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The Tragedy of the Commons

So, following our common property rights, which we call a CPR, which we discussed at
previous lecture, today, I am going to discuss with you a paper, which has been written by

none other than Garrett Hardin.

(Refer Slide Time: 0:48)

What Shall We Maximize?

Population, as Malthus said, naturally
tends to grow “geometrically,” or, as we
would now say, exponentially. In a
finite world this means that the per
capita share of the world’s goods must
steadily decrease, Is ours a finite world?

A fair defense can be put forward for
the view that the world is infinite; or
that we do not know that it is not. But,
in terms of the practical problems that
we must face in the next few genera-
tions with the foreseeable technology, it
is clear that we will greatly increase
human misery if we do not, during the
immediate future, assume that the world
available to the terrestrial human pop-
ulation is finite. “Space” is no escape
@.

The Tragedy of the Commons

The population problem has no technical solution;
it requires a fundamental extension in morality.

Garrett Hardin

At the end of a thoughtful article on
the future of nuclear war, Wiesner and

sional judgment, . . .” Whether they
were right or not is not the concern of

York (/) concluded that: “Both sides in
the arms race are . . . confronted by the
dilemma of steadily increasing military
power and steadily decreasing national
security. It is our considered profes-
sional judgment that this dilemma has
no technical solution. If the great pow-
ers continue to look for solutions in
the area of science and technology only,
the result will be to worsen the situa-
tion.”

the present article. Rather, the concern
here is with the important concept of a
class of human problems which can be
called “no technical solution problems,”
and, more specifically, with the identifi-
cation and discussion of one of these.

It is easy to show that the class is not
a null class, Recall the game of tick-
tack-toe. Consider the problem, “How
can I win the game of tick-tack-toe?”
Tt is well known that I cannot, if I as-

A finite world can support only a
finite population; therefore, population
growth must eventually equal zero. (The
case of perpetual wide fluctuations
above and below zero is a trivial variant
that need not be discussed.) When this
condition is met, what will be the situa-
tion of mankind? Specifically, can Ben-
tham’s goal of “the greatest good for
the greatest number” be realized?

No—for two reasons, each sufficient
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And this gentleman actually has talked about a topic, which many people at that point of time
was actually afraid to discuss. Now, here, the title of this paper is tragedy of common. Now,
in the previous lecture, we discussed about common property right where we have discuss
many common property, which actually give lot of value and uses to the community. But
when we actually utilize it fully or when that particular natural resource get exhausted of his
further deliver your benefit for society, then nobody owns it, because everybody thinks that

this is not mine. And a lack of ownership prevails.

As an example, a river, see for our Ganga River. Now, as long as Ganga River is flowing,
water is clean, we are utilizing for various other purposes in our life, but at the moment

because of our activity, anthropogenic activity, river Ganga become suppose contaminated,



unclean, then nobody comes to say, I will clean it. So, today | am going to discuss this paper,
which at some point of time, some of the words, you might feel that it is a bit harsh, but that
is the harsh reality. | will today, share this particular paper with you in the mode of a tutorial

among this mooc lecture.

So, you will see that when you read this paper, | would encourage all of you, it is available, it
is open access, in Google, and you can search this paper and can download and can read.
Every time you read this paper, you will find a better clarity about the subject, why this

author is calling tragedy.

Now, what actually authors actually tries to say here, if you read this paper, he starts talking
about population, as you see here, he says that population problem has no technical solution;
it requires a fundamental extension in morality. Now, also in paper, he actually argues and he
asked the reader means us, what actually we should maximize? Should we maximize
population? Or should we maximize the utilization of the resources that nature has given to

us.

Now, if you see that Malthus, he said natural population growth, it is geometric in nature, or
exponentially. In finite world, this means that per capita share of the world’s goods must
steadily decrease. But the question is that, is our world a finite world? Do you think that our
world is finite? You will see that a fair defense, some people, some thinkers, they put forward
for the view that world is infinite. In terms of the practical problems that we must face in the
next few generation with the advent of different technology, it is almost clear that we will

greatly increase human misery.

If we do not, at least during the immediate future, start assuming that world available to the
terrestrial human or human species population is finite, you cannot continue, extracting the
World Resources. So, this paper actually written late 60s. So, you can imagine that how
author, so, many years back, when the world population was not as much as today, even

though he could visualize that in which direction the mankind was moving.
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At the end of a thoughtful article on
the future of nuclear war, Wiesner and
York () concluded that: “Both sides in
the arms race are . . . confronted by the
dilemma of steadily increasing military
power and steadily decreasing national
security. It is our considered profes-
sional judgment that this dilemma has
no technical solution. If the great pow-
ers continue to look for solutions in
the area of science and technology only,
the result will be to worsen the situa-
tion.”
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York (7) concluded that: “Both sides in
the arms race are . . . confronted by the
dilemma of steadily increasing military
power and steadily decreasing national
security. It is our considered profes-
sional judgment that this dilemma has
no technical solution. If the great pow-
ers continue to look for solutions in
the area of science and technology only,
the result will be to worsen the situa-
tion.”

I would like to focus your attention
not on the subject of the article (na-
tional security in a nuclear world) but
on the kind of conclusion they reached,
namely that there is no technical solu-
tion to the problem. An implicit and
almost universal assumption of discus-
sions published in professional and
semipopular scientific journals is that
the problem under discussion has a
technical solution. A technical solution
may be defined as one that requires a
change only in the techniques of the
natural sciences, demanding little or
nothing in the way of change in human

sional judgment. . . " Whether they
were right or not is not the concern of
the present article. Rather, the concern
here is with the important concept of a
class of human problems which can be
called “no technical solution problems,”
and, more specifically, with the identifi-
cation and discussion of one of these.

It is easy to show that the class is not
a qull class. Recall the game of tick-
tack-toe. Consider the problem, “How
can I win the game of tick-tack-toe?”
Tt is well known that I cannot, if I as-
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the present article. Rather, the concern
here is with the important concept of a
class of human problems which can be
called “no technical solution problems,”
and, more specifically, with the identifi-
cation and discussion of one of these.

It is easy to show that the class is not
a class. Recall the game of tick-
tack-toe. Consider the problem, “How
can I win the game of tick-tack-toe?”
Tt is well known that I cannot, if I as-
sume (in keeping with the conventions
of game theory) that my opponent un-
derstands the game perfectly. Put an-
other way, there is no “technical solu-
tion” to the problem. I can win only
by giving a radical meaning to the word

“win.” I can hit my opponent over the of

head; or I can drug him; or I can falsify
the records. Every way in which I “win”
involves, in some sense, an abandon-
ment of the game, as we intuitively un-
derstand it. (I can also, of course,
openly abandon the game—refuse to
play it. This is what most adults do.)
The class of “No technical solution

immediate future, assume that the world
available to the terrestrial human pop-
ulation\is finite. “Space” is no escape

growth must eventually equal zero. (Th

case of perpetual luctuations
above and below zero is a trivial variant
that need not be discussed.) When this
condition is met, what will be the situa-
tion of mankind? Speci , can Ben-
tham's goal of “the greatest good for
the greatest number” be realized?

No—for two reasons, each sufficient
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A finite world can a
finite ion;  there] ation
growth must eventually equal zero. (The
case of perpetual wide fuctuations
above and below zero is a trivial variant
that need not be discussed.) When this
condition is met, what will be the situa-
tion of mankind? Specifically, can Ben-
tham's goal of “the greatest good for

test number” be realized?

for two reasons, each sufficient

by el The firs s a theoretial one,"”

It is not mathematically possible to
maximize for two (or more) variables at
the same time. This was stated
by von Neumann %
‘but the principle is implicit in the theory

ferential equations, dating
at D'Aleml anr-
1783).

The second reason springs directly
from biological To live, any
‘Organism mUSt frave-a-source of energy
(for example, food). This energy is
utilized for two purposes: mere main-
tenance and work. For man, mainte-
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People, started thinking about that to the world is infinite. But here, Garrett is actually

arguing, and also some other thinkers, they said that, if we continue utilizing the resources
which is available in this earth in this world, thinking that the world is infinite, we are going
to get into problem. So, a finite world can support only finite population. This is a very
important statement that, we should always remember that a finite world can support only

finite population, therefore, population growth must eventually equal to zero.

Now, is that possible? We need to actually think about this particular statement that is made
here. So, the argument is that, if the world is finite, or world can support only a finite
population. If you consider that world is finite, then it can support only finite population, it

cannot be that a finite world can continue support infinite population. So, if you for time



being you accept the fact that the world is finite, and it will support finite population, in that
case, population growth must eventually equal to zero; when this condition is met, what will

be the situation of mankind?

Bentham said the statement that the greatest good for the greatest number, but can that be
realized in this kind of situation? Garrett thinks it is not possible for two reasons, what are
those, each sufficient by itself, the first is a theoretical one; it is not mathematically possible
to maximize for two or more variables at the same time. This was clearly stated by Von

Neumann and Morgenstern, but the principle is implicit in the theory of partial differential

equation. The second reason, springs directly from biological fact.

(Refer Slide Time: 8:00)
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may be defined as one that requires a

& change only in the techniques of the
natural sciences, demanding little or

R nothing in the way of change in human
values or ideas of morality.

@ In our day (though not in earlier
times) technical solutions are always
welcome. Because of previous failures
in prophecy, it takes courage to assert
that a desired technical solution is not
possible. Wiesner and York exhibited
this courage; publishing in a science

‘ journal, they insisted that the solution
to the problem was not to be found in
the natural sciences. They cautiously
qualified their statement with the
phrase, “It is our considered profes-
mmnmum Usivensity
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this class. How it is conventionally con- merely staying alive will be defined as
ceived needs some comment. It is fair Mbyw

to say that most people who anguish ~ories” which he takes in. Work calories
over the population problem are trying are used not only for what we call work
to find a way to avoid the evils of over- in common speech; they are also re-
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think that farming the seas or develop- playing music and writing poetry. If
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10 say that most people who anguish
over the population problem are trying
to find a way to avoid the evils of over-
population without relinquishing any of
the privileges they now enjoy. They
think that farming the seas or develop-
ing new strains of wheat will solve the
problem—technologically. I try to show
here that the solution they seek cannot
be found. The population problem can-
not be solved in a technical way, any

Ames more than can the problem of winning

ories” which he takes in. Work calories
are used not only for what we call work
in common speech; they are also re-

quired for all forms of enjoyment, from
swimming ‘and automobile racing to
playing music and writing poetry. If
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obvious what we must do: We must
make the work calories per person ap-
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If we wish to leave any organism per se, to live, to survive, must have a source of energy,
which comes from food. Now, this energy is utilized for two purposes, one is mere
maintenance and the other is work. So, you maintain your system and you work for these two
reasons, two purposes, how energies required. For us for man, maintenance of life requires
about 1600 kilocalories a day. Remember, these are the things which have been mentioned in
1960s, late 1960s. So, there will be certain differences in many requirements and things
today, why | am sharing this little so called controversial paper, because this will give you
also the other perspective of common property right.

Here Garrett Hardin actually clearly says that if you do not control your growth of
population, there is a chance that you will get perished. Now, to establish his argument, he
has mentioned given many examples, and that is why it is important that we should look at
this paper very critically. Anything that a person does over and above merely staying alive
will be defined as work. And that is supported by work calories, which he takes in through
food.

Now, work calories are used not only for what we call work in common speech, they are also
required for all forms of enjoyment in our life. Starting from suppose swimming, playing
soccer, cycling, for anything that you actually entertain yourself some amusement that also
requires certain amount of energy. If our goal is to maximize population, it is obvious that we

must do it, we must make the work calories per person as close to zero as possible.

Now, no meals, no vacation, no sports, no music, no literature, no artistic activity; I think that
everyone will grant without argument or prove that maximizing population does not

maximize goods.
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require more than one generation of
hard analytical work—and much per-
suasion,

We want the maximum good per
person; but what is good? To one per-
son it is wilderness, to another it is ski

lodges for thousands. To one it is estu~

aries to nourish ducks for hunters to
shoot; to another it is factory land.
Comparing one good with another is,
we usually say, impossible because
goods are incommensurable. Incommen-
surables cannot be compared.
‘Theoretically this may be true; but in
real life incommensurables are commen-
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aries to nourish ducks for hunters to
shoot; to another it is factory land.
Comparing one good with another is,
we usually say, impossible because
goods are incommensurable. Incommen-
surables cannot be compared.

Theoretically this may be true; but in
real life incommensurables are commen-
surable. Only a criterion of judgment
and a system of weighting are needed.
In nature the criterion is survival. Is it
better for a species to be small and hide-
able, or large and powerful? Natural
selection commensurates the incommen-
surables, The compromise achieved de-
pends on a natural weighting of the
values of the variables.

Man must imitate this process. There
s no doub that in fact he already does,
but unconsciously. It is when the hidden
decisions are made explicit that the
arguments begin. The problem for the
years ahead is to work out an accept-
able theory of weighting. Synergistic
effects, nonlinear variation, and difficul-
mmdmmﬂngdwhmnmke!be
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We can make little progress in work-
ing toward optimum poulation size until
we explicily exorcize the spirit of
Adam Smith in the field of practical
demography. In economic affairs, The
Wealth of Nations (1776) popularized
the “invisible hand,” the idea that an
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invariable) casts doubt on the optimistic
assumption that the positive growth rate
of a population is evidence that it has
yet to reach its optimum.

We can make little progress in work-
ing toward optimum poulation size unfil
we explicitly exorcize the spirit of
Adam Smith in the field of practical

. In economic affairs, The
Wealth of Nations (1776) popularized
the “invisible hand,” the idea that an
individual who “intends only his own
gain,” is, as it were, “led by an invisible
hand to promote . . . the public interest”
(5). Adam Smith did not assert that
this was invariably true, and perhaps
neither did any of his followers. But he
contributed to 2 dominant tendency of
thought that has ever since interfered
with positive action based on rational
analysis, namely, the tendency to as-
sume that decisions reached individually
will, in fact, be the best decisions for an
entire society. If this assumption is
correct it justifies the continuance of
our present policy of laissez-faire in
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thought that has ever since interfered
with positive action based on rational
analysis, namely, the tendency to as-
sume that decisions reached individually
will, in fact, be the best decisions for an
entire society. If this assumption is
correct it justifies the continuance of
our present policy of laissez-faire in

comes a reality. Allhnpomi,tbem—
‘herent logic of the commons remorse-
lessly generates tragedy.

As a rational being, each herdsman
seeks to maximize his gain. Explicitly
or implicitly, more or less consciously,
he asks, “What is the utility fo me of
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comes a reality. At this point, the in-
‘herent logic of the commons remorse-
lessly generates tragedy.

As a rational being, each herdsman .
seeks to maximize his gain. Explicitly
of implicitly, more or Jess consciously,
e asks, “What is the utility to_ me of
adding one more animal to my herd?”

‘This utility has one negative and one
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tion of the increment of one animal.

Since the herdsman receives all the
proceeds from the sale of the additional
animal, the positive utilits:

2) The negative component is a func-
tion of the additional overgrazing
created by one more animal. Since,
‘however, the effects of overgrazing are
shared by all the herdsmen, the negative
utility for any particular decision-
making herdsman is only a fraction of
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created by one more animal. Since,
‘however, the effects of overgrazing are
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sume that men will control their individ-
ual fecundity so as to produce the opti-
mum population. If the assumption is
not correct, we need to reexamine our
individual freedoms to see which ones
are defensible.

Tragedy of Freedom in a Commons

The rebuttal to the invisible hand in
population control is to be found in a
scenario first sketched in a little-known
pamphlet (6) in 1833 by a mathematical
amateur named William Forster Lioyd
(1794-1852). We may well call it “the
tragedy of the commons,” using the

{dding together the component par-
tial utilities, the rational herdsman
concludes that the

for him to pursue is to add another
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So, Bentham’s goal is impossible. Now, in reaching these conclusions, guiding say that he
has assumed that it is the acquisition of energy that is the problem, the appearance of atomic
energy has led some to question this particular assumption. However, if you look at that, the
arithmetic signs in the analysis as it were, it was reversed and Bentham goals are still un

obtainable.

So, the optimum population is then what less than the maximum, the difficulty in defining the
optimum is always very difficult. So far as Garrett Hardin is concerned in this paper, he says
that no one has seriously talked about this particular problem of defining optimum population
in the world. So, how much actually this earth can carry.

Now, if you recall that in one of the previous classes, we discussed about carrying capacity,
where we talked about how long the earth or the globe can actually carry, so, you talked
about S-curve, J-curve. As long as the supply is available, the population will grow. At
certain point, when the supply gets diminished, population also will start going down. Now,
when population goes down, then again the supply seems increasing. So, again population
and grow up. So, this is the way actually population goes up and down with the availability of

resources.

Now, if you look at. the Tragedy of Commons develops particularly, say an example, which
Garrett has given a pasture, a green pasture, a green grassland, which is open to all, now, it is
to be expected that each a person who has cows or lambs or goats will try to keep as many
cattle as possible on that common land. Now, this kind of arrangement may work reasonably
satisfactorily for centuries because of various kinds of conflict and other thing population if it
goes down, as | discussed here, then it will seem like that the supply of resources again high,
so, again population will go up. But finally, comes the day, when the long desired goal of
social stability becomes a reality.

And at this point, the inherent logic of the commons remorselessly generates tragedy. Why?
Because, suppose, in a piece of land, where a person was actually having his own suppose,
five goat till that time he is there with five goats, that particular green pasture look enough for
him. And so, from five, he got seven, eight like that because this group of goats started
reproducing, populations started increasing, up to certain points to this pasture was sufficient
enough for him to continue with this practice. But other day another person comes in. As
these places open place nobody can stop. So, that person also come with suppose five goats.

Similar way now, these goats also start eating on feeding on these grasses and they also



reproduce. So, imagine there will be a competition, competition for foods. Now, both the
person now will try to maximize the benefit out of that green pasture. So, what you can

visualize tell me.

Now these two person of course, till one point, they will be able to maintain a peaceful stay
there, but after some time, if both of their goats produce reproduce more or another person
coming, then the supply of raw material like grasses will be less, and the number of goats will
be more and there the conflict will start, who will share the benefit and who we will not.
Now, each herdsman will try to maximize his gain, explicitly or implicitly. Now, each one of
them will start asking themselves, what is the utility to me, of adding one more animal to my
herd?

They started with five, they will start thinking, what is the utility if | add one more. Now, this
utility has one negative and one positive component. And what is that the positive component
is a function of the environment of one animal. Since that herd man receives all the proceeds
from the sale of the additional animal, the positive utility is nearly plus one. But the negative
component is a function of the additional over grazing, created by one extra animal into that
grassland. Now, the effect of over grazing is shared by all herdsmen. There are now one or
two herdsmen they both of them brought. So, both of them will actually share, the
overgrazing effect. So, that means every individual goat will get little less grass than previous

time.

So, the negative utility for any particular decision making herdsman is only a fraction of
minus one. Now, if you add plus one and minus one, the rational herdsman concludes that the
only sensible course for him to pursue is to add another animal to his herd and another means
there comes the problem. He keeps on adding number of animal in that particular pasture. But
this is the conclusion reached by each and every rational herdsman, while sharing a common
property, common grassland, and there is that tragedy. Each man is locked into a system that
compels him to increase his or her herd without any limit, in a world where resources are
finite. And if people start expecting or extracting infinite amount or limitless amount of

benefit, out of those resources, destruction is inevitable.

So, ruin is the destination toward which all men rush. That is what Garrett is saying, each one
of them pursuing his own best interest in a society that believes in the freedom of the
commons. Freedom in a commons brings reigns to all. This is a most important statement that

| wish all of you to understand.



(Refer Slide Time: 18:39)

[ tragedy of commons garet hardinpd - Adobe Acrobat Reader DC (32-5it - B8 X
fle Edt View Sgn Window Help
Home  Tools tragedy of commo... x @ Sign In
BrxoaBQA 00O rPOO =-R T 4DTQ 480
Comment BZTITHBLTIALOSE & & * O= (G )
A 1 SIS W St S i e e e e i e i i 1S Vi) IS .
able, or large and powerful? Natural not correct, we need to reexamine our for him to pursue is to add another A [\
@ selection commensurates the incommen-  individual freedoms to see which ones mimal o his herd. And another; and o
surables. The compromise achieved de- are defensible. another. . . . But thiS'is the conclusion o
R pends on a natural weighting of the reached by éad Fation: E
values of the variables. an g 4 COmmOons. in
) Man mist imitate this process. There  Tragedy of Freedom in a Commons 5 The Tragedy. Each man s locked into B
is 1o doubt that in fact he already does, 3 system that compels Fim fo merease
but unconsciously. It is when the hidden ~ The rebuttal to the invisible hand in "his herd without limit—in & hat
decisions are made explicit that the population control is to be found in & i Timited. Ruin is the destination to-
arguments begin. The problem for the scenario first sketched in a little-known  ward which all men rush, each pursuing
years ahead is to work out an accept- pamphlet (6) in 1833 by a mathematical  hiS Gwn Best InErESTIT a society That™ E;‘
able theory of weighting. Synergistic amateur named William Forster Lloyd believes in the freedos
< effects, nonlinear variation, and difficul-  (1794-1852). We may well call it “the 5. CommOns_brings P
ties in discounting the future make the tragedy of the commons,” using the rFuin fo all.
intellectual problem difficult, but not word “tragedy” as the philosopher — Some would say that this is a plati- =
(in principle) insoluble. Whitehead used it (7): “The essence of  tude. Would that it were! In a sense, it i)
Has any cultural group solved this dramatic tragedy is not unhappiness. It ~ was learned thousands of years ago, but
practical problem at the present time, resides in the solemnity of the remorse- natural selection favors the forces of 4
even on an intuitive level? One simple less working of things.” He therr goes on.  psychological denial (8). The individual
fact proves that none has: there is no to say, “This inevitableness of destiny hbenefits as an individual from his ability
prosperous population in the world to- can only be illustrated in terms of hu- to deny the truth even though society as -
day that has, and has had for some man life by incidents which in fact in- a whole, of which he is a part, suffers.
14 SCIENCE, VOL. 162 b

H P Type here to search (0]

o -

13 tragedy of commons garet harcin pd - Adobe Acobat Reader DC (32-6i) = ofe)
fle Edt View Sign Window Help
Home  Tools tragedy of commo... x ® Sign In
A - o
BryoBQA OO : rOO0G@ =3 T &aHEQ A= ]
- 7 ST
Comment BATTRLTIEHLO & & & 2 @0= (dlose )
15 00 doubt that in tact he already does, 4 system that compels him to increase A
@ but unconsciously. It is when the hidden ~ The rebuttal to the invisible hand in "his herd without limit—in & world that D,
decisions are made explicit that the population control is to be found in a is Timited. Kum is the destination to-
arguments begin. The problem for the scenario first sketched in a little-known  ward which all men rush, each pursuing =)
D years ahead is to work out an accept- pamphlet (6) in 1833 by a mathematical hiS Gwn best InErEST T a society That™ -
able theory of weighting. Synergistic amateur named William Forster Lloyd ~believes in the Ifreedos
@ effects, nonlinear variation, and difficul-  (1794-1852). We may well call it “the riions. Freedom in @ commons brings D)
ties in discounting the future make the tragedy of the commons,” using the rum fo all.
intellectual problem difficult, but not word “tragedy” as the philosopher ~ Some would say that this is a plati-
(in principle) insoluble. Whitehead used it (7): “The essence of tude. Would that it were! In a sense, it
Has any cultural group solved this dramatic tragedy is not unhappiness. It ~ was learned thousands of years ago, but 2]
practical problem at the present time, resides in the solemnity of the remorse- natural selection favors the forces of v
even on an intuitive Jevel? One simple  less working of things.” He thew goes on.  psychological denial (8). The individual
4 fact proves that none has: there is no to say, “This inevitableness of destiny benefits as an individual from his ghility 1
prosperous population in the world to- can only be illustrated in terms of hu- ftor ty as
day that has, and has had for some man life by incidents which in fact in- a whole, of which he is a part, suffers. Y
o
4 SCIENCE, VOL. 162
4

H P Type here to search (0]

He says that, by doing this kind of practice you got is one piece of green pasture, which is
common to all. So, | bring five goats, you bring five goat, and then after some time, | feel
okay, my benefit has to grow. So, | add another in my group, so that means six goat, my
friend also neighbor also had another one, he says, | also need benefit, extra benefit. So, that
is the way we start, adding one after other animal to enhance our benefit and exploit that
green pasture as much as possible. And we forget for time being that that green grass is

limited, finite.

So, certainly that is what Garrett here argues that this is the way we actually move towards
the destruction and why because this society has given full freedom to use anything which are

common. So, any common property like our river Ganga, who will stop you to go there and



take a bath or use the Ganga water. Oxygen that we breathe in till now it is common property.
Now, you just go there and you burn something in your garden. That smoke will certainly
will take away some oxygen from the surrounding environment, but you feel that is your right
because within your property you are doing. But when the same activity is done in
somewhere which is no one’s common free land. So, there comes the kind of feeling, that

world is infinite.

So, you use as much as you can that is what is dangerous, because that will lead towards ruin,
as he said in this paper. So, he says that the freedom in this society to utilize common
property actually will bring everyone to destruction or ruin, that is what he has presented in
this paper. So, | brought this paper today to discuss with you, so that you yourself can
understand that way the garret is right or wrong or some of his views are right or wrong. So,
this actually will open our thinking process with regard to the right to common properties,
and how it should be utilized.

He also says that some probably would say that this is a platitude kind of thing, in the sense
that it is learned that thousands of years ago, by natural selection favors the forces of
psychological denial. Now, the individual benefits as an individual from his ability to deny
that truth. Even though society as a whole of which he or she is a part of, that society will
also suffer because of one person or two persons, individual benefit, some other person in the

society will suffer.
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Now, this kind of understanding, Garrett has put almost in late 60s. So, you can imagine that
the kind of thinking that he had at that point of time. Now, he also says that education can
counter attack this natural tendency of us to do wrong thing, but the inexplicable succession
of generation requires that the basis for this knowledge be constantly refreshed. A very
critical statement. We cannot stay stagnant as far as knowledge is concerned, exploration of
new knowledge and new facts should always get refreshed, and new things should come into
the system. Then he goes on and he says, a few more examples, now, another example that
Garrett brings in is about pollutions. And you will see how nicely he can explain this

particular aspect.
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/ the parking meters downtown were & B

covered with plastic bags that bore tags
reading: “Do not open until after Christ-
mas. Free parking courtesy of the
mayor and city council.” In other words,
facing the prospect of an increased de-
‘mand for already scarce space, the city
fathers reinstituted the system of the
commons. (Cynically, we suspect that
they gained more votes than they lost
by this retrogressive act)

In an approximate way, the logic of
the commons has been understood for
a long time, perhaps since the dis-
covery of agriculture or the invention
of private property in real estate. But
it is understood mostly only in special
cases which are not sufficiently general-
ized. Even at this late date, cattlemen
leasing national land on the western
ranges demonstrate no more than an
ambivalent understanding, in constantly
pressuring federal authorities to increase
the head count to the point where over-
grazing produces erosion and weed-
dominance Tikewise the acegos of 4

Pollution

In a reverse way, the tragedy of
e CIDEMS TERpYCAT I8 Polizns G
pollution #Here it is not & question of
taking something out of the commons,
but of putting something in—sewage,
or chemical, radioactive, and heat
wastes into water; noxious and danger-
ous fumes into the air; and distracting
and unpleasant advertising signs into
the line of sight. The calculations of
utility are much the same as before.
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 this is true for everyone, we
are locked into a system of “fouling our
own nest,” so long s we behave only
as independent, rational, free-enter-
prisers.

The tragedy of the commons as a
food basket is averted by private prop-

He says that the Tragedy of Commons reappears

Analysis of the pollution problem as
a function of population density un-
covers a not generally recognized prin-
ciple of morality, namely: the morality
of an act is a function of the state of
the system at the time it is performed
(10). Using the commons as a cesspool
does not harm the general public under
frontier conditions, because there is no
public; the same behavior in a metropo-
lis is unbearable. A hundred and fifty
years ago a plainsman could kill an
American bison, cut out only the tongue
for his dinner, and discard the rest of
the animal. He was not in any impor-
tant sense being wasteful. Today, with
only a few thousand bison left, we
would be appalled at such behavior.

In passing, it is worth noting that the
morality of an act cannot be determined
from a photograph. One does not know
whether a man killing an elephant or
setting fire to the grassland is harming
others until one knows the total system

")

R @ N ®

in problems of pollutions how say in

sewage, in a city, any place, there is a process that our waste material from our household
goes to a certain place and then gets treated. Now, similar way, suppose, you have a river,
which is passing through your neighborhood and that river is common. Now, if you stay next
to the river and decide to throw the waste which is generated at your household into the river,
or unless until there is a strict rule or regulation, you will continue doing that because, again,
that river is not your property, you feel it is everyone’s, it is common. So, you behave in a
different way.

Similar way our air which is common, so that air can also be intoxicated by different
activities. But when it impacts the air intoxicate the air, then it is going to impact thousands

millions of people. So, one or two individual activity can impact almost the entire society.
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@ the head count to the point where over-
grazing produces erosion and weed-
dominance, Likewise, the oceans of the
R world continue to suffer from the sur-
vival of the philosophy of the commons.
@ Maritime nations still respond automat-
ically to the shibboleth of the “freedom
of the seas.” Professing to believe in
the “inexhaustible resources of the
oceans,” they bring species after species
of fish and whales closer to extinction
.
< The National Parks present another
instance of the working out of the
tragedy of the commons. At present,
they are open to all, without limit. The
parks themselves are limited in extent—
there is only one Yosemite Valley—
whereas population seems to grow with-
out limit. The values that visitors seek
in the parks are steadily eroded. Plainly,
we must soon cease to treat the parks
as commons or they will be of no value
to anyone.
What shall we do? We have several
ootions. We might sell them i
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The tragedy of the commons as a
food basket is averted by private prop-
erty, or something formally like it. But
the air and waters surrounding us can-
not readily be fenced, and so the trag-
edy of the commons as a cesspool must
be prevented by different means, by

ercive laws or taxing devices that make|
it cheaper for the polluter to treat his
o em

pollutanis_that o Gischarge fhem Un-
treated. We have not progressed as far
with
‘have with the first. Indeed, our particu-
lar concept of private property, which
deters us from exhausting the positive
resources of the earth, favors pollution.
‘The owner of a factory on the bank of
a stream—whose property extends to
the middle of the stream—often has
difficulty seeing why it is not his natural
right to muddy the waters flowing past
his door. The law, always behind the
times, requires elaborate stitching and
fitting to adapt it to this newly perceived
aspect of the commons.

solution of this problem as we 4

&9 0aQ
2 0=

e e AuGg U Gpuau v
setting fire to the grassland is harming
others until one knows the total system
in which his act appears. “One picture
is worth a thousand words,” said an
ancient Chinese; but it may take 10,000
words to validate it. It is as tempting to
ecologists as it s to reformers in general
1o try to persuade others by way of the
photographic shortcut. But the essense
of an argument cannot be photo-
iphed: it must be presented rationally
—in words.

That morality is system-sensitive
escaped the attention of most codifiers
of ethics in the past. “Thou shalt
not . . ." is the form of traditional
ethical directives which make no allow-
ance for particular circumstances. The
laws of our society follow the pattern of
ancient ethics, and therefore are poorly
suited to governing a complex, crowded,
changeable world. Our epicyclic solu-
tion is to augment statutory law with
administrative law. Since it is practically
impossible to spell out all the conditions
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Now, the Tragedy of Commons as a food basket is averted by private property or something
formally like it. But the air and water surrounding us cannot readily be fenced and so the
tragedy of the commons as a cesspool must be prevented by different means; by coercive
laws, taxing devices that make it cheaper for the polluter to treat his pollutants, then to
discharge them untreated into the water body, which is common. So, in a sense that more
morality is a system sensitive, aspect and that is why Garrett also says that the consciousness,
morality of individual has a very important role to play to make the common property, useful
as well as maintaining appropriate manner otherwise, certainly, it is a tragedy and it is

tragedy of common.
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@ watch the watchers themselves?” John
Adams said that we must have “a gov-

D ernment of laws and not men.” Bureau
administrators, trying to evaluate the

1 ‘morality of acts in the total system, are
singularly liable to corruption, produc-
ing a government by men, not laws.

v islate
( ot necessarily {0 enforce); but

how do we legidate temperance? Ex-
perience indicates that it can be ac-
¢ complished best through the mediation
of administrative law. We limit possi-
bilities unnecessarily if we suppase that
the sentiment oT Quis cuitodier denies
us the use of administrative law. We
should rather retain the phrase as a
perpetual reminder of fearful dangers
we cannot avoid. The great challenge
facing us now is to invent the corrective
feedbacks that are needed to keep cus-
todians honest. We must find ways to
legitimate the needed authority of both
the custodians and the corrective feed-
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equal right to the commons is to lock
the world into a tragic course of action.

Unfortunately this is just the course
of action that is being pursued by the
United Nations. In late 1967, some 30
nations agreed (o the following (/4):

The Universal Declaration of Human
Rights describes the family as the natural
and fondameatal_unit of socity. It fol-
lows that any choice and decision with
regard to the size of the family must irfe-
vocably rest with the family itself, and
e U

It is painful to have to deny categor-
ieally the validity of this right; denying
it, one feels as uncomfortable as a resi-

dent of Salem, Massachusetts, who °

denied the reality of witches in the 17th
century. At the present time, in liberal
quarters, something like a taboo acts to
inhibit criticism of the United Nations.
There is a feeling that the United
Nations is “our last and best hope.”
that we shouldn't find fault with it; we
shouldn't play into the hands of the

o -
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cipiens would become extinct and
would be replaced by the variety Homo
progenitivus” (16).

The argument assumes that cop-
science or the desire for children (no
‘matter which) is hereditary—but heredi-
tary only in the most general formal
sense. The result will be the same
whether—the—attitude—is—tramsmiteed

I 5, or exosomatically.
10 use A. J. Lotka's term. (If one denies
the latter possibility as well as the
former, then what's the point of educa-
tion?) The argument has here been
stated i-YHC COMext of the population
p@‘mﬁ%
any instance in Which Society appeals ‘/
toan mdividual exploiting @ comMmMOTS™
to restrain himself for the general
‘g00d—by Teans of his conscience. Tof
‘make such an appeal is (0 set Up @
selective system that works toward the
elimination of conscience from the race.
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Now, the next thing again, Garrett, in this paper, he mentioned a very important point, and
that prohibition is easy to legislate, but how do we legislate temperance? He says that
experience indicates that it can be accomplished based through the mediations of
administrative law. We can also limit the possibilities unnecessarily if we suppose that the
sentiment of Quis custodiet denies us the use of administrative law. Now, this he said at his
condition in late 1960s. What he means is that, whether government at any particular point of
time can legislate something can bring in some law, rule and regulation and thus can actually

stop the people to mistreat the common property.

Now, if you see that, in around late 1967, some 30 countries 30 nations, they agreed to the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which describes the family as the natural and
fundamental unit of a society. It follows that any choice and decision with regard to the size
of the family must irrevocably rest with the family itself, and it cannot be made by anyone
else. Such a profound thinking. Now 30 nations in 1967 agreed to this following resolution.
Now, it is painful, to have to deny categorically the validity of this right. Denying it one may
feel as uncomfortable as a resident of any particular city. So, if you look at the long term
impact of any rule or regulation brought in by legislation to somehow maintain the natural or
the common properties for the longer uses; potential long uses of these common properties
for larger benefit of larger society, it is important that while having the common property

right, certain amount of regulation should also be in place.

He also argued at one point that the conscience, our consciousness or the desire for children
is hereditary. Every one every organism in this ecosystem wants to procreate. Procreation is
the reality of life, but hereditary only in the most general form and sense.Tthe result will be
the same whether the attitude of a father is transmitted to the son or son’s characteristic
transmitted to his son. So, this result will be completely dependent on heredity, if one denies
the later possibility, as well as the former then what is the point of education? This is the

questions he asked.

So, at this juncture, the argument that Garrett brings in, in the context of population problem,
but this also applies equally well to any instance in which society appeals to an individual
exploiting commons or common property to restrain himself for the general good by means
of his own conscience. So, ultimately, it boils down to self consciousness. So, the population

problem, how to actually regulate that, this can be left to the conscious of an individual. So,



this is a kind of a very sensitive topic sensitive aspect that gets it also wanted to bring in into

public domain.
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volved in population problems in an-
other way. In a world governed solely
by the principle of “dog eat dog™—if
indeed there ever was such a world—
how many children a family had would
not be a matter of public concern.
Parents who bred too exuberantly would
leave fewer descendants, not more, be-
cause they would be unable to care
adequately for their children. David
Lack and others have found that such a
negative feedback demonstrably con-
trols the fecundity of birds (11). But
men are not birds, and have not acted
like them for millenniums, at least.

If each human family were depen-
dent only on its own resources; if the
children of improvident parents starved
to death; if, thus, overbreeding brought
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surables cannot be compared.
8 ‘Theoretically this may be true; but in
real life incommensurables are commen-
ﬂ surable. Only a criterion of judgment
and a system of weighting are needed.
In nature the criterion is survival. Is it
é eter for a species to be small and hide-
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able, or large and powerful? Natural
selection commensurates the incommen=
surables. The compromise achieved de-
pends on a natural weighting of the
values of the variables.

Man must imitate this process. There
is no doubt that in fact he already does,
‘but unconsciously. It is when the hidden
decisions are made explicit that the
arguments begin. The problem for the
years ahead is to work out an accept-
able theory of weighting. Synergistic
effects, nonlinear variation, and difficul-
ties in discounting the future make the
intellectual problem difficult, but not
(in principle) insoluble.

Has any cultural group solved this
practical problem at the present time,
even on an intuitive level? One simple
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It is @ mistake to think that we can  that he has received two EommuMIcS-
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Charles Galton Darwin made this point dont do as we ask, we will openly con-
when he spoke on the centennial of the demn you for not acting like a respon-
publication of his grandfather's great sible citizen”;\ 4f) (the unintended
book. The argument is straightforward —communication) “If you do behave as
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entire society. If this assumption is mwmm \ A
correct it justifies the continuance of utiity for any particula
our present policy of laissez-faire in 7 mnumfyllncmn of
reproduction. If it is correct we can as-
sume that men will control their individ-
ual fecundity so as to produce the opti-
mum population. If the assumption is  concludes that the only sensible course.
not correct, we need to reexamine our  for him to pursue is to add another
individual freedoms to see which ones amimal fo his herd. i

are defensible. another. . . . But this'is the conclusion
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(dding together the component par-

tial utilities, the rational herdsman

Tragedy of Freedom in a Commons

s Ifle u e

The rebuttal to the invisible hand in

population control is to be found in & i ]
scenario first sketched in a little-known  ward which all men rush, each pursuing

pamphlet (6) in 1833 by a mathematical hiS Own best InTEreST 1T a society Thar™ 4
amateur named William Forster Lloyd

(1794-1852). We may well call it “the

tragedy of the commons,” using the all, B
word “tragedy” as the philosopher ~ Some would say that this s & plati-
Whitehead used it (7): “The essence of  tude. Would that it were! In a sense, it &

dramatic tragedy is not unhappiness. It  was learned thousands of years ago, but
resides in the solemnity of the remorse-  natural selection favors the forces of
Tess working of things." He therr goes on ~ psychological denial (8). The individual



Home

3 tragedy of commans garet hardinpd - Adobe Acobat

Tools

Reader DC (32-0i

tragedy of commo...

BrxoBQA OO - A

Comment

&
A
@

BT THTL
CAUCAUON (AN COUDICTACY UNE BAwra
tendency to do the wrong thing, but the
inexorable succession of generations

| requires that the basis for this knowl-
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A simple incident that occurred a few

years ago in Leominster, Massachusetts,
) shows how perishable the knowledge is.

During the Christmas shopping season -

the parking meters downtown were
covered with plastic bags that bore tags
reading: “Do not open until after Christ-
mas. Free parking courtesy of theC
mayor and city council.” In other words,
facing the prospect of an increased de-
‘mand for already scarce space, the city
fathers reinstituted the system of the
commons. (Cynically, we suspect that
they gained more votes than they lost
by this retrogressive act)

In an approximate way, the logic of
the commons has been understood for
a long time, perhaps since the dis-
covery of agriculture or the invention
of private property in real estate. But
it is understood mostly only in special
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Or it might be on a first-come, first-
served basis, administered to long
queves, These, I think, are all the
reasonable possibilities. They are all
objectionable. But we must choose—or
acquiesce in the destruction of the com-
mons that we call our National Parks.
R

<7 Tevise way, the tragedy of
the commons reappears in problems of
pollution. Here it is not & question of
taking something out of the commons,
but of putting something in—sewage,
or chemical, radioactive, and heat
wastes into water; noxious and danger-
ous fumes into the air; and distracting
and unpleasant advertising signs into
the line of sight. The calculations of
utility are much the same as before.
The rational man finds that his share of
the cost of the wastes he discharges into
the commons is less than the cost of
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people. But as population became denser,
the natural chemical and biological re-
cycling processes became overloaded,
calling for a redefinition of property
rights.

How To Legislate Temperance?

Analysis of the pollution problem as
a function of population density un-
covers a not generally recognized prin-
ciple of morality, namely: the morality
of an act is a function of the state of
the system at the time it is performed
(10). Using the commons as a cesspool
does not harm the general public under
frontier conditions, because there is no
public; the same behavior in a metropo-
lis is unbearable. A hundred and fifty
years ago a plainsman could kill an
American bison, cut out only the tongue
for his dinner, and discard the rest of
the animal. He was not in any impor-
tant sense being wasteful. Today, with
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Now, there are various other aspects that in this paper Garrett Hardin has discussed about; the
pathogenic effects of conscience. What it says is that the long-term disadvantage of an appeal
towards conscience should be enough to condemn it. If we ask a man who is supposedly
exploiting a common property in the name of conscience, what are you saying to him? What
does he hear? You will see that even if you say about his utilization of natural resource
beyond his requirement or need, this gentle man will remember, not merely the words we
used, but also the nonverbal communication, cues that we have give him unaware, sooner or
later, consciously and subconsciously. That man will sense that he has received two type of

communication and that are contradictory in nature.

One is intended communication, if you do not do as we ask, we will openly condemn you for
not acting like a responsible citizen that is one that is the intended communication. Two, the
unintended communication which we did not want to actually communicate, but still it got
communicated to the person. What is this? If you do behave as we ask, we will secretly
condemn you for a simpleton, who can be shamed into standing aside while the rest of us
exploit the commons. See, what does this mean? Suppose, one person who has listened to
this, he may be standing, he may be not stopped utilizing or stop what you call misusing the
resources, common resources, but others will keep on doing it. So, how to control this kind of

situation?

So, here, Garrett calls it those pathogenic effects of conscience. So every man then is caught
in what Bateson has called a double bind. Bateson and his co-workers have made a plausible
case for leaving the double bind as an important causative factor in the genesis of

schizophrenia. The double bind may not always endanger the mental health of anyone to



whom it is applied. A bad conscience is a kind of a illness. Nietzsche another researcher has

said that a bad conscious is a kind of illness.

So up to this point, what we actually find in this very thought provocative paper is that
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Or it might be on a first-come, first-
served basis, administered to long
queues, These, T think, are all the
reasonable possibilities. They are all
objectionable. But we must choose—or
acquiesce in the destruction of the com-
‘mons that we call our National Parks.
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the parking meters downtown were |
covered with plastic bags that bore tags | /Polluti
reading: “Do not open until after Christ- | v
way, the tragedy of

mas. Free parking courtesy of the
mayor and city council.” In other words,
facing the prospect of an increased de-
‘mand for already scarce space, the city
fathers reinstituted the system of the
commons. (Cynically, we suspect that
they gained more votes than they lost
by this retrogressive act.)

In an approximate way, the logic of
the commons has been understood for
a loog time, perhaps since the dis-
covery of agriculture or the invention
of private property in real estate. But
it is understood mostly only in special
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the commons reappears in problems of
pollution. Here it is not a question of
taking something out of the commons,
but of putting something in—sewage,
or chemical, radioactive, and heat
wastes into water; noxious and danger-
ous fumes into the air; and distracting
and unpleasant advertising signs into
the line of sight. The calculations of
utility are much the same as before.
The rational man finds that his share of
the cost of the wastes he discharges into
the commons is less than the cost of
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people. But as population became denser,
the natural chemical and biological re-
cycling processes became overloaded,
calling for a redefinition of property
rights.

How To Legislate Temperance?

Anﬁysis of the pollution problem as
a function of population density un-
covers a not generally recognized prin-
ciple of morality, namely: the morality
of an act is a function of the state of
the system at the time it is performed
(10). Using the commons as a cesspool
does not harm the general public under
frontier conditions, because there is no
public; the same behavior in a metropo-
lis is unbearable. A hundred and fifty
years ago a plainsman could kill an
American bison, cut out only the tongue
for his dinner, and discard the rest of
the animal. He was not in any impor-
tant sense being wasteful. Today, with
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surables cannot be compared.

‘Theoretically this may be true; but in
real life incommensurables are commen-
surable. Only 2 criterion of judgment
and a system of weighting are needed.
In nature the criterion is survival. Is it
better for a species to be small and hide-
able, or large and powerful? Natural
selection commensurates the incommen-
surables. The compromise achieved de-
pends on a natural weighting of the
values of the variables.

Man must imitate this process. There
is no doub that in fact he already does,
but unconsciously. It is when the hidden
decisions are made explicit that the
arguments begin. The problem for the
years ahead is to work out an accept-
able theory of weighting. Synergistic
effects, nonlinear variation, and difficul-
ties in discounting the future make the
intellectual problem difficult, but not
(in principle) insoluble.

Has any cultural group solved this
practical problem at the present time,
even on an intuitive Jevel? One simple

entire society. If this assumption is  shared by &Il e Rerdsmen, the negative \

correct it justifies the continuance of

reproduction. If it is correct we can as-

uillty for any paricular _decision-
our present policy of hissez-aire in W

sume that men will control their individ-
ual fecundity so as to produce the opti-
mum population. If the assumption is
not correct, we need to reexamine our
individual freedoms to see which ones
are defensible.

Tragedy of Freedom in a Commons

The rebuttal to the invisible hand in
population control is to be found in a
scenario first sketched in a little-known
pamphlet (6) in 1833 by a mathematical
amateur named William Forster Lioyd
(1794-1852). We may well call it “the
tragedy of the commons,” using the
word “tragedy” as the philosopher
Whitehead used it (7): “The essence of
dramatic tragedy is not unhappiness. It
resides in the solemnity of the remorse-
less working of things.” He therr goes on

Iding together the component par-
tial utilities, the rational herdsman

concludes that the only sensible course.

for him to pursue is to add another

Tmmal o Bis herd And another; and |

another. . . . But thiS'is the conclusion
reached by éach andevery ol
Ty 4 commons. in
is - Each man is locked into
a system that compel 10 increase’
his herd without Timit—in @ wi Tt
is Timited. Ruin i the destination to-
ward which all men rush, each pursuing
hiSOwn best inerest 1T a socely thar
‘befieves in the Ireedor
iions. Freedom i 4 commons #rings
Ui o all.

Some would say that this is 2 plati-
tude. Would that it were! In a sense, it
was learned thousands of years ago, but
natural selection favors the forces of
psychological denial (8). The individual
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authors are talking about various kind of exploitation or utilization of resources and then

, B

how, a tragedy is there because of the freedom to use maximum. I should say the maximum
utilizations of the common properties for the benefit of few. And then how, because of
various activities, we create pollutions and thus the common property, which otherwise can
be used by, most of the people in the society, they cannot use it, because it got polluted

because of certain actions or over exploitation.
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openly deny the validity of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, even
though it is promoted by the United

term disadvantages as well. If we ask

2 man who is exploiting a commons to

COnSCIence.

desist_“in_the_name of

Now, then he also talked about legislations, how government can bring in legislations to
regulate the exploitation of common properties. And then he talks about the population

problem, how the self conscious can actually dictate the decision to increase populations or

regulate it in a proper manner.
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D Freedom To Breed Is Intolerable

@ The tragedy of the commons is in-

volved in population problems in an-
other way. In 2 world governed solely
by the principle of “dog eat dog™—if
indeed there ever was such a world—
how many children a family had would
not be a matter of public concern.
Parents who bred too exuberantly would
leave fewer descendants, not more, be-
cause they would be unable to care
adequately for their children. David
Lack and others have found that such a
negative feedback demonstrably con-
trols the fecundity of birds (11). But
men are not birds, and have not acted
like them for millenniums, at least.

If each human family were depen-
dent only on its own resources; if the
children of improvident parents starved
to death; if, thus, overbreeding brought
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shou!dnl play into the hzmk u! lh¢
archconservatives. However, let us not
forget what Robert Louis Stevenson
said: “The truth that is suppressed by
friends is the readiest weapon of the
enemy.” If we love the truth we must
openly deny the validity of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, even
though it is promoted by the United
Nations. We should also join with
Kingsley Davis (15) in attempting to
get Planned Parenthood-World Popula-
tion to see the error of its ways in em-
bracing the same tragic ideal.

Conscience Is Self-Eliminating

It is a mistake to think that we can
control the breeding of mankind in the

long run by an appeal to conscience. () (intended

Charles Galton Darwin made this point
when he spoke on the centennial of the
publication of his grandfather's great
book. The argument is straightforward
and Darwinian,

o -
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Pathogenic Effects of Conscience

The long-term disadvantage of an
appeal to conscience should be enough
to condemn it; but has serious short-
term disadvantages as well. If we ask
2 man who is exploiting 2 commons lo
desisf“in the name of conscience,
what are We saying 10 fim? Whar does
he heaf™—not only at the moment but
o in the wee small hours of the
night when, half asleep, he remembers
not merely the words we used but a0
“the-monverbai-Tommunication cues we

e unaw; er or later,
consciously or subconsciously, he senses
that he has received two Communica-
tious, and that they e CONTRdiciory: -

ication) “If you
don't do as we ask, we will openly con-
demn you for not acting like a respon-
sible citizen”; 4f) (the_unintended
communication) “If you do behave as.
We ask, we wil SECrelly condemnn you

B
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Now, conscience is a very, sensitive matter where when you communicate some message, he
says, one person may get your intended message, the other person may not. So the person
who actually supposed to get the message, he does not, but the other person gets and he stops,
suppose, utilizing that particular common property, but then other people still continue

exploiting that common property.
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its own “punishment” to the germ line—  People vary. Confronted with appeals  {0f @ Simplets

then there would be no public interest
in controlling the breeding of families.
But our society is deeply committed to
the welfare state (/2), and hence 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 distinguish-
able and cohesive group) that adopts
overbreeding as a policy to secure its

to limit breeding, some people will un-
doubtedly respond to the plea more
than others. Those who have more
children will produce a larger fraction
of the next generation than those with
more susceptible consciences. The dif-
ference will be accentuated, generation
by generation.

In C. G. Darwin's words: “It may
well be that it would take hundreds of
generations for the progenitive instinct

nmiﬂdc while the rest of us
exploit the commoms”
Everyman then is caught in what
as_called a_“double bind.”
Bateson and his co-workers have made
a plausible case for viewing the double
bind @S an imporiant casative facior i
the genesis of schizophrenia (/7). The
double bind may not always be so
damaging, but it a]m)s mdangers lbc
memal health.
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own aggrandizement (/3)? To couple to develop in this way, but if it should _ap) A bad M&m '
the concept of freedom to breed with do so, nature would have taken her m I i
the belief that everyone horn has an  revenge, and the variety Homo contra- To conjure up a mn\clcno: in others
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Does it help? No, it does not. So, in that case, another author, he says that a bad conscience is
a kind of illness. So, it must be rectified. Very strong statement, but imagine that this kind of
a very critical thinking started taking place in 1965-66, that point of time. So, even that point
of time, these are the people they understood or imagined that in which direction the world is
moving, and the crisis of natural resources, the conflict among different society, these things
they could imagine. And that is why they warned the society that if proper care and proper

steps are not been taken, then the mankind will approach towards a ruin.

But of course, we are still moving; things are still somehow being managed. But the fact is
that various other natural resources are getting somehow exhausted from the ecosystem. So,
perhaps the time has come, that we revisit this kind of paper written in 1960s, 65, 66, when
population of this world was almost half of what we have today, or at least, much less than
what we have today. So, that is what | would again, request all of you that download this

particular paper and read it very carefully. So, we will continue discussing this paper.
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Paul Goodman speaks from the money from a bank acts as if the bank trained biologist I deny that it is. It
modern point of view when he says: were a commons. How do we prevent seems to me that, if there are to be dif-
“No good has ever come from feeling such action? Ce not by trying to ferences in individual inheritance, legal
guilty, neither intelligence, policy, nor control his behavior solely by a verbal possession should be perfectly cor-
4 compassion. The guilty do not pay appeal to his sense of responsibility. related with biological inheritance—that 5
attention to the object but only to them-  Rather than rely on propaganda we those who are biologically more fit to
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selves, and not even to their own in-
terests, which might make sense, but to
their anxieties™ (18).

One does not have to be a profes-
sional psychiatrist to see the conse-
quences of anxiety. We in the Western
world are just emerging from a dreadful
two-centuries-long Dark Ages of Eros
that was sustained partly by prohibi-
tion laws, but perhaps more effectively
by the anxiety-generating mechanisms
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follow Frankel's lead and insist that a
bank is not 2 commons; we seek the
definite social arrangements that will
keep it from becoming 2 commons.
That we thereby infringe on the free-
dom of would-be ‘robbers we either
s

The morality of bank-robbing is
particularly easy to understand because
we accept complete prohibition of this
activity. We are willing to say “Thou

o -

be the custodians of property and power
should legally inherit more. But genetic
recombination ~continually makes a
mockery of the doctrine of “like father,
like son” implicit in our laws of legal in-
heritance. An idiot can inherit millions,
and a trust fund can keep his estate
intact. We must admit that our legal
system of private property plus inheri-
tance is unjust—but we put up with it
because we are not convinced, at the
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is tempting to anyone who wishes to  If the word responsibility is to be coercion is not o say that we are re-
extend his control beyond the legal used at all, I suggest that it be in the quired to enjoy it, or even to pretend =
D limits. Leaders at the highest level sense Charles Frankel uses it (20). we enjoy it. Who enjoys taxes? We all o
succumb to this temptation. Has any “Responsibility,” says this philosopher, grumble about them. But we accept
@ President during the past generation “is the product of definite social ar- compulsory taxes because we recognize Q)
failed to call on labor unions to moder- rangements.” Notice that Frankel calls that voluntary taxes would favor the
ate voluntarily their demands for higher for social arrangements—not propa- conscienceless. We institute and (grum-
wages, or o steel companies to honor ganda. blingly) support taxes and other coercive:
voluntary guidelines on prices? I can devices to escape the horror of the 2]
recall none. The rhetoric used on sucl commons. ¢
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occasions is designed to produce fod-( E(kmdon

ings of guilt in

For centuries it was assumed without
proof that guilt was a valuable, perhaps
even an indispensable, ingredient of the
civilized life. Now, in this post-Frendian
world, we doubt it.

Paul Goodman speaks from the
modern point of view when he says:
“No good has ever come from feeling
guilty, neither intelligence, policy, nor
compassion. The guilty do not pay
attention to the object but only to them-

selves, and not even to their own in-
te_mibioh misht soka

‘The social arrangements that produce
muﬁu-w_s%ﬂ
create coercion, of some sort. Consid-
er bank-robbing. The man who takes
money from a bank acts as if the bank
were a commons, How do we prevent
ochton Cogily o by g o
control his behévior solely by a verbal
appeal to his sense of responsibility.
Rather than rely on propaganda we
follow Frankel's lead and insist that a

An alternative to the commons need
not be perfectly just to be preferable.
With real estate and other material
goods, the alternative we have chosen
is the institution of private property
coupled with legal inheritance. Is this
system perfectly just? As a genetically
trained biologist I deny that it is. It
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And in the next paragraph on these sections, Garrett talks about mutual coercion, mutually
agreed upon system, the social arrangements, which actually produce the responsibility that
create coercion. A man who takes money from a bank acts as if the bank was the commons,
how do we prevent such kind of action? Certainly, we cannot do it by trying to control his
behavior by verbal appeal or to his sense of responsibility rather than rely on certain
propaganda. If we see that, in certain cases, a definite social arrangements can be made,
which can actually keep it from becoming a commons. And thereby infringe on the freedom
of would-be robbers, we neither deny and nor regret, means the bank where we put our

money, hard earned money, that should not become one day like a common property.



So, the author is actually trying to, mean, that some of the resources, some of the natural
resources that we have in our system, it is like stored in that system, which can be utilized as
per the requirement, as part its utilization, not like that, whenever somebody wants it, just

take it, from the system.
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Here comes again, the point of morality that Garrett Hardin mentioned at the very beginning,
that utilization, extraction, exploitation of resources from our ecosystem, largely depends on
morality. Now, if the morality of bank robbing is particularly easy to understand, because we
accept complete prohibition of this activity, but at the same time, we can have a system like
taxing. Taxing could be a good coercive device to keep the shoppers in their use of parking

space, introducing parking meters, short periods and traffic, fines for longer duration of stay.

So, that means here, Garrett is telling that directly approaching to the bank robber and
requesting him for his conscious or morality, that may not work, we know that. So, instead of
that, he is now thinking about certain other tools or mechanism like tax or having some kind
of system which actually will allow a kind of a prohibitory system for the bank robbers to
think that the bank is of common. So, if you look at that, under this kind of situation, where
you mutually agreed upon certain condition of coercion; coercion is not to say that we are
required to enjoy it or even to pretend that we enjoy. Tell me who enjoys tax? The taxation,

anybody, any one of us enjoys it.

So, we all actually feel unhappy when we pay taxes. There are very few people maybe, who
very happily paying taxes. Now, but we accept the compulsory taxes because we recognize
that voluntary taxes would favor the conscienceless. Means, if you make taxing system
voluntarily, the people who do not have conscious, self conscious definitely they will decide
not to pay tax. So, in that kind of system in society, it will be very difficult to run the system,
run the development work. So, in that kind of condition, government or countries institute
and support taxes and other coercive devices to escape the horror of the commons. Means

everything if we start thinking that okay this is common property, use it, then one day it will



be very difficult actually to run the system to run the government, the financial ecosystem

will be totally destroyed and that is why in this paper Garrett says Tragedy of Commons.

So, please try to understand that common property common sources of natural resources
which are useful for our life useful many people can actually build their livelihood on that,
but as long as the thinking is there that these are common properties. So, take it. | given an
example, any one of you are coming from mountainous region, you might have seen that
people go up there in the morning and then midday they will come down with a lot of

biomass wood on their back, because they are going to use those for cooking food.

Now, these are these practices are going on for many, many years. As long as you take that
much only which is required for you is still okay. But when the population is very high and
everyone thinks that | am taking only little bit for me, that little bit becomes huge amount and
the day will come that the entire forest is totally vanished. And that is also another tragedy of
common because nobody thought of regenerating plants there. Everybody went for the
readymade mature plant; sometimes even immature plants cut it, bring it home, dry it and use

it for different domestic purposes.

So, the thing here that | am trying to put in front of you because we discussed in previous
lecture about common property right, so, | thought that let us discuss something from a
different angle and this is the paper which gives you a totally different perspective. Here,
Garrett in every example, he argues strongly, that the thinking of common actually is not very
good or conducive for our society to thrive.
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So, if you now look at another point that he makes in this paper is that recognition of

necessity. It means to understand or recognize that something is necessity, without that you
cannot survive. The simplest summary of this analysis of man’s population problem
according to Garrett who says that commons, if justifiable at all, is justifiable only under
conditions of low population density. Just now, what | said about collecting wood from the
forest, in mountainous region or elsewhere as long as the population is less, you can still

justify the utilizations or justify the necessity of cutting wood from the forest.

Because as the population increases, the commons has had to be abundant in one aspect or
other, that is what | just said. The wood so one person, two person, three person but when it

becomes 300 or so, everybody will take little amount. And but one day we will see the forest



is totally gone. So, even though you recognize that it is necessary for that particular
individual, but when that number of individual the population gets increase, then again, the
concept of common need to be relooked at. So, first we abandoned the commons in food
gathering and closing farming and restricting pastures and hunting and fishing areas.

Because if we do not do that, then what will happen everybody will think that that pond
belongs to everyone; so I can go there I can fish as much as | wish | can go there I can take
10 goat and leave them there to eat grasses. All of us we know in India, in certain village
areas on nearby jungle areas, if you pass through even a high road; you will find that
hundreds of cows are going through the road. Why? Because they have been have to like that
to going the green pasture land, eat grasses, but when the milk comes, individual gain or

profit is going to few persons or few households.

But because of a huge number of cows, again, population, one or two cows go there and eat
some grasses come back, no problem it will get regenerated. But when these large numbers of
you just leave them, and they grow and eat up the grass, so definitely in 1 week or 10 days,
even the grasses also will get over. So, this is the point that every time if you say that it is
common property, then we will end up one day losing most of the precious resources that we

have in our ecosystem.
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government is paying out billions of
dollars to create supersonic transport
which will disturb 50,000 people for
every one person who is whisked from
coast to coast 3 hours faster. Adver-
tisers muddy the airwaves of radio and
television and pollute the view of
travelers. We are a long way from out-
lawing the commons in matters of
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somebody’s personal liberty. Infringe-

sciences selects for the disappearance
of all conscience in the long run, and
an increase in anxiety in the short.

doms is by relinquishing the freedom

to_breed, and that very soon. “Freedom
is the recognition of necessity"—and it
is the role of education to reveal to all
the necessity of abandoning the free-
dom to breed. Only so, can we _put an
end to this aspect of the tragedy of the
commons.
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So, one should actually, keep in mind that Hegel, another thinker, he said once, freedom is
the recognition of necessity; very, very important statement. The most important aspect of
necessity that we must now recognize is the necessity of abandoning the commons in
breeding. No technical solution can rescue us from the misery of overpopulation. This is what
Garrett said, and these are the statement, which at that point of time, 1965-66, actually
created a hue and cry in the society. Someone coming and telling that do not produce too

much.

Even at one point, he said, that if you continue producing like that way, the doomsday is not
very far. So, people certainly at that point of time did not like some of his thought and ideas,
statements. So, he says that freedom to breed will bring ruin to all. Just try to imagine those
days, mid 60s, to state this kind of statement in United States of America is not an easy thing.
Freedom to breed will bring ruin to all what actually he meant is that if you give freedom to
everyone that you produce, produce and produce as many as you want. So, the population
will reach to a certain level that we will fight for every resource, especially the issue with the

commaon resources.

And then, you will find the tragedy of common. This is what Garrett Hardin has argued in
these papers which actually become a famous piece for natural resource study, social study.
And he also, says that, which the only way that perhaps we can preserve nurture, other and

more precious freedom is by relinquishing the freedom to breed.



So, imagine the kind of statement and then he says that that is what he said, freedom is the
recognition of necessity, and it is the role of education to reveal to all the necessity of
abandoning the freedom to breed and he thinks; he finds only so that we can put an end to
this aspect of the tragedy of the commons.

So, the final conclusions is that please do not give the freedom to breed, make the society
recognize to abandon the freedom to be; means you live the freedom to breed just like
anything because perhaps that is the only way that you control the population. If population is
under control, then the tragedy of the common may be avoided or we may be able to end this
Tragedy of Commons.



