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I don’t know if all authors do this, but when I’m writing I sometimes imagine how 
readers are going to react to the proposition under my fingers. This reaches its 
apotheosis in my fantasy book group discussion, of which I am a guest, positioned 
on a hard, bolt-upright chair between the chunky pullover faction and the sensible 
shoe brigade. Mostly, I enjoy discussion of my ideas, even when it gets a bit fractious. 
There is, however, one line of questioning that I truly dread, and it is always couched 
in a similar imaginary form. A nice lady of the Alan Bennett tendency gets up, 
shoulders her shawl like a rifle, fixes me with ferocious eye-contact and asks “…so 
how, then, if we get rid of money, will I pay for the groceries?” at which she stares 
triumphantly round the room and sits down again, swish-plonk.

I no more know the answer to this, or questions like it addressing the ever-spiralling 
costs of children’s clothing; the nationalisation by the state of the mortgage 
companies; or if we can still go to Spain for our holidays after the evolution, than I 
know how to make the trains run on time. But if I merely offer my vague “organic 
growth of small things into large ones” argument, it can seem a bit mealy-mouthed, a 
bit inadequate, as if I had one half of a treasure map and no clue to the whereabouts 
of its vital counterpart.

First let me reiterate that I don’t think we’re smart enough, any of us, to finish a 
design of a utopian ideal that would work in practice, though there are many who 
would start it. We are clearly not smart enough to be able to fix the existing system, 
so who would you ask to design the new one? This is why I believe a balanced, 
functional society can only come out of a consensual evolutionary process driven 
from the ground up, where we make, at local levels, continual small adjustments to 
the design as an ongoing process that never ends. One of the reasons a command-
imagination would not work is that things change at the local level faster than you 
can keep updating a global blueprint. In fact, the plans are likely never to get off the 
drawing board, so inundated will its authors be with revisions. Another thing is that 
designing any system on this scale is horrendously complex, and frankly beyond us. 
We would be overwhelmed with data. The rapidly changing demands of our society 
on its administration can only be efficiently addressed by de-centralised responses, 
not because they are inherently more efficient – which in most cases I believe they 
are – but because we have more chance of understanding what we’re doing, and our 
changes have more chance of happening in a reasonable timeframe. The big picture 
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may provoke awe, but there is so much more significance to actions within it that 
our administrators, rightly, have to take everything they can think of into account 
before doing anything. Governments are terribly slow at implementing change, but 
individuals need not be. Local actions are also a kind of damage limitation exercise, 
since if anything goes badly awry, not too many people are affected. Anyway, as I 
said, no-one can claim to have complete and valid plans for something so perplexing, 
convoluted, far-reaching and all-encompassing.

As you have no doubt surmised from the coy way I’m going about it, I do have a 
few practical thoughts about how a Utopian society might come about, and how we 
might begin to approach certain issues. I’m concerned very much with beginnings, 
for I believe that if we take our first steps appropriately, we can reasonably assume 
that more steps, then walking, and even running, may be possible. The trick, 
obviously, is to avoid falling down too often, to refrain from being too ambitious, and 
not to adopt unsustainable methods through which we seek to avoid the muscular 
hard work, like deciding the best way to travel is on the back of someone else. It 
must be said that if we want to get anywhere, we have to make those first steps. What 
comes later will be the foundation we leave for future generations to build upon – not 
a particularly healthy legacy at this point in time. So one of the first steps must be 
to reconsider the work ethic, and what kind of work it applies to, for there are two 
distinct varieties; work we wouldn’t do unless someone was paying us, and work we 
do for nothing, for the love of doing it. For most of us, our time on earth is mainly 
filled with the former, while the only real rewards we get from work, other than 
money, come from the latter. That is not to say that people don’t get pleasure from 
their labours, but I have observed that while paid work provides job satisfaction, the 
things we do for ourselves give us life satisfaction. I know which of the two I find 
more rewarding.

In most people’s minds, the opposite of work is unemployment, a conclusion I find 
rather unimaginative. A better opposition would be leisure, surely?  

Not unless it’s earned; this is the thinking that the work ethic promotes, that we 
are not entitled to leisure but must earn it. This feat of strange logic is required to 
validate the idea that working is, of itself, virtuous. Naturally, we are encouraged to 
extend this to conclude that not working, or not wanting to work, therefore lacks 
virtue. Unless, that is, we’re talking about retirement, the point of which is not to 
have to work, even though many would like to continue to do so. There is no end to 
the perversity of capitalism.

How did we get into this tangle of confused motives? It came about because of 
a fundamental misconception regarding human nature. The aristocracy have 
traditionally understood their serfs and slaves to be inherently and wilfully ignorant, 
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slothful, self-abusive, and dishonest (and permanently inebriated given the slightest 
opportunity). Obviously, there can be no reason to expect any loyalty, altruism, 
diligence or commitment from a rabble required none the less to work like slaves 
solely to enrich their masters. To this end, the favoured method has been to scare the 
populace into submission through the dual demons of the lash and the bible. Not 
only have common people been subject to the lash and the cage at the whim of their 
rulers, they have been constantly propagandised by those who maintain the myth that 
you must work or be damned, and are shameless enough to put these words into the 
mouth of God himself. 

The work ethic is now being replaced by the most potent new tool in the arsenal of 
subjugation: the instrument of debt. Two hundred years ago the average worker stood 
no chance whatsoever of getting a loan. An agricultural or early industrial labour 
force owned nothing, had no collateral. Their living was largely at subsistence level, 
with nothing that we would describe today as disposable income. Who would lend 
such people money, or give them a mortgage? 

A curious feature of industrialised materialism is that everybody has a civic duty 
to buy the goods other people make, or else the whole edifice collapses. Everyone 
depends on everybody else exchanging their money on a perpetual roundabout of 
mutual-support spending. The trouble is, materialism is expensive, and here the 
capitalists came up with a very cunning trick. They started lending consumers money, 
in order to consume. By luring people into debt, several purposes were served. The 
work ethic was no longer so important. If people didn’t recognise a moral imperative 
to work, they could be forced to work in order to service their debts. For major loans 
– a house, say, or a car – the lenders could make additional money from defaulters 
by taking back the property, keeping the money already paid towards it, and selling 
it again. By making debt seem attractive and innocent, a new race of slaves and serfs 
was created, shackled not by chains, but by credit agreements and home improvement 
loans. The money loaned also quickly returned to the hands of the lenders, because 
it was meant to be spent. The industrialists are actually underwriting their success 
by lending us the money to make it possible, and making an additional profit from 
doing so. Between the work ethic (for the moral majority) and debt repayment 
(for everyone else) we are compelled to take part in this enormous project to make 
money for someone else. Given the choice, most of us would not volunteer for such a 
scheme. 

But even if you win the argument that people might work less if they were not 
so addicted and indebted to it, that in doing so they would not become morally 
bankrupt, the next thing that seems to occur is a sudden onrush of fear, much like 
agoraphobia; a fear of all that extra time at your disposal, the wide-open spaces of 
your illicit leisure. How would you occupy yourself? Would half the population not 
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immediately collapse on the sofa with a beer and a bag of crisps, never to rise again? 
Well no, actually. If your friends, colleagues and associates are anything like mine, 
by their example we’d all be busy doing things we like to do, if and when we had the 
leisure to discover them. We are, like our ape cousins, inquisitive, curious, restless 
creatures. We explore compulsively, both ourselves and the world we live in. We are 
supreme tool makers and users, and exult in our abilities to do so. No-one has to pay 
us to do these things, for they give us such pleasure they are a reward of themselves. 
The pervasive myth that we are lazy and irredeemable has been foisted on us by 
those who would have us serve them and their needs to the exclusion of our own. 
It is strange to me that so many people are still taken in like this, even to the extent 
of claiming that if they were not compelled both morally and financially to go to 
work, they too would be on the sofa. It is also a deception in which we play our part 
voluntarily.

Without compulsion, we might be able to ask exactly why we have to do certain 
onerous tasks. The first answer will be to earn money, so let’s address that issue. If 
your needs are such that you only find satisfaction in consumption, and measure 
success only in terms of increasing it, then you will always have to work like a dog. 
It’s a trade; the best part of your life for as many items as you can jam into the trolley. 
Rich people have big trolleys; poor people make do with a tin cup. Very rich people 
own the supermarkets. In filling your trolley, just how much is enough? Every person 
should work that out for themselves, although it is easier to arrive at a modest sum 
if your demands aren’t unreasonable. There is a specific freedom that comes with a 
reduction in one’s demands – the feeling that you are not compelled to do things you 
don’t want to, past that necessary to fulfil those demands you choose to acknowledge. 
If you have to have a replacement car, TV or stereo system, not because of a lack of 
function or failure of utility, but just to keep up, perhaps this is a drive that needs to 
be reconsidered. It is certainly a sure way to unbalance any attempt at fairness and 
meaningful equality between people in a society.

Having said that, even modest needs have to be fulfilled if we are to have a society 
that works. I guess we could say that everyone should have a TV – one TV – if 
they want one. But in a world where we aren’t compelled to work in factories, who 
makes the TV, the mass production of which is clearly not a candidate for vocational 
dedication (although the design of one certainly is)? I think machines could do it, 
and virtually all the tasks analogous to this example. It is an issue I have not thought 
to address until this point: any Utopian construct should and must be built on the 
foundations of science and technology. There can be no return to an idyllic agrarian 
lifestyle because it has never existed. To reject technology is to advocate a return to 
the poverty and ignorance that came before it.

The design of technology is a pleasurable, learned and skilful task. I hope it does not 
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seem contentious to assume there will always be people who would like to design 
things for the pleasure of doing so, and seeing them work for the benefit of others, in 
which case we have a match between a need and a way of fulfilling it without doing 
damage to society. But the dull bit, the production-line tedium, could and should be 
done using automation (another thing people will doubtless like to design). When I 
learned about the industrial revolution in school, it was not long before I surmised 
that technology was a foundation on which a utopia could be built, a view I have 
never abandoned. We are clever enough to eliminate virtually all activities that occupy 
people so badly at present. We have resources enough for it, and intelligence enough 
to work out how to do even those things said to be impossible, for they never are. 
Yet it would leave us in a strange place, because in the current system under the work 
ethic, when you are not needed, you are also not wanted: your place in society is 
undermined and you are considered a burden. This wouldn’t matter if you could have 
the TV as a right, rather than a purchase. If that sounds outlandish, bear in mind 
we have probable already built sufficient televisions for every person on the planet to 
have one, so it’s clearly not a matter of scale, or the availability of resources, but one 
of – you guessed it – profit.

The prohibitions of profit apply as much to food as consumer electronics. It is widely 
reported that there is enough food produced to feed everyone in the world, but 
this is not a financially profitable exercise. We have medicines to cure wide-spread 
diseases anywhere they occur, but this is not a financially profitable exercise. We have 
technologies that could bring water to the thirsty and education to the ignorant, but 
we do not deploy them for there is little money to be made out of the impoverished. 
I could go on, but my point is that on all available evidence, the pursuit of profit 
is not a socially profitable exercise. The need for profit keeps people sick, keeps 
people hungry, and it keeps the like of you and I hard at work for the profiteers. The 
relentless pursuit of profit is one of the most corrupting influences abroad today, in 
every way you can allege corruption.

This is evident in the way we put our collective ingenuity to work. Think of all the 
really smart, innovative people in the world, who are currently employed to design 
missiles that go down chimneys, ingenious machines that can distribute death more 
profusely than rain-water, cars that consume non-renewable and highly polluting 
fuels, packaging that take a thousand years to disintegrate, housing that wastes energy 
as if there were no costs attached. They could also be employed to create viable new 
energy sources, cars that run on green fuels, machines to do the dirty work for us and 
even industries that efficiently supply our needs rather than fulfil our unreasonable 
desires. They could be building Utopia. That they are not is a direct result of the 
corrupting influence of the profit motive, where there is more money to be made 
from guns than butter, where it is considered cheaper (and therefore more profitable) 
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to promote war, global warming, land-fill sites, over-consumption, a perverse work 
ethic and the concomitant social inequality, than sort these problems out.  We have 
the technology or its potential, but not the desire to employ it for the benefit of 
all rather than the profit of the few. Accordingly, whatever humanitarian promises 
technologies might make are ruthlessly suppressed and perpetually broken. 

�
I must now address the practical issues: food, shelter, clothes, education, health, 
transport. In a utopian society, these are goods and services that must be provided 
free and by right, and with absolute fairness. I would like to set aside health and 
education, since these are not problematic; they are already free and pretty egalitarian 
in the UK, and therefore I don’t see the need to argue for the possibility of our model 
being emulated everywhere. Let’s just stick with the goods; in a practical sense, every 
person will have similar needs, but not identical, especially if we consider this notion 
on a global scale, where other cultures must be respected and other values met. This is 
a really important point, because whenever one enters a discussion about some kind 
of social, ethical mass-production or wealth distribution, we quickly stumble over the 
denial of individual expression.

The argument goes something like this: in order to efficiently meet the consensual 
demands of a society for those things it considers basic, the most practical way of 
doing so is to make a single design, which all people must accept or do without – you 
can have any colour you want so long as its black, as Henry Ford is reputed to have 
said. This is totalitarianism, and will never work. But it is worth considering why 
previous regimes have thought it necessary.

One of the most common questions that come up is how we can avoid the odium 
of the state deciding some “standard” level of consumption, which we are then 
prohibited from exceeding. I agree this is wholly undesirable, but I must point 
out that unless we, as individuals, take responsibility for setting our own, unselfish 
standards of living, then someone else will have to do it for us. Totalitarianism must 
have seemed like a good idea at the time, but it makes false assumptions, just like 
the aristocratic advocates of the work ethic. It is a system predicated on the idea that 
you can’t let people set their own standards, because they will always seek to gratify 
themselves at the expense of others. The proletariat, to coin an expression, are base 
creatures, will always be greedy and grasping, and they will seek ways to have more 
than others of all things, so they can indulge in the rather ugly practice of flaunting 
their material wealth at those less well-off, for this is what gives them their sordid 
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pleasure. They and their desires must be controlled by the state, using the kind 
of violence a cruel rider inflicts on his horse. This is another good argument for a 
ground-up, rather than top-down, movement, because a state-sponsored system 
will implicitly seek to impose rules to make its system work, unless we have already 
demonstrated our re-aligned values through our actions. I return to the notion of a 
consumer strike as an example; if we have already stopped consuming inappropriately, 
the state will get the message. I think we have to be committed in advance of reaping 
the egalitarian benefits. So ask not what you can do for your country, but what you 
can do without. Then do without it at the most local level possible, in your own life, 
because you can, and soon. The sum of such actions, performed widely, would be the 
regulation of consumption of the people, by the people and for the people.

The other serious error totalitarian states seem to repeat appears so obvious to me that 
I can’t believe they didn’t figure it out. Let’s take the example of the state-produced 
car. The communist regime of the twentieth-century produced an infamous car called 
the Brabant. It was truly crap; a terrible design, unreliable, uncomfortable, highly 
polluting, prone to rust and, through the wonders of mass-production, every one was 
just the same! No wonder people find such a method of car production abhorrent. 
However, it amazes me that the industrial power that could produce a car didn’t 
invest in setting the initial conditions properly, a key plank in my whole argument. 
How might we view the mass-production of a single car if it embodies every virtue 
of best of breed examples, and eliminated most of the vices as our commercial 
manufacturers have done today? I’d say that, given high reliability and efficiency, 
reduced running costs and improved longevity, the additional costs of making a really 
good car instead of a poor one would be considerably offset. As far as consumer goods 
are concerned, what I want is the best designed, best made, most efficient and longest 
lasting device available. I can rarely afford them at present for quality always comes at 
a premium, but with a sensible system, quality could be within reach of everyone, and 
without it being related to false and worthless status.

My final point on this topic is that choice of colour, indeed appearance, are part of 
every person’s aesthetic, and we should respect the right to surround ourselves with 
objects that appeal to us personally. I can no more agree with design totalitarianism 
than any other kind; the image of sheep-like Chinese cultural revolutionaries all 
dressed identically springs to mind. In support of the expression of our own tastes, 
and also my argument about mass-produced goods, I would like to point out that 
a change in manufacturing processes has pre-emptively addressed this issue. Many 
companies have now built computer-controlled robotic systems that can customise 
on the fly. Previously, it was very expensive to change a production line, most of the 
cost being incurred by stopping it in the first place. Now, things have improved, 
manufacturing at large scales is more flexible – to a degree – and what we have to 
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do is extend this process. In doing so, each person can have choices in the otherwise 
“standard-issue” of meritorious consumer goods, for without it we get very bored, 
very quickly; variety is the spice of life, after all. I will just slip in the point that with 
so much more time to play with (a fine allusion) we can also customise standard 
objects for ourselves; it is after all only an extension of DIY home improvement, a 
popular pastime in any case.

�
Let’s return to the vocation versus coercion argument for a moment. Even if many 
of us choose to adopt roles or learn skills that also fulfil the requirements of society, 
there will always be some jobs that require routine human intervention, but are not 
very attractive. Equally, there will be tasks for which long-term commitment and 
experience is vital, which could imply that certain people get lumbered. As far as 
these issues go, they are best addressed in detail when we get there. I have no idea 
how much organisation might be required to keep the trains running, bins emptied, 
the sewers flowing, the water clean, the food moving and so on. I for one would 
be willing to do my bit – four hours a week might not be an unrealistic estimate if 
everyone were to be equally committed – spent on those community works of which 
we are all beneficiaries. As for experience retention and long-term commitment, 
some people will no doubt enjoy the steady challenges and continuity of such 
things. Perhaps there is also a valid argument for special rewards, where the meeting 
of social requirements would otherwise be iniquitous. To work, the rewards would 
need to be appropriate; that is, not reinforcing the dubious pleasures of conspicuous 
consumption through incentives based on material gains. Holidays? Spiritual 
guidance? People looking after your kids, making you a rug for the lounge or painting 
your house? Saying thank you? I have no real idea, and I could do with some help 
here, but if we’re smart enough to figure out how to make an atomic bomb and get it 
to its target, this should be a simple nut to crack. 

While we’re at it, we should consider the chicken and egg scenario, or who blinks 
first? Even if you find that everything I have suggested is desirable to some degree, 
who’s going to make the first move? I suggest is must be the individual. Can we really 
expect businesses to suddenly desist from competition, exploitation and expansion, 
willingly turning over the means of production to the state for incorporation into 
the greater ideal? Can we realistically expect our institutions to say “go home, people, 
and have a nice time – we’ve eliminated your job but we’re going to carry on paying 
you anyway?” Sounds bloody unlikely to me, and I’m sure it does to you too. In 
which case, it’s down to us to reject the things we can do without; eventually they 
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will stop being made. It is for us to work out how to start running and maintaining 
our modest social domains, and get on with it. It is for the individual to determine 
what they need, what is proper, what has value, and contribute to society by investing 
some time and effort in making it possible for everyone to be as self-determined as we 
would be. We can start now.

Must everything be free before we abandon our desire for over-consumption and 
wealth, or the other way round? In fact, it’s for the individual to stop patronising 
materialism, since the opposite is patently not going to happen. Evolution versus 
revolution again: many small sacrifices add up to the downfall of consumerism, but 
only after severing the ties that would otherwise drag us with it into the vacuum of 
some new dark age.

There is also the question of when all this might happen. What is a realistic time 
scale for our self-propelled social evolution? Well, who can say? In the face of this 
uncertainty, is might be prudent to recognise we may have less time than we think; 
consequently, too sanguine an approach may be sufficiently complacent to invoke 
disaster. I look to history for my evidence. Saying that civilisations come and go is 
as obvious as saying everything that goes up must come down. They rise and fall like 
any breathing body, over and over again. I have often wondered, within a now-extinct 
civilisation, how early on was there an awareness of the decline, and on what basis 
it was perceived or measured? Some criteria I can imagine are these: a rise in crime; 
a decrease in respect for law and order; erosion of moral values and an increase in 
bacchanalian pursuits; rising prices and unforeseen shortages; a deterioration in social 
services; an increase in dissembling and deceit in the ruling classes; a reduction in the 
quality of public works and a deterioration in the general standard of education; an 
increase in lowest common denominator entertainments; more frequent involvement 
by the military in civil affairs; more corruption and scandal; a growing inequality 
between citizens; civil unrest; political and financial instability; terrorism; increased 
military spending and wars on several fronts, particularly at its borders. I modelled 
this list with the decline of the Roman Empire in mind, but the correspondence with 
our own times is striking.

So is our western, consumerist civilisation on the up, or have we peaked already? 
Well, people are as firmly married to the millstone as they were two-thousand years 
earlier. Wealth is still poorly distributed, there is great inequality in many measures, 
and I can’t say things are getting better, just different: the rich move their wealth 
around a lot like a giant shell game. Then we have our science and technology; what 
about all the wonderful things we make? There seems to me an element of hubris 
about our alleged advances, so many of which bear punitive taxes in currencies 
we never expect, like the damage to our environment, the cost of disposal of so 
many unwanted things, or the plundering of resources at the expense of the future 
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generations, and the perpetuation of a childish infatuation with novelty. We are 
certainly more healthy in the industrialised nations, and better educated, much 
more likely to survive our infancy and will live longer than many of our forebears. 
Some of us, anyway; there is an increase in certain illnesses, like asthma, that seem 
inexplicable. Polio and TB have reappeared, and we are in the midst of the most 
widespread and lethal plague since the middle-ages, against which we can find no 
protection, let alone a cure, after twenty years of fatalities. Some countries will have 
their populations decimated as a result.

As far as it goes, there are certainly many things about our culture that have value 
and meaning, but we cannot assume to be forever propelled upwards. Someone 
needs to check the altimeter now and again, for there are disturbing readings on 
the instruments. Urban society is in rapid decline, brought on in part by a failure 
to understand that the environment we live in is a reflection of the actions we take 
towards it. Education is severely under-valued and it’s quality compromised by our 
reluctance to pay teachers an amount appropriate to the importance of their work. 
With falling levels of literacy and numerical skills, the attitudes of parents have 
become so extreme that teachers are in fear of violence when meeting them, as are 
public service workers like ambulance attendants and fire-fighters from the public 
they are trying to serve. Increases in corruption in both business and public life are 
well-documented, as is the struggle of institutions to cope with law and order issues. 
The welfare state, one of the best social initiatives to emerge in the last century, is 
under constant attack, as successive governments seek to devolve themselves of all 
responsibility for welfare issues. By way of replacement, there is a rapid increase 
in private administration of social needs, for reasons far from altruism or social 
responsibility, and whose measure of success is profit, not quality of life; a widening 
gap between rich and poor, widespread use of drugs, increasing violence of the most 
meaningless kind, such as road rage, and a rapid escalation in the proliferation of 
guns in society and people ready to use them. This is not good.

So as for timing, I have argued that the matter rests with you, the individual. We 
can wait, keep our fingers crossed, but this is not the most productive response, or 
the most cautionary. It’s like the argument put against global warming treaties by 
the US; of course we need to do something, but not yet. Like most people, I expect 
them to keep saying that right up until they fry, and us with them. In fact, only 
when global warming really cuts into their profits will they actively seek solutions, 
so foolish, short-sighted and self-serving are the vested interests of big business. Even 
then, they’ll probably blame previous governments for the mess, demand massive tax 
concessions for their pains, and suggest that if us consumers hadn’t been so damn 
greedy and purchased so much of the stuff they offered us, we wouldn’t have got in 
this mess in the first place. Do we really want to imitate this vapid, myopic, cowardly 
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method of analysis; to fail to act because we can’t be bothered, to wait until change is 
forced on us? If so, instead of getting what we’ve earned, we’ll end up with what we 
deserve.

Finally, I’d like to return to the most pressing issue for the future utopians, you lucky 
devils. What does one do every day; how – other than with the small services we 
would all provide to our society – would we occupy ourselves? It’s not a question that 
begs a definitive answer, but I would like to leave you with some thoughts on the 
potential benefits of a way of life that wasn’t dominated by work. 

First, there is education. It comes in many guises even now, but so many of us 
harbour desires to learn more about the things that interest and involve us it hardly 
seems contentious to suggest we would all enjoy a society in which education was 
free, and freely available, at any time in one’s life. We would all benefit as individuals 
in such a system, but the next beneficiary must be culture. Many of us would like 
to sing, play an instrument, dance, act, paint, sculpt, tell stories, write poems and 
so on. Given the time to do so and a lack of guilt over our increased leisure, why 
would people not spend more time learning and developing skills in the things they 
like to do? It doesn’t matter what the quality of the result, if any; only that we are 
engaged in meaningful, benign and worthy pursuits. The same is true of those with a 
participatory interest in sport; would they not like more time to develop their minds 
and bodies? Those of a mechanical bent could spend more time with their machines. 
Inventors could invent, scientists could do science, programmers could program 
and thinkers could think to their heart’s content, all for the right reasons and to the 
benefit of the society that makes it possible to live like this. All the activities that most 
fulfil us would also be the activities to which we are free to dedicate ourselves. Sounds 
like paradise to me, and so will it be.

 


