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Some quotations to discuss
From How Much is Enough?

“Imagine a world in which most people worked only fifteen hours a week. They would be paid as much as, or even more than, they now are, because the fruits of their labour would be distributed more evenly across society. Leisure would occupy far more of their waking hours than work…As technological progress make possible an increase in the output of goods per hour worked, people would have to work less to satisfy their needs… “for the first time since his creation man will be faced with his real, his permanent problem – how to use his freedom…” (citing John Maynard Keynes, Economic Possibilities for our Grandchildren) 

“…the unending pursuit of wealth is madness…”

“The just and temperate person accumulates just the things he needs for a good life and then stops.”

“Aristotle knew of insatiability only as a personal vice, he had no inkling of the collective, politically orchestrated insatiability that we call growth… it would have struck him as moral and political madness”

"The shortcomings of this approach [well-being indices, "Gross Domestic Happiness", "Happiness Economics"] are manifold. For a start, it rests too much faith on the accuracy of the survey data. More disturbingly, it treats happiness as a simple, unconditional good, measurable along a single dimension. The sources or objects of happiness are disregarded. All that matters is that you have more or less of the stuff. These are false and dangerous ideas. Generally speaking, happiness is only good where it is due; where sadness is due, it is better to be sad. To make happiness itself, independent of its objects, the chief goal of government is the recipe for infantilization..."

“…perhaps the most we can hope for in our social institutions is that they grant each of us the widest possible latitude to forge lives that suit us,”

(quoting Robert Frank, as an orthodox economist) 

“What matters at this stage is the construction of local forms of community within which civility and the intellectual and moral life can be sustained through the new dark ages which are already upon us.”
(quoting philosopher Alistair MacIntyre)
“Hence, by degrees it has come to pass that working men have been surrendered, isolated and helpless, to the hard-heartedness of employers and the greed of unchecked competition. The mischief has been increased by rapacious usury… To this must be added that the hiring of labour and the conduct of trade are concentrated in hands of comparatively few; so that a small number of very rich men have been able to lay upon the teeming masses of the labouring poor a yoke little better than slavery.”

(quoting  Pope Pius XIII, 1891)

“The basic goods … are not logically dependent on any single religious doctrine, but their realisation is probably impossible without the authority and inspiration that only religion can provide… Could a society entirely devoid of the religious impulse stir itself to pursuit of the common good? We doubt it.” 

 “Reducing the pressure to consume is an important way of reducing the pressure to work, because we work mainly to consume, so the less we want to consume, the less we will want to work. Yet our society promotes and extravagant consumption, even by those who cannot afford it. This is an important reason why the newly rich are no longer “idle”.

From Robert Skidelsky, The Bad Society (July 2012)

 “The attitude of indifference to income distribution is in fact a recipe for economic growth without end, with the rich, very rich, and super-rich drawing ever further ahead of the rest. This must be wrong for moral and even practical reasons. In moral terms, it puts the prospect of the good life perpetually beyond reach for most people. And, in practical terms, it is bound to destroy the social cohesion on which democracy - or, indeed, any type of peaceful, contented society - ultimately rests.”

From John Maynard Keynes, Economic Possibilities for our Grandchildren (1930)

“The pace at which we can reach our destination of economic bliss will be governed by four things — our power to control population, our determination to avoid wars and civil dissensions, our willingness to entrust to science the direction of those matters which are properly the concern of science, and the rate of accumulation as fixed by the margin between our production and our consumption; of which the last will easily look after itself, given the first three.

Meanwhile there will be no harm in making mild preparations for our destiny, in encouraging, and experimenting in, the arts of life as well as the activities of purpose.”

QUESTIONS

Do you agree with any of these extracts – why? Or why not?

A bit of logical analysis that  might help:  

· Can you extract the premises (the facts/evidence/assumptions) on which each of these statements depends? (They may be quite simple but repeated several times in different ways.) Can you fault any of them?

· Can you extract the conclusions?  Can you fault the conclusions?

· If you can fault the conclusions but not the premises, is there a flaw in the reasoning somewhere?

You can see the Skidelskys talking about their book at http://www.thersa.org/events/audio-and-past-events/2012/how-much-is-enough
