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( Is it correct or incorrect to apply Adam Smith’s theory of laissez-faire to human reproduction, in an effort to mediate the size of our population?
-will decisions reached individually in fact be the best decisions for an entire society? 
-will an individual who intends only her own gain, in fact act in accordance with what is in the interest of the public, through guidance of an “invisible hand”?


TRAGEDY OF FREEDOM IN A COMMONS
( Rebuttal to use of invisible hand in population control:
-William Foster Lloyd, 1833: E.g. Each man is locked into a system that compels him to ‘increase his own herd’ without limit – in a world that is limited. Ruin is the destination toward which all men rush, each pursuing his own best interest in a society that believes in the freedom of the commons. Freedom in a commons, then, brings ruin to us all. 
-There are more and more people exploiting limited resources on Earth, as they all seek to satisfy their own needs and interests. 
POLLUTION
( Here it is not a question of taking something out of the commons, but of putting something in – e.g. sewage into water, fumes into air, distracting advertising into line of sight. 
-Calculation of utility: the rational man finds that his share of the cost of the wastes he discharges into the commons is less than the cost of purifying his wastes before releasing them. Since calculation is true for everyone, we are locked into a system of “fouling our own nest”, as long as we behave only as independent, rational, free-enterprisers. 
-although private land can be fenced (and so the tragedy of the commons averted through private property), air and waters surrounding this land are harder to fence. So, tragedy must be avoided through other means, such as coercive laws or taxes that make it cheaper for the polluter to treat his own pollutants than to discharge them untreated. 
-Unfortunately, our particular concept of private property favors pollution; e.g. an owner of a factory on the bank of a stream, whose property extends to the middle of the stream, may have difficulty seeing why it is not his natural right to pollute the waters of this stream. 
-increasingly dense populations make pollution an ever increasingly pressing problem. 

HOW TO LEGISLATE TEMPERANCE?
( Morality associated with pollution is time-sensitive. For example, on the American frontier, wasteful behaviour was not demonized as it is today in a population-dense, resource-strained American society. 
-however, the laws of our society follow the pattern of ancient ethics, poorly suited to governing a complex, crowded, changeable world. 
-solution: to augment statutory law with administrative law – that is, “a government of laws and not men” (John Adams). Many, many Bureau administrators are responsible for trying to evaluate the morality of acts in the system. 
-but how do we ensure the legitimacy of the feedback received from these bureaucrats? “Who shall watch the watchers themselves?”

FREEDOM TO BREED IS INTOLERABLE
-if each human family were dependent on only its own resources; if the children of impoverished or incapable parents starved to death; if, thus, over-breeding brought its own “punishment” – then there would be no public interest in controlling the breeding of families. 
-however, our society is deeply committed to the welfare state and so is confronted with another aspect of the tragedy of the commons: In a welfare state, how shall we deal with the family, the religion, the race or the class (or indeed any distinguishable and cohesive group) that adopts over-breeding as a policy to secure its own aggrandizement? 
CONSCIENCE IS SELF-ELIMINATING
( Darwinian argument: conscience or the desire for children is purely hereditary – but hereditary only in the most general formal sense. 
-People vary. Some will undoubtedly respond to appeals to limit breeding, some will not. Those that do not will produce a larger fraction of the next generation that those with more susceptible consciences. This will continue, generation after generation, until we are left with a race completely free of conscience. It may take hundreds and hundreds of generations, but if it should happen, humankind will eventually destroy itself, as it will have no conscience to prevent it from doing so. 

MUTUAL COERCION MUTUALLY AGREED UPON
( defining social arrangements, using coercion to create temperance (e.g. taxation). 
-the coercion suggested is mutual coercion, mutually agreed upon by the majority of the people affected. 
RECOGNITION OF NECESSITY
( The commons, if justifiable at all, is justifiable only under conditions of low population density. As the human population has increased, the commons has had to be abandoned in one aspect after another:
-first: abandoned the commons in food gathering, by enclosing farm land and restricting pastures and hunting and fishing areas. 
-second: abandoned the idea of the commons as a place for waste disposal. 
-every new enclosure of the commons involves the infringement of somebody’s personal liberty. But was does “freedom” mean? E.g. when mankind mutually agreed to pass laws against robbing, mankind became more free, not less so. “Freedom is the recognition of necessity”. 
-we must now recognize the necessity of abandoning the commons in breeding. Only so can we put an end to this aspect of the tragedy of the commons. 
