-consciously sustainaed by the fast
ghanres of cultural scene in whole continents in our day.

The flash to illuminate our subject, may be sparked by returning to Calbraith,

&

fe in an

industrial society? Once the crankshaft is broken, no tinkering with the gearshifts
or the parking lights will suffiee. Tha job of the intellectual and oxpert is 1o
re-explore the theoretical situation, not to sfreamline irrelevant reassurdances.

Moral and philoscphical questions are nosed.

Three cardinal considerations snter. First, our culture employs a technology

of efficiency, infinitely more cumpiex than that of fourth century Greece. Secondly,
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the totalitarian or conformist temdency imherent in & technology of mams prodvetion

and mass communications makes freedom the issue of the good life. Thirdly, the

significance of.money for efficiency and for freedom is the decisive intelleciual advance

over Aristotle. That of the symbolic systems - languzge, writing, measurement, ete., =
the system amd device of monsy has.been not suffieisntly understond apoears now glear
to us. At both poles of the problem, efficiency and freedom, the money device 18
indispensible. For frecdem of consumpiiom, i.e., of individual choice this is

generally recognized. But as a wehicle of finance it may be paining a similar

importance for society as a whole. The relating of production to the other, wvital
spheres of human society that have been starved, may depend on finance for the
channaling of economic means into the culture apheres of educailon, government,
defence, health and communicaﬁion; travel and research, art and taste, nature ane
privacy.

The program of freedom: I. Accountancy of production and finance emerges as a

major problem of economic science. The costs of freedom may Take on two very

different forma: on the material goods and services reguired by our human and

1iberterian needas; of the lessening of efficiency which may be carried ints the

economle procesas.

The dethroning of effieciency as a unigue diremptive principle is inevitable

in a free society. Only in competition with other aims, values and ideals can

efficiency be accepted.

II. Ratlocination should not stop ners. To carry freedom into the Industrial
field itself should be given thought. .An extension of the realm of freedom from

the political and purely intellectual field into that of everyday life is the demand.

a., The extenslon of the principle of conscientious objection is valid mot only
for the convinced pacifist in wartime, Wherever compglsion or semi~compulsion is

employad as it is in the fleld of industry with its unified directions and diseipline




in technolegical production, and is vital thars to even a minimum efficien:y, the
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libertarian principle of the "hgrdahip case" must be recognized.
the deviant a choice of a bona fide second beat, not set as a subterfuge for victim-
one

ization, but as a protected niche which offers a genuine alternmative. If only/in a

thousand recurs to it, ~- the soclefy as a whole benefits immeasurably by the climate

of freedom thus instétuted.

b. Habeas corpus extended to industry shall permit the ﬁonstitutianalization
of the rights of unionized labour by vesblng ultimate industrial fresdom in the
‘person of the worker, — effective apainst the corporation itself after other remedial
me-ns havd been exhansted. All-round protection by tha Gourts against abuse of

corporate power of a representative character.

¢. Room in laheur contr.ct of differential needs of individuals in regard to
arbitrary freadom, for instance, free days with or without compensation or compensated
by additienal sut-sf-peutine services. Buch g recagnitien by employers and wiions

would give the very need for Freedom in ths individuall's life an indispensable status.

de Efforts to adapt technology to human needs through a minimal loss of

aefficiency to be caused by freedom in industry.

2. FExtension of market-free areas from govermment, corporation and union to the

gocial strata of educational, defence, medical and artistic dedications.

It has been asked recently:

Why compete in, terma of efficiency with new countries, ﬁrimarily needful of
the material affluence which the West has achiewed? Why not instead set the good life

of a new and more human culture asgithe aim?
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ARTGTOTLE AW GATBRATTH ON AFFLUZNCE

The amdoubted success of Galbraith's boek should give food for theught., It

-arousaes less enthusissm than its eleetrifying message = farewsll te poverty - would

make nng-expeﬂt-" There i8 ne rinving of pesls: "lo! The ags of sbundance has came!"

To begip with, there is doubt zbout the truth af the ma;sagﬁ. In spite of the alleged
affluence, pecple find it a5 hard gs before ts make héth ands mest. Thisz, of course,
is nnt?true paraden; it {2115 under the trivial ambimeity of the subjeetive and the
chjective meanings of a word. But quite zpart from a ra%ianal relnatance of aeclaining

gﬁundanﬂa a8 long za hudgets refume te balance, thers is in play & quite diffecrent and

mote deeply Seated emotional damper, namely, fear of the unknowm. The mere proclaiming

" of affluence - theugh we prefer te dany thiz - carries disturbing psychelegical impli-

cations, Poveriy wag sur oldestl compsnion, how ars we gzoing to live without it? Lo

more radical change ehewd could have come to challenge our zecustemed way of life.

It iz here in ths flsld of what one mizht £all the philesephy of 1ife that the key
to its sucoess should be zpught. Whal makes Oalbraith's book an event that at the mere
mentien of material afflusnce our moral world ia shaksn in its stablility? Only remove,
in thoueht, the imaglnary shakdess of poverty - and we sxperience a stark shock of
unpreparsdness. Take Oalbraith's massage a la 1attre? and in the wes-® year 1959
we may have to decide whst we are zoing to do with our new freedem. What dare we as
a collsetivity wish if our wishes are self-fulfilling? And what dare as g collectivity
we do, once we are free to do anyrthineg? Onwlttingly, we have besn leoitering at a eress-
roads. Our Huppfhsaad fears of indipence Gﬂ.ﬁhish oar Puritan diseipline solidly
rested are catebing up with u8. Thay e¢all te mind the futility of much of the excuses

we are uaad to making when potting off the deeision of enbaring en a fuller 1ife.

Aoyway, a2 lesng,a3 poverty was supreme, that decision was not urgent. After all,
we cpuld feel safe. Malthus and Ricards soms tiwa ars had decrsed the iron law of
wages; which made sure that indisance eould not disappesr from socisty a3 long as the
pepulatisn was bound to press upsn food supply. Oaly recently Williasm Sumner, the

1
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prophet of Yals, laid 1% dewn that "Foverty is Haturs surviving in Societyv. He
8till relied sn economists whe beliervsd that abstinence of the rich and starvation of
the poor were the founts of capital accumulation, and that snly sweating enforced hy
‘the laws of competition could relisve pur dearth of capiégl. Even Karl Marx, whom a
healthy suspicion of ﬁalthuaiaa doctrine ahauld hawe ma@é 2afe against the myth of
inescapable poverty, was deoludsd oy the @penes of mass dastitutian te the peint of
agcapting some substitute of the iron law of WEFEE . H&oélasﬁical theory since Mengar

defined sconomies as the allocation of scarce mesng. That sounded reassuring.

Admitledly, such sardonic svertones - similarly to utopian ones - take us to
the verge of thet psycholegical, and - almest - metaphysical range where scisentifie
anﬁlysia is bound Lo reach its limita. A1l too &aﬂiljr the argument shifts from factusl
and Togical zrounds to the nebuleus realm of the msral and philesophical. It must
Saem therefore somewhat sirained te seriously anmalyse Galbraith's impact en 6he zensral
publie, and sven more $6 to inveke hristotla's shest from its schelastic slumbars for

a spectral dialepue bebwesn these two authors on the moral aspscts of ecenomics.

This, however, is net quite the view to be %aken here. Rather, it is submitted
that the interest aroused by Galbraith's book is due less to ots importance far economic
theory, or for sconmmlc poliey than precisely to some broszder - morsl and philesephiecal ~
implications of the way he pnass'the prahlam.. Thig should emerge, as I hope, more
clearly from a diSﬁtﬂHiﬂn.ﬂf critiesl views propounded some tweniy-five centuriess age,
by Aristotls. FHis smphatic dissgresment witﬁ Jelen's views om affluence uttered some

two and 2 half ceaturies sarlier is the classical pessage. We will come Lo it presently.

There iz ne intertion td-impﬁse a pedantic parallel sn Aristotle's and Galbraith's
respective appreachss to the gquestions npoted here. Such an attempt would be wildly
anachronistic and substantively indefemgible. The techmologies of their periods differ
83 sharply 2= ecan be. And Galbraith's remarks on an unregnlated market svstem relate

fo an ecoromic organization that in Aristotls's tims was not existent.

Yot Aristhtle’s and Galbraith!s elaborations are namparﬁhie, logieally and




structurally, at three poimts: thelr purposs is =scomnomic eriticism, hence they

semprise & normative principle d¢/d4d1g8¥# in repard te the socisty of which the

scomomy forms a part, and a theory of wents and n=eds to link the society with the

econcmys Oalbreith fixea on full employment a8 the normative eriterion of a modern

industrial society and his eritigism of our unresylated markel system culminates in

the thabt it distorts the arder of wants and needs (danfe% his “dependence effect" and

*theory oflggpial balance" ). Aristotls's cencept ef saéiety, brgader and more basle,

is that of & canmnnigz'which creates the good 1ife, that is, which satisfies not only
is the

the requirements of bare animal life bub more than hat. Tais/framework of his eritic-

jsm of kapelike - cemmercial trading - in Boak T of Polities, and Book ¥V of Kicemachean

Ethics.

Henge the atriking similarities betwsen our futhers’ argumentations. Te reap

the benefit aof the cemparisea they should bz neither unduly pressed nor should they

ha underratad,

Let us have & look at Oalbraith's arguwent. His dominant postulste in regard
ts industriel goeisty is that of a Mll {or near full) employment. This postulagte is
pregented 28 a palitico-mworal norm of a fundamental order. The distinetion between
norm snd Faect iz swept away in the nawe of an allegedly eoneral empirical accsptance
of the norm as constitutive to cur age. Anslogies o such proative sxioms offer as
with Rousseau who proelaimed society %o owe its existence to aﬁmé kind of fresly

concluded contract betwsen individuals who have thair being in the state of mature,

or, previously, with Hehbbes - in an appasita gengs - wha declared society to consist

of free individﬁals, ready to deveur one another. For Oalbraith, the postulate of

full employment governs the organisation ef wroduetion and distributlion. Freduction
mst be kept on & maximem level, lest enploymﬁni fall offy prefitable distribution
however, involves 8 ceasSeless pressurs bowards the ereation of sorrsspending wants

and needs. TEventuelly, wants and needs ars wade artificlally te edjust tothe reguire-
mants of full employment. This is lhe cors of Galbraith's eriticism of a sooially

unbalanced mariket systsm.
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Aristotle’s scongmic philssophy, as already noted, hinges on the concept of the
human "community”, and critieisss sowe of the contemporary devslopments msinly in
regard to money apd commercisl trade as contrary to the “good 1life’. Community (keoin-
/ionia)} and geod life (eu 2en) are then phe pillars of the theorem. Koimenia — on
whatever lével we meet it -~ is the essenes of tha human group ip its pesitive aspects.
It 1 maintained by a kind of good will (philia; obtaining betwsen the members. Every
koinonia has its philia. It is expressed in reciPrﬂEéting, that is, doing things
“in turn", sharing the necessaries as well as carrying the burdems mutually. Man's
natural wants aod needs, again, epitomized in the "good life® {eu zen), that is, the
ways in whioh men in community seek a life over snd sbove the slasmentary requlrements
of animal life (zem). His eriticism was directed agsinst what he called kapelike,
¥hich wa# ne else than makinz meney in commercial frading. The use of the word with
hristotle is rather puzeling. The sity state (polis} had, since anclent times
possessed an agora bubt this was no more than a place for the reteiling of fresh food,
cooked or untooked. There was neither wholssaling, nor cradit, nor arbitrase. Ho
general concept of a supply-demand-prica mﬂuhaniﬁm nor the institutien that embodied
it, was known. The kaEelas, a modest hwekester, was despised for two reéasens. First,
because ha sold things for more than he had paid for them; secondly, because he
remeined nevertheless peor. But by the middle of the Lth Oy, citizens in swod
standing were frankly maling ﬁmnﬁy in trede. To Aristotle this appeared as unnatural,
almost scandalpus; it ﬁaa hucksteriam writhten large. It certainly did not deserve
gocizl acelaim. This umnatural form of m-a;;,e which transesnded auvtarky, se Aristotle
-charged, arose out of the wrong use of monsy, scoomnanied by a distartien of the
good life defleﬁiing it from intersst in an éxﬂiting and satisfying publie asctivity
to a false urge of having more and mores sf everything. For money differs from othsr

goods in that it iz an emd in itself, and upder the wway of & utilitarian value scale

the eraving for menay is houndless. TYet apart from the necessarles, the objeects

monzy can buy 8¢ not ferm part of the good Yifea,

Ferlcles' Fumeral Oratlon, {3 an epitoms of Aristotle's good life. FEven an

hundred years later the normal dar of the Athenian citizem reflecied his service on

i il
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mass Jjuriea, in variouws offices held in turm, canvassing and electlionsering, putting

motions in the Assembly, participatine in.tha fostive processlens, in the national

game®, in day-long theaire per{ormances, apart from buainesz itransactions, professional

dealinge, sporting events snd publiec discussions 1in the strests and sguares in surr-
oundings reaplsndent with the heaunty of publie tuildings, an endlessly varisd sequancs
of activities, semetimes highlishted by the thrill of Enmpgigns and eresmanship in
naval combat. : :

Te sum up the struetural parsllisl: Galhraith’é refreshing attacks on "conven-
tional wisdom" are nat gpite Se ineconsequential a8 they mist appear to the traditicnal
asconorist of our days. Iegically Calbraith ramoved the very basis of sconomie
analysis, meybe without being quite conscicus of the faet. By relating production
prezsure te full smployment, and not dirsetly to aggregate demend, he disconnected

the erankshaft since under a marked systen production and <idstd=wbid distribution too

hinge on sggrogate demand., Oalbraith thus destreys sutright the accepled coneept of
human wants ant needs as it has bean doveloped throvgh markelt analysis. Yet no ether

theory of wants and nesds exlists in the range of economles.

A8 Up Aristolle, in the absense of a market system our anslysis of wants and
ne=ds ﬁid not sucur Le him, The concepta of supply and demand are foreign to Oreck
thought amd litersturs. We can, of courses, find refarences to rescurces as well as
to requirements, but their relaling through priee is unkmown. Changes of equivalen—
- ciad -~ of fiwed rates - happened of cpurse, arnd in ene or two known caZes we know
they happened 28 if a market mechanism had heen in agiion. DBul as a matter of fact,

&

ns price making markets hed as yst besn instituted.

Aristotle, then, ilgmored market analysis because he knew 1t neot. Oalbraith
ignores it, because the peatulate of full muployment bresks the 1link between preduge
tion and market-expressed wants and nesds - unless we include revserss sction, and

allow the market mechanism direetly or indireetly te press on wants and needs.
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e szre now resdy to look inte the differﬁmtg and yet net so differsnt ways, in
which Aristetle and Galbraith, respectively, reached the cunhluéian, thyt the rester-
atlon of the concept af the zood 1ife i3 the key to the selutions Both writers
attempted to paint up the csuses which reduced the good 1life to an aggrexate of mere
utilitarian want-satisfaetion. Aristetle's smalveis sy prove the mors thoreugh of
the tvo. If %o, we will try te apply the inaisht 1;1'11'15 gained to improve on Gaibraith's
formilas, We may then heve to add to his condept of the goed life the truly modebtn

requirement of 4 deepening and broadening of freedom in an industrial soclety. Wa

must be careful however, not to asseociste ourcelves wnduly with foms af iristetlets

time~bound preferences.

Aristotlefd Like Calbraith, starts with an attack on "sonventionsl wisdom",
Solon had justified thinge g8 they are by sloging "but of richss no bounds have been
fixed Lo man.” The word is plutes - treasurs, heirleom, valusbles, the vaygu'a of
the Trebwiandars. Arisiolle contesmpiuously rejects the notionm of boundless human
wants and needs. ¥hy, ne says, trie viches in the BZornomy are np else than the
chremata - the "necessaries of 1ife, which keep®. Neither the family, nor the polis,
that is, the city-state, neads unlimited amounts of thﬁm.. The steples here meant are
grain, oil, and pisces of usefv] metals. Not abstrast individual gravings are ﬁaant,

but culturally defined wants, as anibrbpelogy and psycholegy understand them (wnieh

again implies conerete instituted normg}. Remember Hobles! ridieuling of the

"freadom of the wild ass"® which exists onlﬁ.in the degert? iristotle similarly ealls
the nnnypalitica} man, guoting Homer, "elanless, lawless, hearthless,” Here i3 the
passaga: "It 15 ¢lear, therafore, that the pelis 45 alse pricr by pature te the
individual...A man who 45 incapsble of entering inte community of who is so self.
sufficing that he has no need to do so, is no part of the pelis, so that he must be

either a lower animal, or & mod.™

In Aristotle’s logic, of covurse, means are always limited by endsg - tosls,

Serving a purpose, sve limlted by their purpose. Fenos he concludes that the




g8 prime i ssue of the good Life,
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ARISTOTIE O &N APPLORNT SOOTRTY

1

I intend to use, Jahn Galbraith's best seller, "The Affluent Sﬂéiety“, to
popularize’ Aristotle's views on very similar subjects.

..Ib bridge the gap I will agproach the matter from an nhliqua aﬁgle. why, I
ask myself, is Galbraith's book so successful though economists seem agreesd that -
theoretic~1ly it brinss no advance, and politicians hold that its poliey proposals
are by no means n&wf I submit that cnhtrary to ecurrent views it is zbove all the

nowadays

moral iseues/that attract the Lnterest of the general reader, an opinion which
brings me straight in line with Arlstotle's assessment of the human ecenomy in
Baok I of his "Politics" and Bock ¥ of his Fthics.

Fashionable utilitarian.psychqlégy-had of course a ready answer to Galbraith's
Juccess wﬁich safely burieé the issux& iﬁter&st in moral problems in regard to
tﬁa eCONUmy springs Trom wishful thiﬁking. If tuﬁa, such & -utilitarian view would
indeed éxplain.why Ehe ganerél public_acclaims the authofs discovery that affluence
is already with us. * Yet emotionally Galbraith's Farewell to paverty had a mixed
reception.  Thers was no rineing of peals "Lol Tﬁe Lxz of Afflasnce has coms. ™
The sales success was not accompanlied by any migna of punlie rejoicing. To begin
with there was the doubt about the truth of the maaﬂaga; In spite of the dlleged
affluence; people found it ﬁs hard as hefore to make both ends meet. This, of
course, was not a true paradsax: it balongs ta the triviél ambiguity of words kkador
Exrricsxhathian like wealth or height that carry both an absclute and #m a relative
meaning. Bubt gquite avart from a rational raluctance-af &cﬁlaimins%cnllecﬁive
abundance as lanﬁ as dndusfrial budéets rufuse to balance, there is also a guite
gifferent, an emational damﬁﬁr, nanely, fear of the unknown. Tho mere proclaiming
of affivence - it would be vain t2 deny this - ecarries disturbing paycholosical
impd leations. Poverty was our oldest comvanion, how are we going to live without
187 o more Tédiﬂallchénﬁﬁ could nabe coms akamx o challenge our accustomed way

of 1ifa.
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It is ﬁhen, as we said, in thia fisld of what ono might call the phiitosophy
of life that tho key to 1is saccess should be souphts What makes Galbraith's book

an event s that at.the mare.mentibn of material afflucnce our mPral world is
shaken in its étqbility. Only remove, in thouzht, the imaéinary shakles of poverty -
and we experience a stark shock of unpreparedﬁésa. Take Galbraith's messags a la
. lettre, and in the vex% year 1959 we may have tﬁ decide what we are going to do with
sur now fresdom. ®hat dare we wish if our wishes are self-fulfilling? £nd what dare
we do, once wé are frae to do anything? ﬁﬂlmay diEGﬂVﬁgﬁaiwittinﬁlf, wo have been
laitering at a crossroads. Our spppressed Iéa¥3 of indiﬁenﬂé el whicﬁ our maritan
diseipline solidly restec are calehing up wiﬁh us .They call to mind the futility
of much of the excuses we are used to macing when puttlog off the decision of
entering on a fuller life. Ultimately they all rest on the centrel excuse thatwe
cunnnt afford it.

Anyway, as long.as poverty reipned supreme, Lhat décision ﬁas-npt urgent.
Malthus and Ridarde a long time amo had decreed an iron law of wapges, which.mada
sure that indigence could not disappear from socleiy since the population was
bound to.ﬁrcss'upan food supply. Only recently William Grabam Sumner, the prophet
of Yale, laid it dewn that ”Pover?? was Hatara surviving in Society”.. He stilll
relied on economists who believed that abstinence of the righ and starvation of
tﬁe poor were the founts of capital aceuwnnlation,and that only sweating enforced
by the laws of ¢amﬁetltian could relisve The.deartﬁ of capital. FEven Karl ﬁarx,
whom & healthy suspicion of Malthusiga dectrine should hﬁve made safe zzainst the
tyth 5f inescapable poverty, was deluded by the scenes of mass destitution to the
ﬁaint of accepting soms sabstitute »f the iron law of wases. Neoclassical theosry
aince Mesger defined sconomies a3 the allucatian.af sparce means. That sounded
reassering.

admi ttedly, such sardonie overtoncs - éimiﬂarly to utopian onss - will take
is to Lthe werze of that psychological, and - alm;sh - metaphiszieal rance whefa
spientific analysis is bound $o reach its Iimito.  Are ﬁOJdS scarce by definition or

can Tape it he 5ald ohab umiversal scorcity 15 espuble of empirieal proof?  And,



e T

if not, what can philosophical considerations cnnﬁribute to the solution of economic.
problems? It must secm therafara adﬁeﬁﬁat strained to sericusly aﬁalyza Galbraifh‘s
impact on the public, and even ﬁora 8o to invoke Ariststlels ghns% for a spectral
ﬁialngue between these two authars on tha moral aspects cf economics. .

This, as you know, is not the viaw te be taken hare. Hathar, it is sabmittad
_that the interest aroused by Ga]braith*a hook i5 due much less to lta importance
Tor economic thsory, or even for economic poliey than precisely to soms broader -
moral and'pﬁiluscahical - implications of the was he posas the.problem. This will
emerge, as I hope, more clearly fron a discussion of cribiﬁﬁl vlews propounded
some Iwmwhpy twenty-five centuries ago, by Aristotle. His emphatic disagreement
with Solen’s views on affluence uttered some two and a half centuries earlier is
the classical passage. We will come to it presently.

. There 1s Eﬁrtain1y no intention to impose a pedantic parallel on Aristotle's .
and Galbraithts respective approaches to tha.qHEEtiGnE mooted here;. Such an attempt
would be.wildly anachronistic and indeed perhaps somewhat out of proportion. The
technologies of their périods differ as sharply as can bes A4nd Galbraith's remarks
on an unregulaied rarket system relate to an economic organization that in iristotls's
time waz not existent. |

Yet Aristotle's and ﬁalbraith's-ﬂlaborations are formally comparable. Thelr

parpose being economic eriticism, they implv some view of the aociety that the

economy serves and also a view of kke the wants and needs that link the economy

with the society. Galbraith starts from full -mployment as the criterion of a

madern industrial society and his strietures on our unregulated market system

culminate in the charge that it distorts the order of wants and needs. Aristotla's

concept of society, broader and hence more basic, 1s that of a coﬁmunitz that

L

the rﬂuu1rvmpnts of bars animal existence but more and diffarently that, This is

the framework of his criticism of commereial trading in Book T of Folitics. At

- first aieht Lhe analpelies seen somewhat vague.  Nevertheless the comparison may
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bs useful as Iané ag 1t is not unduely pressed, nor underrated.

Iet us have a look at ﬁalbrﬁithTa arpitemenlt. He postulates that an Industrial
society offers full (or near full) employment. This with him is .a politico-moral
norm of & fundamental srder. The distinction belween nomm and fact is swept away
in thq nama of an allegedly eeneral acceptance of the norm in our age. Analories
~ to such pseudo-empirieal aexioms offer with Rousseau who proclaimed society ta owe

its existence to soms kind of freely concluded contrsct between individuals having

their beine in the stats of nature, or previously, with Hobbes - in an eprosite sense -

who Ewkiwere declared seciéty to consist of free Llndividuals, eéger to devour one

another, For Galbraith, the postulats of full employment governs conjeintly the
organization of production and distributicn in our modern society. FProduction must
be kept on a miximum l&val,.lest empl yment fall off; distribution then involves a
permanent pressure towards the creation of corresponding ﬁants and néeds, i.2., such
ag will Ha.satiafied by the gaodﬁ produced at thé orices reguired to clear the market..
To achieve this, wants and néads have efentually to be adjusted to the requirements

of full employment. This is the cors of Galbraith's criticism of an unregulated

- market svsiem. :

'Ariétotle's econonie philesoarhy hinged on the conceph of the human community,

: aﬁd criticised ihe nascent cormercial trade as contrary to the "good life". Community
(koinonia) and good 1ifa {eu z2en) are the twin pillars of the thsorem. Koinonia - .
on whatevar iﬁval.wa meet 15 - 15 of the essence of the human zroup in its posfitive
aspects. Gnﬁmunity'ia maintained by & kind of good will {philia) obtaining between
the menbers. Every koinenta has its philia which 15.E¥pFESSBd in reciprocating
behavior, thatﬁiS, doing things "in turn", sharing the necessaries a5 well as

¢arryine the burdsns mutually. Man's natural wants and needs, again, are epitomized
in the "good life" (eu zen), that {3, the ways in which men in chmmﬁnity seck a full
Jlfﬁ.cﬁﬁﬂ and above the elerentary requirements of animal life (zen}. Aristotle's

eriticism was direetod against =+ at he ealled kapelike, whitch was no else than money

making in comrercial drades  The use of the word kapelike with Aristotle is rather

puziling.  The city -state (polis) had, sinen aneient bimes possessed a markel place




(Eggfﬂ]-bnt'thjﬂ_waﬁ ho moe than a place for the retailing of fresh food, cooked
or uncnoked. Thare was neither wholesallng, nor credit, nor arbitrage. Ho concept
of a supply-demand-price mechanism rnor tha institution that embcdiﬁd it; wad Known.
‘The kapelos, a modest huckster, was despised for two reasans. Flrst, because he
sold things for more than he had paid for them; sncor?c!];sr, ‘bLrcause he remained
nevortheless poor. But by the middle of ths Lith cty. citiznns in gond standing were
frankly making money in $rade. Ruxdxtisiddde To Aristotle this nppeared as unnatural,_
-almost scandalous. .Certainly it did not deserve social -~cclaim. It was simply
hucksterism written large. This unnaﬁural form of trade which transcended autarky,
g0 Aristotle charged, arose out of th: urge of moncy making accompanied by a
distortion of the good 1ife which was defiected from exciting and satisfying public

activitiss tﬁ a craving for material goods - more and more of everything. Tt

follews that under the sway éf a utilitarian valus scale the'craving far money iz
boundless.

'Fcriﬂleﬁ'.Funerﬁlmggagiéﬂ cantu{ns-an gpitome of ﬂritsatle'ﬁlgood life. Eman
an hundred years later the noymal: day of ths Athenian citizen reflected his service
on mas3 juries, in posts and offices nald in turn, canvessing and eleclion=ering,
puttihg motions in the legislaturas, participation in Testive processions, altending
the national #ames, and day-lonz thealrs performances, apart from businsss trins-
actions, profe;sianal dealiués, Hp@rLinE avents and discussions in bhz stroets and
squares ﬂfbén resplendent with the noble beauty.af public buildinss - an endlessly
varied sequence ﬁf_eivic activities, hipghlishted by the thrill af cﬁmmaigns and
the ﬂxﬂiiﬁwént-ﬂf G;THmAnShip in navel combat.

.iﬂﬁiﬂﬂllf Galbraith remahed.tﬁe very baSjs of economic analysis, ﬁaybe without
“beine gulte cﬁnscin@s of the Tact. By puttine nﬁuductian under the postulate of full
emplovmant, Le diSConneaﬂei thé crankshaft of the snalytical machinery since under

a market systen production and distribution are lunctions of demand. Galbraith

thereby destroyed fhe coneept of human wants snd needs as developed in market analysis.

Tet ns ather delinitisn »f wanke and needs exists in the rango of economnic thesry.
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As to Aristotle, in the absence of a market dyntem our anélyﬁis of wants and
naeds was not available to him. The correlatives supply and demand are foreign is
Greék though# and literature. feferences to resources zs well aé fuquirements are
frequent, btut their relating threuéh price is unknown. When changes of eqHEValeﬁcies -
fixed rates - hapoened of course, and in one or tws cases on record wa know that the
changes took place_as if a marka£ mechanism had been in action. As z matter of fa&t,
no priée maldng markets had as yet been inatifuted, and equivalencies were altered _
by the same institutional proﬂndﬁre by which these had been established in the first
place.

-Aristotle, then, ignored market Eﬂﬂl?SlS becauses he knew it not. Galbraith
1gnares it, because the postulate af full ﬁmplayment govarns production and this
direct link_between oraduction and market-expressed wants ard needs is bpoken -
unless we include reverse action, and allow production to shape wants and needs,
instead of the other way round.

Ve are how ready to cnmﬁarg the ways in which Aristotle and Galbraith offer

. the concept of the Eﬂéﬂ_}ifﬂ »8 the key to their problems, Aristotle's analysis
may prove the more thyertk thorough of the two. 1If so, we will apply the insights
thus gained to lﬂprove on Galbraith's farmulaa.- .

Aristotle-like Galbraith - starts with an attack on "eonventional wisdom". Solon
- whosSe economies were by that time older than Adam Smith is today - had justified
things as they are by singing “but of riches no bounds have been fixed to man". Tha
wnrd for riches is plutos - treasure, heirloom, valuablea, the waygu'a of the Trob-
rianders. Aristetle comtemptuously rEJacts the notion of boundless human wants and
nocds.  Why, he Says, true riches are no aise than ehremata = "necessaries of life
that Eeep“. Neither the household, nor the polis (that 1s, the city-stats), needs
unlimited amounts of them. 7The staples Aristotle had im mind are grain, oil, and
base mctala.' Not aﬁStrgct individual cravings are referred to, bnt culturally

defined wants, as anthrooolngy and modern psychcleogy utdrrstane thﬂm {which a~ain

lmplies cnnc:atﬁ ;;ayijpﬁed HoTMS s JoHemenber Hobbes ' ridiculing of the "fresdom of

the wild ass" wnich exists only in the desart?  Aristotle galls the non-politieal




- man, quatlrp Homer, "clanless, lawless, h?arth1ess. "It 1a clear, therefore®,
he says, "that polis 18 also orier by nature to the tndxvidual...h man who 1s
incapable of entaring intc community of who 18 so self-sufficing that he has no
nead to do so, is no part of the polis, so that he muqt ba Either a luwer' ;Lﬁimal,
'or a god.”

In Aristotle's 1qgic as we knﬁw, means . are always limitad by ends = tools
which as sudﬁ Werve & purpose, are limited by that purpose. Hence ne was permitted
to conclude that tha introduction of money and manetary_gain must unsettle the
concept of the mood life and reduce 1t to utilitarian itemss Since money is an end
in itself, the eraving for it is not limited by any definite end. And once monay
is accepted as tha moans of acguiring more and more enjoyabls things the idea of the
good life is perverted. While a:iginally trude is "netursl", serving only self-

sﬁfficiangy; with the entrance of ﬁonevﬁmaking commercial trade develops, the

purpase of which is not self-sufficisncy, but money as an end in itself.

o T
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introduction of monay and monetary gain must ywdattle tha concept of thes pood 1ife,

and reduce it to utilitarian itema. : : . #,f§
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se of which 1s not self-suff#€jienty, but money as an end in 1tsalf.
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It has been thousht that Aristotle was blind to the developing monetization of
the economy and to the forces driving towards commercial trading. Undeubtedly, he

di1d not understand what possible good these gould do, and was uiterly out of sympathy

with cummarcinlism-. Yat the view that his attituds waz futlle 1s erronegus. Hi=

undsrstanding of the linitation of the contemporary economy proved a orucial facter

in the history of polls culture for centuries to come, and was not refuted but rather
sonfimmed by Hellenism, which anchored in the -~ood life tradition of the pelis. The
magistracies, the bonle, the ecclesia, tho juries, the democratic suffrage and publle

gupport syatem, the gymnasium, the theatre were its mainatay.

Mayb~ it is the disquieting implications of a road 1ife philosophy which made

falbraith's "Affluent Sociaty” a best seller, semi-consclously sustained by the fast

changes of cultural seens in whnle continents in our day.

The flash to 11luminate our subject, may ba'sparkﬂd by returning to Galﬁraith,

after having traxnad our eyeaight on nrlstdtleTs vistaa That i3 the good life 1n an

induatrial SGclaty? fnee the erankshaft 13 Hr@kﬂn, no tinkering with the g@arahiftu
or the parking lights will suffice, The Job of the jntellectual and expert is to

re-explore the theorstical situation, net te straamline lrrelevant reassurances.

¥nral and philssophical guestions are nosed.

Tree eardinal considerations enter. First, eur eulture emplora a technology

of afficiency, nrinitaly mora complex than 1hu+ of fourth century Gresce. Secondly,
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tha totalitarian or confomilat temdency inhersnt in a technolopy of mass production

and mass communications makes fresdom the imsus of the pood life. Thirdly, the

gignificence of monay for efficiency and for freedom Ls the deciaive intellectusl advance

ovar Aristotle. That of the symbolic systems - lanpnage, weitine, meanuraﬁunﬁ, ate, ~
the syatem and device of money has been not suffieciently undarstood apoears now slear
to us. At both poles of the problem, efficlency and freedem, the money devica is .
indispensible. For freedom of consumption, i.s., of iﬁdividual cholce this is

generally recognized. But as a yvehicle of financs 1% may be zaining a aimjilar

importance for society as a whole. The relating of production to the other, ?ithl
spheres of human society that have been starved, may depend on finance for the
channeling of economic means Ilnto the culture spheres of educatlon, government,
defence, health and communication, trarel and research, art and taste, nature ane
privacy.

The program of freedom: .;. Accountaney of EIEﬁHEEEEE and fiﬁanﬂa emerges as a

major problem of econo—ic sclonce, The eosts of freadom may take on two very

different forms: on the material pends and services required by our human and

libertarian needss of the lessenins of sfficiency which may ba carried into the

sconomic prﬂﬂess;

The dathruning of afficiency as a unigue diremptive principle is inevitahle

in a frea acciaty; Only in competition with other aims, values and ideals can

efficiency be accepted,

II. Ratlocination should mot stop here.. To carry freedom into the industrial
field it=alf shduld be given thought. 4An extension of the realm of fre=dom from

thes political and purely intellectual field into that of everyday 1ife is the demand.

a. The extension of tha princlple of consclentious objection is valid not only
for the convinced pacifist in wartims, Wherever compilsion or semi-compulsion is

employad as it is in the fleld of 1ndu§tfy with 1ts unified directions and diseipline



iﬁ }echnnlcﬁicnl.prﬁduction;-and 18 vital fiiers to even a minimum qffi:iﬂncy,'thﬂ
libertarian principla of the "hgrdship enaa".must ba raungniz.ad. There must be for
the deviant a cholce of a bona fide second best, not sat as a subterfuge for victim-

. one
isation, but ms & protected niche which offers a gemuine alternative. If only/in &

Shousand recurs to it, — the Soclety as a whols benafits immeasurably by the climate

of freadom thus instdtuted.

b. Habeas corpus extended to industry whall permit the constitutionalization
of the rights of unionized labour by vesbing ultimate industrial freedom in the
person of the worker, -- affective sgainst the corporation itself after other remedial
.mnns haveé been sxhsusted. All-round protection by the Courts agalnst abuse of

corporate power of & representative character.

. Foom in lsbour contract of differentia) needs of individuals in regard to
arbitrary frasdom, for instance, free days with or without compensation or compenssted
by additional eut-of-routine sarvices. Such g recognition by employers and unions

would give the very need for freadom in the lndividual's life an indkapensable status.

d. Efforts to adapt technoloey to human nesds throush a minimal loss of

afficiency 1o be caunsed by freadom in industry.

e. FExtension of market-fres areas from guvermnﬁnt,- cnrparu.t.ion and union to tha

social strata of educetional, defence, medical and artiatie dedications.

I+ has been asked recently:
Thy compete in terms of efficiency with new countries, primarily needful of
the mgterial affluence which the Weat has achieved? . Why not instead set the good life

of & new and more human culture aaithe aim?
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