Avgust 27, 1970

Dr. John Hospers
8229 Lookout Mountain Avenue
Los Angeles, California 90046

Dear Dr, Hospers:

I've been informed that you have a copy of our book, THE MARKET FOR LIBERTY.
And T°'ve known for several months about your intended conference next month
on the question, "Is government necessary?" I am reasonably sure that, at
least until you received and read our book (if not very shortly before), you
have held a variety of the "limited government®” idea-~that a coercive, or
political, monopoly on the use of force is "a prerequisite for a civilized
society” (to quote Leonard Peikoff's statement to us at a Detroit meeting
about a year ago). And, since I'm extremely concerned for the cause of in-
dividualism, for which a knowledge of liberty is an absolute prerequisite,

I am extremely interested in doing what I can to help those people in posi~
tions of influence to come into a better understanding of liberty so as to
facilitate our progress toward a totally free-market enviromment,

Which is why I'm writing you. Assuming you to be the man I fervently hope
you are and that you've read our book carefully, I have no doubt about what
you now hold re government. I know that you understand that government is
a coercive monopoly which has assumed power over and certain responsibili-
ties for every human being within the geographical area over which it claims
control, I know that you understand that government is not a market mono-
poly and that it must, therefore, use initiatory force to prevent competi-
tion in the area(s) of endeavor it has pre-empted. (As Roy Childs has
pointed out, if it's moral for govermments to protect individual rights and
to see that justice prevails, it's moral for cther institutions to do like-
wise. I suggest that this argument is rationally unassailable, How this
might be done is a separate question entirely--one which we've answered in
THE MARKET FOR LIBERTY.) I lnow you understand that the use of initiatory
force is morally wrong and that government is, therefore, intrinsically
evil, I know that you understand that there’s no such thing as a necessary
evil ("evil® being volitional human behavior which is anti-life), And I
kmow that you understand that govermment is, therefore, unnecessary, I
know this is true of you ... if you are the man I fervently hope you are
and you've read our book, thoughtfully,

Knowing what is right is of supreme importance to me, Dr. Hospers, and I'm
sure you feel the same. Since a near-fatal car accident five years ago, I
have had plenty of time to do lots of thinking on my favorite subject--
freedom. (So that you'll know what I mean, I define "freedom” as the con-
dition of existence in which a man is not prevented by other men from be-
having in any non-coercive manner possible to him, I should also explain
that retaliatory force is not coercion since "coercion” has no good conno-
tations and retaliatory force when feasible is a moral imperative--i.s,, it
is good when feasible,) I would like very much to hear from you, assuming
that you've read IMFL. Has our book changed your ideas re government? Lou
Rollins will keep me posted on how the conference goes next month. I sin-
cerely wish you every success in behalf of the truth,

%WW

Morris G, Tannehill
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September 16, 1970

Dr, John Hospers

8229 Lookout Mountain Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 900LS

Dear Dr. Hospers,

Thanks for your nice letter of Auguse 31. T received it just after we had moved

to & beautiful 13 zcres out in the country, 15 miles south of Lansing (we have a
large mobile home), then we had company for four days (two people at the same tinms,
one from Hew Hampshire and Roy Childs from Silver Spring, ¥Md.), then I had to meke
a business trip to Hew Hampshire ... and I've just returned teo a mumber of important
things to get accomplished. (You'wre third on my list of priorities; T know you must
feel honoredl)

By the way, the No., 1 priority was the writing of a veview of Harry Browne’s How
ou can Profit from the coming devaluation-—~a really great, new bock, for a future
issue of The Atlantis News (Werner Stiefel asked me for it when I called him on ny
way back from New Hampshire)., Mr, Stiefel had just received the book the day be=
fore 1 talked with him and was very enthused asbout its contents, If vou haven't
read it, I recommend it highly,
Linda and T hope your conference comes off as well as expected, or better, and
we're eager to find out the answer to the question, "Is Government Necessaryi® Owr,
rather, te hear how many people discovered the correct answer, "Ho,” And hers's
whye "Ayn Rand's ideal govermment” is a "govermment” only because she and those
who agree with her choose to call it a government ... which doesn®t make it a gov-
ernment, of course, Miss Rand has "defined” government from what she wishes it to
be, net from what it is and always has been--a coercive monopoly which has assumed
power over and certain responsibilities for every human being within the geographi=~
cal area over which it claims control. If we accept as true what Miss Rand says
re her "ideal government,” we are driven to & rather ridiculous conclusion--that no
governments have ever existed! What she has tried to describe seems to have the
form of 2 government but it is completely different in kind from any government
which ever existed, as one of the distinguishing characteristics of government, as
we know it, is "coercive,” As explained in my last letter, "ccercion” is initia-
tory force, Every government which has ever existed (Ygovermment” as we know it,
that is=-not as some might wish it to be) has maintained its existence by the use
of initiatory force, until such a policy ultimately brought zbout its inevitable
end with social chaos. Miss Rand®s "goverrment,” Dr. Hospers, is a floating
abstraction-~it never could exist as z government, If such a social institution
did exist, as an institution which wonld not 2nd did not use initiatory force, it
would be a market phenomenon {which a govermment is not), maintaining its sxistence
as any other market business., And it could not prevent competition without the use
of initiatory force, for people would obviously want the best protection and de-
fense avalilable, and they would differ in their opinions as to which defense agency
gave the best. (The function of a free-market defense agency would be to provide
protection for and defense of person and property, not "the forcible restraint of
men,” as Rand says; Ythe forcible restraint of men” is what characterizes all gov-
ernments!) As to "what or who is tc protect us against the agencies,” the brecad
answer is: the competitive mechanism of the free market, This is a point, how-

-

ever, on which we've dwell specifically and extensively in THE MARKET FOR LIBERTY,
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Sept. 28, 13970

Dear Mr. Tannehill,

Thank you for your letter of September 16. Yes, the political philosophy conference
went very well, BSe well, in faot, that there may be another one next year. In

the event that theye is, would you be interested in coming to address it, ena

topic selected by yeu? (Fee this year was $300 for an addresg, plus air transportation
and hotel expenses while in Los Angeles.® I camnnot of course predic t what it will

be next year.) I for one would be very much intepested in meeting vou and hearisg

'you speak - just as % wish you had heard my speech this year! o

Now § to your let#er: What Hiss Rand has defined is both (a) government &nd (b)
her ideal government; she does not confuse the two. The conclusion you daw, that
if one accepts her definition of government, no governments have ever exigted,

does not follow., Ho ideal governmenis as described by her have ever existed (though
the USA in 1B839-1880 came pretty close), but surely governments {however had they
may be) have existed and do exist.

There seems to be a bitéof a confusion sbout concepts and pseudo-comcepts. A conecept

is not a pseudo-concept just bacause no instances of it exist. There are no unicornsg,
but the concept of a unicora is agenuine concept: if I came across a horse with a

horn in the middle of its forehead I would say correctly that ¥ had seen a unicorn.

T know what the concept is: i.e. what it would be like to come across an instance ‘
of iv. (See pp. 30-31 of my Eytradugtion to Philosophiical Analysis, 2nd ed. 1967, p. 30.
The case of God is a bit more complex, betauge The word “Goa" means aifferent things

to different people, especially theologiane, but on some conceptions at any rate

the same applies as to unicorms: the concept is & genuine one, onldy there doesn't

exist anything in the unlverse to instantiaste it. {See pp. 486-490 of my Introduction.)
what the theologians claim to exist doasn't ex ist. All one can conclgude fromthis

is that the term "God" lacks denotation, not that it lacks designation or meaning.

For the most part, im my thinking about political philesophy, I have been wost concerned
to advocate (with detailed regsoms) the Limitation of gowernmenis, particularly to

the limited function advocatedd by Hiss Band. The no-government theory, whatever

its merits, has not seemed a practical goal to ssihens strive for because there is

just no possibility of its happening, and I prefer to deal with viable alternatives.

It seems ta me possible (though unlikely) that theve will be something of a2 limitation
of government in the USA in our lifetime - though much more likely we shall become

move and more of a fascist state; but thal we shall close up shop and disband the

entire government, that seems to me SO unlikely that it is hardly worth considering

as a possibility., Xixmaxx

However, it may be, and in my opinion is, worth considering as a goal, even though
i+ will never be attained. Goodness knows, I have been writing and talking against
government power for so long, and recognize the evils of government controls
acutely, that if the race could get aleng without government entirely, as the
so much humen evil, I couldn't be more pleased. That is, I have mo cbhiection
ciple to your no-government ideal; I was simply raising, and will continue to
Tn ihis letter, some oblections to it as a practial msasure. Theve are diffigulties
in it, I think, which yecu over-cptimistically believe an be overcome, OF which you
slough of f with insufficient evidence. ¥ill was wrestling very asm profoundly
with some of these same AifFiculties in Chapters 4 and § of his On Liberty.
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society in the long rwn. As long as they have a centralized @ totalitarisa a@v&zmm@mty
the leaders wouldn't seven let thelr people kpow of what was geing on In the outslide
wordd, -~ In the past, I have advoeated @ move limited goal: that the UBA revert
o lalssedz Ffaire papitaliem (with limited povernwent & la Rand, not Interfering with
any soononic activity) and the business m’}&ﬁﬁiﬁﬁ and prosperity would be 50 great
plie wuld put everyother nation to shame by wgmp&ridan. And while I still believe
whies 12 true, T &m not 8¢ paive as to ha&*@wa that while this was happesning we could
unilaterfally disarm: for before we had falrly begupn to transfer the funds from
armaments to economic development, the Russians {or later,the Chinese) would see
31 tary weakness and bomb the hell out of uvs. {(You can see this even nows
8. grdadusily withdraws from world invelvement, the Ruaalhms, sﬁ@in: this
¢ in to every vacwg we cragte; the next one will probably be Saudi Arab
whole pepinsuie, with Israg® Jjust happening to be on the way.)
5
%m pxample closer to home: you say, perhaps correctlyl, that the  Cestapo
tive %w&ncf would graduslly lose business if it uﬁ@d torture and other such

cg. Perhaps; but in the seantime It ﬁﬁdl& inflict a great deal of damage.
ﬁLﬁdﬁ vars and thﬁzv 13k, in my opinion, must be quieckly and severely punished by}
the courts - but, according to vour systen, th@ﬂﬁ would be fio courts at all! (Or
mope accurately, if I rsad you right, private court syﬂtemw which would be woluntapryg
but the people whe most need to be appreheanded and tried in court would not, of
irBe, belong to any such volungary agencies.)
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COOUPS, whzﬁh mtt@mﬁs aven Rand®s 1imited ngvarﬁmentz

t not want to come fmrthg but I ses no al%@rﬁﬁfiv@ but

5 y 80, in the interssts of justice for the defendant.
innocent of & crime, and his innocenve k& zan be proved by one

14 you wmake it optional whether that witmess should come forward

part, I would say that the clearing of the imnccent vietim

ﬁwt then whedawwe the defex witpsss’ dfresedom to choose whether

4 g%lfving in court. If you say that the witness' freedom is

siald naf be made to tuﬁtify, then you @ire surely emphasizing

nvenience ) at the expeuse of the freedow of the innocent
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aw* but i tﬁ}ﬁ» th@ somseguences of fhat would be
he deterped Frow bis newxt deed by the thought that
dntt bhelong sayway might in the long run lose

There wuat be soue @y&fﬁm ef ﬂ%@idlng on the guilt or innocente of an agonged persoh.
Thig system way & inconvenlence on ﬁ&mﬁ PRTEoOns, @.5. Witnesses,
jurlies {though | n@y are tum§@m$at@d}, and 80 onjy and wost of all on suspecis, W

rey be innocent, but who have to be "checked out” by the pcl:e@ to determine whﬁth@?
they sre innocent or not - and this may regquire Imprisomment for a ligited period
befors trial. I can't see amy real alternative to this. And it, uvafortunatelyh,
requires & govermsent to do it, A4 woluntavy agency wouldn't do the trick -

if there iz a trial the guilty defendant W@ﬂlﬁﬂ’t show up foy it, and if there is

no trial bhe is lugkier still - he’ll just zentinue to commit crimes. It ssems to me
that in thisz detall vou are makky veally usbellewvably ﬂ?@r»@ptl@l%tlc - that the
advance of 11 Lﬁrtv will cause crlme to deersass, There will always be a certain
percentage of psychotics of one kind or another, and people whose ailm is to elimiocate
other people, sad people whe find it easler to vob othewsf 1%%1& to be productive
themgelves and something must be done to deter them. I don't see that this happens
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in 80 rnnv sases, vou defend the fresdomof one ilndividual to do wha
when the Iinevitabls conssquence of this is that another individual or Individuals
Qﬁna? do what they want because they are the wvic otins of aggressive activity by the
first individuall &nd thus it seenms to me that vou are protecting the fraedon
sove at thd expense of the frssdon of others - in order to protect the fivst party
“rom a winor loss of Freedom vou would submit the second party to a major loss of
adom. To protect the fresdom of the trigger~happy peychotic to own and use a
gun, you would vastly incresae the danger te everyone else who iz a potential victim
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reg to buy heroin in the leocal drug store? {(That's the way the Japanese conquered

much of China in the late '30's - they let them have all the opium they wanted, with
i th

/wa
t’}

the victime didn*t give a dann aboul anything any wmore, not even
ation of thely own fAmily or property.}  And hers

- that anyone who wants to become 2 hereoin addict
pread-my-romask-about-porasgeaphye- but now we have
nroblew for the rest of usy because they sre addiets the:
their addiction they nesd woney, and se the incidsnce of ro
1) 2,000%, In conzeguence, the insurance companies
sandalism will have te Incrsase thelr rates by the same pe
find th s tolerabla?
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You misread mv remark about pornography: I said that if it sould be empir

shown that it was bad for children to see or pread, what would he your at

it? This of course is a big MifY; and my own position is that theres should
Idimitations on pornogpraphy whatever, ¥or the reasons thet Bebtrand Russs

in his hook “Hulman Soclety in EChlcs and Polities", But I taks this positien
because I belisve that pornography really deesn't d any harwm. If Ithought it did,

1 would take a diffevrent position. Wwhat I wanted to elicit from you was what you
would sav 1f gou found incontrovertible evidmnece, from long investigation, that
pOrnoeg Jph§~§s haprmful, ¥ould vou then igrore such facts in order to favur a theory
I'm enough of an erpiricist not te do this, ever - and that is why I am skeptlcal
all neat systems, y¥ours and all others, Though the plomnograpy casefd seens
glsarer than mest, it is »still not %ntxr@lu cla the truth iz wekally mess
rather than neat and tléy, and the truth in this case is yr@bab¢v that some ch Ll“ﬁwn
and/or adolescents are harmed by viewing the stuff, at lesast in that it “tends

consume 3 dispgroportismately lavge fraction of their waking hours¢ when they are

at such an inmpressionsble age and the stuff is so veadily avaellable o evervone.
(I take it yvou wouldn't limit access to it té "people over 18%".) There is son
evidenee, though not conclusive, that the reason why peeples in the tropics have
not advanced in civilization ®as have those in the temperate zones, iz their comstant
and unremitting prevccupation with sex. I awm no Puritan, but I think that there

iz evidence on the other side twoo, and ¥ don’t want to ignove it just to zet ﬁﬂwk

out with a neat theoxy. That is the bese#ting vice of philesophers, and I don’

want to f¢e%1m to it ]
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pic leads me to inguire vour opinion about a related one: ovwwmapuie i@
re¢ pondered long over this oney, and it is wost intractable. It Is easy
*bm' tachnology can 3@1?@ all problems of food and shelter no matter how enoy
nopubation of the earth bescomez. And it is swrely true that with free-enterprise
aconowics, and the use of waterials from the oceans etc., & larger population &ven
tham we have mow on the sarth could be sustained for some time - though even then,
the raw T rig would eventually give out, and our great-great-greal g*t‘&ndhﬂii\hw
wouldn®t thank us for using them all up fo fast. But what I want to draw your
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a ntion to new fo and & 3 sitvation: it sesws Yo ms that people
amzmﬁzmmaimﬁmwmammmfﬂw=ﬁmmdamm,am;mmkmmmammmm@rwmﬁtm
world is so full of them that they can't live without being congtantly on top of
each other. In fact it seems to me that the optimum population of the United States
iz not wore than 2 hwndred milliern - a figure which has long since besn passed.

T seems to me that in the 1153 of every child there should be a lot of exposure to
the wide open spaces - and that city-bred children have a tremendous disadvanta 08
in happiness and in potential For the Puture., Now whether you agree with this or
not, you must surely admit that even with the best technology it wodiit be very long
refore the world, whose population is now doubling every thirty vears, is wuﬁt nPQ
full of people to be bearable. And I take it you wish te prevent this from
The question, then is how. A woluntary system of birth contrel? It just woufi
work: a few of the most anilghtﬁﬁ@d people would practice it (but sven thers, W&WV
might ask, ¥hdt difference wmvid additional child wmakae? and meanwhile the in
to progreats more childre “@?ﬂ1“3 veryg véry strong, being among the uswy wost
vowerful of all hummn impulses), But the vast remainder fust wouldan't practice

it - and the greatest pr ﬁcraﬁﬁfon of chlldr@n would be in the g@ﬂ@;iﬁ lines that

would provide the l@ gt desirable material for future populatio o, the only
mitcrnat1V@, whém the time of populstion -crisis comes %mng in my opinion that'®s now},
is a forced (by government ) control of the nusber of childrme. I come to this
conclusion with very great hesitation, For 1t meemz iz an interference with one

of people'’s »ost walued liberties, the Liberty of couples to have as many children

as thmy wish., On the other hand, it would be more merciful for the children if they
fewsr in number. (Even now, sowe couples coulda't even support one child, much
the fifteen that they have - and this i= pretty awful for such 2 children, vou
must admit.) If the parmnBawex would abstain from emdercising their dpmi impulse,
the children would be heppier - and don't we have to consider the children too?

Ih any event, it will very soon come to the point (if it hasn't alresd if
population is net limited, the whole kit and cabeocdle of thewm will be
a nuclear war. And if you mhex think that voluntary birthecontrol is
with the vas& masses of the human population, 1 wvst gay that I think
deluding yourself, or, once again, distorting the facts in ovder to Fi

o
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Final question, on which I am not quite as cevtiin as on some of the abowve:
in some cases It seems to me Important to have such a thing as the official stand or
suord on something., For example, the registry of bifiths and marrisges anc deaths.
Privte agencies could de this, of course, but what if a agency A gave a different
birth-date for Smith than did agency B? There could be contexts in which smehw

this matter could be very important. And then there would have fo be home HEONCY
with the authority to make the offici2l snd accepted pronouncenent on the matter.

You sug eat in mveral places In your beok that when theve is a dispute between nrivate
gencies, there would be an arbitration agency (like a supreme court) whose verdict
b@td Fgrtlg have agreed in advance Yo acsept. I wonder if this toe izmn't just
unrealistic. (1} WOULD both partles agres o accept a dverdict that differed fr
their own? &nd (2) even If they agreed to do so, why should they keep the agre
if the verdiet of the board {or ;natm?@v} went against thew? Wouldd't it Be
For the agency that was on the wnfavorable side of the verdict, just to use
ageinat the favorably treated one, In ordsr to get its verdict accepted? £h
I can't think of any reason why it wouldn't do this. In your belisf that those
ars 4ﬁvm&tad in something would just calmly and psassively aceept the wverdiet mﬁ;
some board or agency, particularly on a matter of great iwportance to them, '
T think you are just plain over-optimistic about human dature.

of people whe would just never do this! They would F&@Qﬁﬁ to foree t©
case ¥k and salve their injwred egos. How cowe on - you know they wouldX!
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£'11 be much interssted ¢ at your conveniefce, vour response to these remarks.

John Hospera P.8.. VYes, let's use first nares from now on.
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Dear John,
Re the P. S. (yours of Sept, 29), appreciatively agreed; my friends call me “Tanny

Very happy to hear that your conference went so well! I would like to have been there, met
and gotten betler acquainted with you, and heard your speech: I'm looking forwsrd to meet~
ing you on my next trip ocut that way ... will try to let you know enough ahead of time so
we can make mutually satisfactory plans for our get~together, And yes, I1'd be delighted to
address your next conference, Were it today, I'd probably speak on the vital necessity of
epistemological precision in the individualistic cause of spreading the idea of liberty.

We must understand clearly, precisely what we're talking about in our libertarian endeavors,
and we need precise definitions of our key concepts before we can lmow clearly what we are
talking about (and, as Mr.Branden has pointed out, that is the purpose of definitions—-The
Objectivist Newsletter, Jan., 1963), It's a sad thing that most self-professed libertarianc
can't even give an epistemologically sound definition of "liberty;" and, as we say in the
first chapter of TMFL, (I'11l revise it a bit for yon) "If we don't know where we should be
going, we're not likely to get there!"™ I have to admit that I just recently found a defimi-
tion of "forcd' which is satisfactory to me {after wrestling with the concept for over a
year!)--"Force" is any volitional behavior which intentionally requires the wawilling in-
volvement of another person or other persons., Had I known this as clearly as I do now when
LMFL was written, the references to the threat of force (specifically the underscored words)
and the phrase "or any substitute for force™ would have been omitted as unnecesssry, I 'm
compiling a list of definitions which I may publish one of these dayss there's such a nsed
for a good dictionary!

flow to that part of your letter between the first and last paragraphs. Mao Tse Tung truly
said, "Politlcal power grows out of the barrel of a gun,” Miss Rand wrote {in “America's
Persecuted Minority: Big Business"), "Foggy metaphors, sleppy images, unfocused poetry,
and equivocations--such as "4 hungry man is not free”--~do not alter the fact that only
political power is the power of physical coercion and that freedom, in a political context,
has only one meaning: the absence of physical coercion.” I can't help but wonder—-how can
freedom exist if freedom means the absence of physical coercion, that is, exist in 2

political context if political power is the power of physical coercion? In the paragraph
before the ahove quotation, Miss Rand said, "The nature of govermmental action is: coercive
action, The nature of political power is: the power to force obedience under threat of
physical injury--the threat of property expropriation, imprisorment, or death." And in the
next paragraph after the above quotation, Miss Rand says, "A proper govermment has the Ay
to use physical force only in retaliation and only against those whe initiate its use,”
agree with Miss Rand that the nature of governmental action is coercive action, but I think
she failed to identify the nature of coercion as initiated force., As I pointed ocut before,
retaliatory force is good when used within reason, and since coercion has no good connota-
tions it can only be initiatory force, In consideration of the primary meaning of “politics
ever since its Greek origin and in the hopes of identifying the nature of politics to an
increasing number of people, I've been defining "politics" as the pseudo-sceisnce of slavery.
And that's exactly what it is., ZI've heard from more than one source that Miss Rand Was an
anarchist at one time, but I find that hard to believe, I think she has made the same mig=
take re government that most people have and do when considering the subject--she started
her deliberations by considering government a given and asking, "What kind of govermnment
should we have?" instead of asking the fundamental question, “Should we have a government?”
If she had started with the fundamental question and then identified govermment for what it
is and always has been--an intrinsically evil institution--she wouldn't have Found it nec-
essary to invent her “proper government™ in her attempt to make goverrnment consonant with
her correct view of an objective morality. But the itreth is, Dr. Hospers, Miss Rand has
only once come close to a good definition of government--in her opening sentence of her
article, "The Nature of Government": “A government is an institution that holds the exclu-
sive power to enforce certain rules of social conduct in a given geographical area.” Add
"coercive" before "institution” and it's very close to our definition in TMRT. {page 32)
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first sentence, second paragraph)., When I referred to Miss Rand's "definition" of govern-
ment, I had in mind a collation of three statements of hers on government which I gave in
an article T wrote about a year ago (in my more caustic days; I've learned a lot in the
last year!)--the collation read, "A govermment is an institution which holds a monopoly on
the retaliatory use of physical force in a given geographical area and whose purpose is to
enforce certain rules of social conduct with this exclusive power of retaliatory force."
This is her "proper governmen "ngi course, and no such institution has ever existed, Nor
could it ever exist, as no ;%l% person would ever give up his right to self-defense without
being forced to do so, Besides, a (natural human) right cannot be delegated to anyone by
the man who has it (though one can delegate the authorlty to exercise one's right)., I'll
enclose a copy of my article on "rights” which I intend to publish somewhere before long.
Rothbard asked me for the article and then sent it back, saying that his audience wouldn't
understand it! I'm reasonably sure that his unstated reason was that the article is out of
keeping with the character of his perlodical (Roy Childs, who knows Rothbard well, says
this was his reason), as it is oriented toward concrete issues more than philosophic issues,
(Which is not meant as criticism of The Libertarian Forum, I wish to add, I aquite enjoy The
IF,} I'11l welcome your comments re my article,

"Re your "but surely governmentsiggowever bad they may be) have existed and do exist,” of
course govermments exist, but/ ak T attempted to point out is that the govermments
which do exist have nothing--not anything at alll--in common with the Handian "proper gov- |
ernment,"” For clarity‘'s sake, therefore, (also for epistemological precision} we must not
use the same concept for two institutions which are totally different in kind. One would
be just as consistent were he to use the concept "thief" to refer to a robber and an honest
man, 1t's true that a thief can become an: honest man, but then he's no longer a thief. If
it could ever happen (and I don't believe it can) that a govermment actually became a Rand-
ian "proper govermment,"” it would be a market phenomenon and would, therefore, no longer be
a goverrment, If it maintained itself as a monopoly, it would have to be by excellence in
providing for the needs of men, as it could not use initiatory force (and remain a market
phenomenon) to prevent market competition. (For explanation of the parenthesis in the fore-
going sentence, see the second paragraph of Chapter 3, "The Self-Regulating Market," on page
16 of ™FL.) Every voluntary economic exchange is a market phenomenon, No one I know of
has made the ridiculous claim that government is a market phenomenon, Since govermment is
not a market phenomenon, it cannot reasonably be considered a voluntary economic exchange
(the reverse of the above is also true: a market phenomenon always involves a voluntary
economic exchange which does not make use of coercion). Since the existence of goverrment
does require exchanges of wealth (from subjects to rulers), and since these exchanges are
net voluntary, they are of necessity contrary to the will of men who are concerned about
maintaining moral integrity ... and we see (again) that govermment is intrinsically evil,
(I'm referring to govermment as we know it and which does exist, not a "proper government"
which could not exist, as I've shown.) When I said above that the govermments which do
exist have nothing in common with the Randien "proper govermment," I was not unaware that
they are both "institutions" ... but the one exists, while the other is purely a pipedream
(that is to say, it could never exist as a government without doing viclence to language of
the Humpty~-Dumpty variety: *When I use a word, it means just what I choose it to mean,
neither more nor less."). And another point, involving a contradiction inherent in Miss
Rand's notion of "govermment"--the only moral way it could be a monopoly is as a market
monopoly; since govermment is not a market monopoly, it's an immoral, and hence evil, in-
stitution! Q.E.,D. Now, I've given, so far, philosophic, abstract principles~-mecral prin-
ciples. "There can be no compromise on moral principles. *In any compromise between food
and poison, it is only death that can win, In any compromise between good and evil, it is
only evil that can profit.' (Atlas Shrugged) The next time you are tempted to ask:
'Doesn't life require compromise?' translate that question into its actual meaning: 'Does-
n't 1life require the surrender of that which is true and good to that which is false and
evil?' The answer is that that precisely is what life forbids——if one wishes to achieve
anything but a2 streteh of tortured years spent in progressiwve self-destruction.” (From Ayn
Rand's "Doesn't life require compromiss?" The Objectivist Newsletter, July, 1962,) And
now I come to the issues of your letter after the second paragraph.




John Hospers 10-12-70 Page 3

TI*ve tried like hell to get your INTRODUCTION TO PHILOSOPHICAL ANALYSIS (2nd Ed, 1967) but
it was either checked out or not where it was supposed to be. I1'd appreciate your letting
me know how to obtain a copy. Also, have your views changed much since you wrote HUMAN
CONDUCT: an Introduection to the Problems of Ethics? If not, I'd like to get it, too. Is
a subscription to The Personalist available to me, and, if so, how much is it and where do
I send for itt

According to Miss Rand, "A concept is a mental integration of two or more units which are
isolated according to a specific characteristic(s) and united by a specific definition."
From her Chapter 2, "Concept-Formation,” of INTRODUCTION TO OBJECTIVIST EPISTEMOLOGY, one
must, I think, conclude that every concept has a Bsferent(s) in reality, And, if a word is
used as though it had a referent HNNEKNISHOES in reoality but in fact does not, the word
would not be an auditory/visual symbol of a concept ... which is why I refer to "God" (and
other words which have no referent in reality) as a pseudo-~concept., (Mr. Branden has cor—
rectly pointed out that no one has ever given a rationally consistent, non-contradictory
definition of "God," and such words have no conceptual meaning without a definition.) If
a word is by definition symbolie of that which has no existence in reality, then it is a
valid symbol of a concept, E. g,, "unicorn" is defined as "a mythicalhorselike anmiman hav~
ing a single horn growing out of its forehead.” The only actual existence unicorns have is
as a mythical idea in men's minds, and the definition implies this truth., With "God," if
the word were defined as "an irrational idea, existing in men's minds in as many forms as
there are men holding it, generally thought to represent some sort of Supreme Ruler of the
universe,” I would have to agree with you that "God," by this definition, is a concept, It
does have a referent in reality--it's an idea in MMWEE men's minds, I think I'1l have to
disagree with your statement, "All one can conclude from this is that the term 'God*® lacks
denotation, not that it lacks designation or meaning,"--Unless you understand something
other than I do by "denotation,” which I understand to necessitate a referent in reality in
order to have meaning, In cother words, a concept is not a genuine one if “there doesn't
exist anything in the universe to instantiate it"” (and I'm eager to read pp. 485-490 of your
INTRODUCTION), since a concept, as Miss Rand correctly points out, exists only when there
are two or more units (existents) which do have existence in reality., In deference to your
seniority in this field of knowledge, however, I want to ask how my reasoning is in error,

When government is seen for what it is (and always has been)--that its distinguishing char-
acteristic is "coercive" and that it is therefore intrinsically evil-~it will be seen that
to advocate the limitation of govermments is to advocate limited evil. If, as you say, the
goal of an entirely free-market society (with no government) is a worthy one {or is worth
congiderd as a poal, to represent what you said exactly) but "has not seemed a practical
goal to strive for because there is just no possibility of its happening" {and you "prefer
to deal with viable alternatives"), then you are entertaining a contradiction which has been
the source of incalculable human misery-~if what is good (worthy) is impractical, then we
are left with the horrible position that what's practical is wrong, a position which all the
Attilas and witch doctors have always tried to convince men of, and with considerable suc-
coess! Were such a position true, the good would be unachievable, But it's not true, and
peace and freedom are practical, viable alternatives to the various kinds of political rule
under which men have always suffered and died! I very much appreciate, Dr, Hospers, your
comment, "I have no objection in principle to your no-government ideal," but that you are
raising objectlons to it as a practical measure, T know that you are more than a little
attracted to our position, which means to me that you will accept it if you can see your

objections successfully (to you) dealt with, This takes time, of course, but I'm betting
it'll be worth it.

John Stuart Mill wrestled "with some of these same difficulties in Chapters % and 5 of his
On Liberty" because 1- he considered "soclety” as an entity having authority over the indi-
vidual and 2- he was a wretched altruist (who died a socialist, according to Mr. Branden).
He did not conceive of man as an end in himself—"It would be a great misunderstanding of
this doctrine to suppose that it is one of selfish indifference, which pretends that human
beings have no business with each other®s conduct in life, and that they should not concern
themselves about the well-doing or well-being of one another, unless their own interest is
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nsed of a great increase of disinterested exsrtion to promote the good of others. . . . I
am the last person to undervalue the self-regarding virtues; they are only second in impor-
tance, if even second, to the social," (!!) This kind of "thinking," I submit, is the
prevailing idea which has always twisted man against himself, leaving him (as long as he re-
mained conscientious, or sensitive to what he thought was right) with a morbid sense of
guilt because there's no objective criterion by which to draw the 1ine between acting in
his self-interest and fulfilling his duty to the public interest! Mill never did see that
there's no actual difference between self-interest (which he viewed as "selfish"--that is,
evil) and the interests of society (for which one must make sacrifices and which is,
therefore, good), The underlying reason, I think, for these beliefs of Mill (and the vast
majority of all mankind) is that he didn't understand the nature of man——he didn't understar
that man isn't inherently evil but is "a being of self-made soul,” which means: he is what
he has chosen to become, which alse means: he can choose to become good by an act of volitic
(he is not forced to choose the irrational and, thus, to become an evil person). Without
understanding this explieitly and clearly, men have no incentive to be rational and choose
the good consistently, and the more collectivistic thelr envirorment the greater the disin-
centive toward the rational and the good (which are penalized under collectivism}, The re-
verse is true in a peaceful enviromment of freedom~--the rational and the good are rewarded
commensurate with their valus, and the irrational and the evil are penalized, Which brings
me to a subject of great importance and which, I think, needs emphasis.

I refer you to pp. 85-87 in IMFL., PFlease read it before continulng with this letter.

character is concerned with insurance compantes which would exist in a totally free-market
envirorment, And this isn't just speculation. The insurance companies today, in order to
survive, have to play ball with government; and, in return, government plays ball with the
insurance companies by acceding to the various insurance lobbies pressure (and, no doubt,
in many cases, bribes) and passing legislation which militates against the consumer and
allepedly favors the insurance industry. For example, one must have a certain minimum
amount of publie liability and personal property damage insurance on one's automobile here
in Michigan (and in all other States, I believe) or he must pay an additional $35 when he
obtains his license plates for his car, for which he gets absolutely nothing in returm, In
addition, if one doesn't have PI&PD and has an accident, it's wvirtually unkmown that he has
successfully proved that it wasn't his fault ... no matter who was really to blame, All
this was brought about by the insurance companies'influence on the various legislatures,
But, you see, in a free-market environment, there wouldn't be an instrument of force (gov-
errment) with popular sanction for them to work through and perpetrate such improprieties
on their customers (and on everyone else, for that matter). They would go out of business
in an envirorment of unrestricted competition (the only restrictions being those which
reality imposed), and any deviation from integrity would be widely advertised (or publicized
by others) and would hurt them substantially even though they quickly did what they could to
rectify their bad behavior. John, I have to say that those who advocate "limited govern-—
ment” have not done enough thinking about the nature of a free-market enviromment, The in-
surance industry in particular has a vested interest which is obvious in rooting out ruth-
lessly any social behavior which harms the interests of any peaceful or non-coercive person,
Their interest is in fact concern for the interest of individual persons, which is of course
true public interest, While they wouldn't dare to do amything against anyone who behaved
himself morally toward others (they would sign their death certificate if they &id!}, they
would literally have the power of death over any individual or group of people whose behav-
ior was the cause of social unrest~«they could refuse to sell him (or them) insurance and,
by mutual agreement between companies (this kind of cooperative competition exists today),
they could refuse to sell insurance to anyone or any company which would not stop doing bumswm
business with such a person or group. No man or group of men could continue to exist in an
aggressive manner in such an environment--they*'d either "shape up or ship out.” Optimism
has nothing to do with it; it's a true, a priori EkSNERNE recognition of what must be,
based on a rational extrapolation of truths which are known now, If you haven't read
Murray Rothbard's new book, POWER AND MARKET, please put it on your "must list," His in-
sight into the adverse effects of govermment intervention (which is what any action of any
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that institutionalized aggression really isn't necessary (and our number, while increasing
at a delightful rate, is not large yet), politiclans and parasites will have no alternative
but to see that their very lives depend on their getting honest jobs, Which brings me to
another point,

Your belief that "if the USA disbanded as a govermment today, we could expect a rain of
Russian missiles tomorrow” is easily disposed of, In the first place, the USA is not going
to disband tomorrow (though I know this is not news to you) but will disband gradually only
after pro-freedom ideas pervade the culture in sufficient measure to effect this end. The
younger generation are quite disillusioned with the present culture, though few of them
know explicitly why, and they are not going to patriotically uphold the present coercive
institutions, even before and until they learn why. 4&nd, as the idea of freedom is grasped
by an increasing mmber of them (and, Dr, Hospers, thanks to Ayn Rand, we have a consistentl
rational philosophy as an unshakeable foundation for our ideas; no one in history before us
has had this advantage!), their opposition will spread and (I think within two decades) will
become invincible, Now, what do you think will become of "big, terrible Russia,” whose sub-
jects passionately hate her, as alternmative, market institutions arise to provide 1- the
sound monetary system and 2~ the real protection which the burgeoning, individualistic move-
ment of freedom-lovers will provide the demand for? True, the idea of slavery--better knowr
as the idea of government--will die hard ... but it will die! And long before the US gov~
ernment is brought to its knees (probably a number of years), the Russian govermment will
exist only as a number of outlaw gangs, each trying to hold on to some rule, with the Russic
people attempting to bring some order out of the rubble, And those of us who hold and
understand the idea of freedom will achisve the abolition of slavery, and I think it will
be for the rest of human history--we're achleving what no other generation has done: we're
growing up (see the last paregraph of IMFL)!

According to Eugene Lyons in WORKER'S PARADISE LOST, the Russian rulers are constantly
walking a tightrope, in fear of the Russian people—in fear of their miserable lives! It
wouldn't surprise me at all to see peace and freedom established first in Russia, I don't
lnow whether the idea of freedom is very well known in Russia, nor to what extent, and one
can't know today, with the news media substantially under the control of various government:
all over the world, But an oppressed people don®t just sit on their hands, and they won't
be oppressed forsver—--when one's life depends on thinking his way out of a bad situation,
he thinks or dies. A lot of Russian people are not choosing death! Dana Rohrabacher,

whatever you may think of him, can relate some very interesting things which are going on
behind the Iron Curtain!

Regarding the "expediency" of forcing-a witness to testify so that an innocent person won't
suffer injustice, in reason, Dr, Hospers, there's no such thing as a right to vioclate a rigt
Open the door an inch and principle is down the drain, Besides, if one were a witness to ar
act of aggression, there'd be no need for him to waste his time in a long, drawnout trial
(as is commonplace today). A short taperecording, taking only a few minutes and done at hic
convenience, would be all that was necessary (and I know they're not permissible as evidence
today, and with good reason in this age of institutionaliged deceit--according te Arthur
Sylvester, "The government has an inherent right to 11é;"). Any arbitration agency which
lent itself to skullduggery with taperecordings in a free-market society would be courting
Xiwix own demise (for reasons already made clear)! And thls last sentence brings me to a
misconception you have, '

I can't help but wonder how anyone could read our book and conclude that (guilty) people
"who most need to be apprehended and tried in court would not, of course, belong to any suck
voluntary agencies" and, by implication (if I understand you correctly), would get away witk
their aggressions., A reading of our Chapter 9 will quickly dispel this misconception, If
a man is guwilty and there's absolutely no doubt of it, there'd be no foolish waste of any-
one's time with a useless trial ... but Ch, 9 goes into this point adequately. (We referrec
to courts as arbitration agencies, as we wanted to avoid forensic terms as much as feasible
to avoid their bad connotations,)

™. LIRS ’ - - ~ . . . . A
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witnesses, and your question about juries indicates that you either haven't read the part
which begins at the bottom of pg, 68 and ends at the top of pg. 70 or you've Torgotten it,.
We're getting so many reports of people who are becoming convinced after reading TMFL; I
wish I could influence you to teke the time to read our book through, thoughtfully.

Re your remark that, according to us, "there should be no systems of criminal punishment at
all" (the consequences of which you think would be monstrous), I think you may change your
mind after reading Ch. 9. Justice cannot exist where there is punishment, and justice is
the only satisfactory deterrent to injustice; this point is adequately explained in Ch, 9.

Re your statement, "In so many cases, you defend the freedom of one individual to do what

he wants, when the inevitable consequence of this is that another individual or individuals
cammot do what they want because they are the victims of aggressive activity by.the first
individual!” please show me one such instance, Even in today‘'s cultural condition of

near psycho-epistemological chaos, there are very few "trigger-happy psychotics” in relation
to the total population, and especially if you exclude the police and the military! In a
free-market environment, people would not be prohibited from making necessary preparations
for protection against any real danger, and any trigger-happy person would be zn obituary
statistic on his way to happen, soon! A free-market society, Dr. Hospers, is about as far
away from a permissive society as it's possible to conceive of,

The long-term use of marijuana per se does not cause the "loss of motivation to do anything
whatever,” and I am quite certain of this, I have several friends (good, relisble friends)
who have used mayijuana for a number of years and still use it, and they are more intelligi-
bly active than ever before .,, and none of them advocate violence, nor would they partici-~
pate in any violence unless it was absolutely necessary to defend themselves (i.e., unless
there were no other way out), A person who uses pot may experience a loss of motivation,
but I kmow from actual experience that the use of pot per se doesn't cause this result, As
for any further word from me on this subject, I believe I'1l take the 5th!

Re your remarks about the "hard” stuff (in your 2nd par., pg. 3), were I to view things from
today's politieal jungle and not be aware of the differences betwesn a governmental soclety
and a free-market society, I°d have to agree with you, As I've shown above, however, such
things could not continue to exist in a peaceful envirorment of freedom--that is, even if
they "broke out" sporadically,

I apologize, I did misread your remark about pormography. But I think the truth is obvious
to both of us on this score. If what you say could be and were proved, then it would be
treated like any other menace to society—it wouldn't be tolerated! As I said in my last

- letter, though, "The grossly irrational views re sex which prevail in the culture are the
cause of virtually all deviant sexual behavior" ... probably the cause of most pornography
(though I'm not sure the word has intelligible meaning), I have no desires for any “neat
theories"” which are not well founded in fact.

Re the problem of over-population, Rothbard has given the answer on pages40-4#1 in POWER AND
MARKET, The problem will never be solved without disaster,however, until men are free,
With freedom an experiential fact, the answer is so utterly simple., I refer you to the
Rothbard comment, reference given above. Freedom is the necessary condition for the solu-
tion to all of men's social problems,

Why would two agencies give different birth-dates for anyone? Thls would be a relatively
unimportant matter in a free-market enviromment, though it does have more importance today
in our artificizl environment, And if you really think I believe “that those who are de-
feated in something would just calmly and passively accept the verdict of some board or
agency,” you've really misread me; if they were found guilty, they'd have no choice and it
wouldn't matter whether they accepted the verdict or not, Retaliatory force when used
within reason is right and necessary to protect rights, rectify aggrassive injustice insofar
as humanly possible, and maintain peace, Insurance companies would never permit any arbi-
trationﬁ%%ﬁict as you suggest, and our Ch, 11 shows why such agencies couldn't possibly get
ht with anrh hehawrian Ao T +lfade Tloaue 1o o1 - . SENITT
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8229 Lookout Mt. Ave., Los geles CA 90048
Dec. 18, 1970
Dear Tanny,

My long delay in answering is not the result of lack of interest; it is the result
of mislpdsding your letter. I have hundred everywhere that I can think of not
once but many times - and still havenot succeeded in finding it; so I shall have
to answer from memory (and my meewry of the details of your letter iIs now rather
imprecise). But rather than let the correspondence lapse entirely, I thought |
had better answer anyway, even though what I zaxmx say cannot be based on your .
last letter, I was especially regretful at misplacing, along with your let!
the little paper on force, for 1 had wanted to say something about your definif
of force, thoughAl can't remember now what it is; you don't by chance have ano!
copy of it, do you?

Though I don't remember your definition of force, I am sure that "force" cannot be
defined entirelpmmx in terms of physical push-pulls: - if I see someone beating up
someone else, and then discover that the first person is a sadist and the second one
a masochist who loves it and asked for it, one can hardly say that the second man
was the victim of force, since the element of unwillingness is abszent, On &ht other
hand, one cannot define "force" in terms of unwillingness alone, for there are many
things that other people do which I dislike and disapprove and which I would not
willingky countenamce, but I would not say they are using force against me besause

of it. =~ Incidentally, if a man trespasses on your property, would you say that

he is using force against you? 1 assume so, for you do hold that you are entitled

to use force to eject him, and you believe {(as I do) that force should be used

only in retaliation. .
When I read Rand's "Objectivist Ethics" I found, among the kum lacunae in her argiment,
one that seemed to me particularly outstanding: after she has defended life as the
standard of value (something about which I have many questions, which no one has

yet answered to my satisfaction), she k then says that the objectivist ethics

proudly proclaims each man's own life as his aim or goal. Now, it seems to me

that yHour account shares the same gaps (p. 8-9 in hour book). You say,"fFor

each man, kkfmx his own life is his moral standard; death, the negation of values,

is the ondly alternative stardard". Now, first, that is surely NOT the only alterna-
tive; it may not be life peré se, butdsomething in or about life, that is the standar
of value: traditionally, it has been held (since Aristotle)} to be happinass: the
happy life is worth-while and valuable, but a life marked by constanty unhappiness is
not. It's not life itaself, but certain features of life, that are valuable,

Moreover, second {and the point I most want to raise now), from the fact that life

is the standard {whatever that means), it dces not follow that one's own life is the
standard (your term) or purpose (Rand's term). Suppose that useless pain, for
example, is bad; one® might argue, as Blanshard does, that it is bad regardless of
who it is that has it - and that if the bad is what one should try to aveid, then

one should try to agoid the suffering of that pain whether it's you yourself or anoth
er personj who is tHe sufferer. In short, how does ore get from “Happiness is the
only good" (or similar statements) to "MY happiness is the only good"? (Sea the

first section of Chapter 4 of my book, Human Condiict, for a more extended discy
of this point.)

Once more on government: the other day I read that a man and his wife were about to
fry their own 18-month-old baby on the stove (apparently for their own sadisti
satisfaction), and were only stopped at the last minute by the entry of the police.

I wondered, what if there had been no police but a laissez-faire society a la Tannehill?
The man and hés wife would have told the intruders to get out: "You have no jurisdie-
tion in my house! and since the padrents are the guardians of children's rights,

you have no right to enter!” In fact they might sue anyonme for interfering - why not?
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". Tfhere are many other examples I could adduce here, but I think the point is

clear. How in countless cases is an innocent victim to be saved if there is no
group of men, the police, who a&km have the anthority to do so?

One might reppy that anyone could come in and stop the parents from doing their
foul deed if Xyx they happened along at just the right time, provided they had
superior force., And so they could - I meank, they could beat the parents into
submision, kidnap the baby, or do whatever they fancied - including fry him themselves
if they took a fancy to it. Whg could stop them, other than a force superior

to them? And this leads to a further question: 1if group A, who desirel peace,

can hire an agency to protect them, why cannot group B, who desire protection

for themselves less than they desire laggression against others, hire an agency of
hired killers to do their dirty work? The Agency of group B would go marauding
about with guns, killing and torturing whowever they wished, Why not? they have
the power, and all it would take would be a fairly sonsiderable group of sadists

or otherwise melevently motivated pepple. Who would defend the innocent against
the agents of Group B? No one, unless perchance the agents of Group A had superior
fire~powear.

I am also enclosing a term~paper suggestion recently given to one of my classes;
I would be interested, in case you have the time and inclination, in hearing your
response to any and all of these. Again, I am sorry to have lost your last and
veryinteresting letter, but I did want to get the correspondence moving again!

All hest wishes,

John



FXXILLL 62R-2701
December 17, 1970
Dear John,

Delighted to hear from you again., I like your desire for precision of thought, and I
didn*t want to "lose” you; at least, yet--while the tone of our letters evidences a mu-
tial cordiality (and there's no good reason I know of for our attitudes to change)., I
do regret, thoéough, that you misplaced my letter of October i2, as it contained a few
words on drugs which conceivably could be used against me were it to fall into the wrong
hands, That possibility,however, is remote, I think, and the detriment it could do, if
any, slight, 35o, we won't spend any time worrying about it,

I really don't know what "little paper on force" I sent to you, Was it a copy of my
paper on {entitled) "THE HATRY QUESTION OF ®RIGHTS'"? I didn't note on my copy of my
letter to you that I'd sent you a copy, but it does define FORCE, though my ideas have
matured somewhat and I'd refine the wording a little if I were to re—write it now; and
I shall do so when I get around to re-writing it, If another plan I have for the ar—
ticle goes awry, what's the chances of getting the article published in The Personalistl
As it was originally written for another audience {and rejected because its character
is too sophisticated for the periodical to which I sent it!), and since it needs a bit
of refining for the audience of The Personalist, I°11 perform that simple task if you
say the word and my other plans for the article don't materialize (T want to get paid
for it if I can find a publication to print it and pay me fer it .., and I note in the
WRITER'S MARKET '71 that "lo honorarium” is granted for articles which appear in The
Personalist})., .... Well, I just read over my letter of Oct. 12 to you and see that I
did send you a copy of my article on RIGHTS, I'll send with this letter my file copy
of my letter to you of Oct, 12 and my one copy of the article on RIGHTS, with the rs-
guest that you return them in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope (I have
another copy of the article on RIGHTS which is to be returned by a friend, to whom I
sent it, soon, so it's not likely I'1]l have to write the article from scratch again
(though that might not be a bad idea ~ hah), I hope the following few words on FORCE
will suffice for the time being,

First, my definition {with which I think I'm entirely satisfied, the "I think" signi-
fying a slight reservation), FORCE is any volitional behavior which RO intention-
ally requires the unwilling involvement of another person or other persons, As you can
see, this definition is applicable to either initiatory (invasive) force or retaliatory
{defensive) force, I should note that retaliatory force is both defensive and invasive
when used beyond the bounds of reason—-an "overkill" mwmmm use of retaliatory force, such
as (to use my favorite example} the store owner blowing the WENEERDOMEEE bubblegum
thief's head off with a shotgun, My conclusions are: 1- COERCION is either initiatory
force or an "overkill" use of retaliatory force; 2~ retaliatory force {umsed) within
reason (being good = objectively right = moral) is not coercion (which has no good
comnotations). ~— A friend of mine in England (with whom I°ve corresponded for about .
2 years and whom I met in Los Angeles this past summer) has just written (in part):
"Tour definition of force solves something that has been worrying me for sometime, The
case of a person who continually, verbally *picks® at someone until that victim eventu-
ally is provoked into taking physical action against that party, I now see that in

fact that action by the second party (depending on his degree of response) may be jus-~
tified since the first party was in fact using force against him," INVOLVEMENT is a
state of being included as a part of some human action in a way which impinges on one's
volition, In a peaceful discussion between Roy Childs and me about Dr. John Hospers,
our discussion involves some aspect of your existence but you are not personally in-
volved unless our discussion actively relates, favorably or otherwise, to your volition
—~-a state in which your will plays an active part., A pmx=wwx person's will is what he
wants to do that's possible to him. A vioclation of a non-coercive person's will is a
viclation of that person's rights, UNWILLING involvement, then, would be any volitional
behavior of one (AB) which wmm intentionally required something of another ¥HMK (IS)
which he did not want (rationally or otherwise); this is applicable to an aggressor and
his intended victim alike--13, the intmnded victim, when he uses retaliatory force
against AB's aggressive behavior, is intentionally requiring a change in AB's behavior
which AB doesn't want to make, and the obverse (AB agaimst IS) is obvious. (T did nat
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I'm quite pleased to have your assertion that you believe "that force should be used
only in retaliation”! Assuming that you mean (as I do) what Miss Rand says——that
force should be used only in retaliation and only apainst the perscn or persons who
initiate the use of force-~-and make nc exception to this rule (and I don't, under any
circumstances), this understanding resolves your guestion as to whether a person (who
has knowledge.about an aggression) should be forced to testify if he refuses to do so,
force of this kind is initiatory, pure and simple, However, I'11 hasten to say that
such 2 person (who refuses to give information which will help resclve a dispute) would
(especially in a free-market enviromment) suffer social ostracism, and conceivably to
an extent which would make life very tedious for him. ({Such behavior in today's en-
virorment is quite another matter.) I look forward to discussing with you the subject
of freedom, social and psychological, and related concepts in ths not-too-far-distant
future., -- By the way, Roy Childs called me yesterday and said he has a string of
engagements at the U, of Hawaii, beginning (I believe} on Jan. 7 and that he will be
in LA for three days and hopes to be able to see you, at least briefly, I surely hops
you two will have the privilege of meeting each other, My respect for Roy is great!
(In case you're interested, his address is 400 Bonifant Rd,, Silver Spring, MD 20904
and his private phone number is Area Code 301, 384~6058,)

Re your sentence (in part), "one camnot define *force® in terms of unwillingness alone,
for there are many things that other people do which I dislike and disapprove and which
I would not #¥¥lingly countenance, but I would not say they are using force against me
because of it," if their behavior does not intentionally require your involvement in
some JNEM way which is at odds with what you want, they are not guilty of using force
against you ,.. though they would owe reparations for the result(s) of their behavior
if it inadvertently and directly occasioned the loss of and/or damage to your person
andf/or property. Re your question, "if a man trespasses on your property, would you
say that he is using force against youl" yes, he is, assuming that he has reason to
know that I do not want him on my property (for reasons which I think are clear in
view of what I've said about force)}. Definitions are vital and absolutely required
before we can know precisely and exactly what we are talking about! (That wasn't meant
presumptuously, as informing you of something which you didn't know,)

If by HAPPINESS is meant an emotional, psvchosomatic state of well-being in which one
justifiably feels that his existence is good (in which case, HAPPINHESS would be the
product of rational behavior), then happiness is a by-product--a result of one's con-
slstent regard for and adherence to the objective standard of value (assuming, as I ¥
do, there is one}, which I now believe to be human (each man's) well-being., The first
task, of course, is to identify the principles which explain what a man's well~being
comprises, and I am convinced that the well-being of one man can never be counted,
rationally, as being inimical to another man's well-being (any one person's well-being
can include only that which is possible to him; AB's getting the job doesn't adversely
affect LS's fwho wanted but didn't get the job) well-being, since it is not possible
fer two men to occupy the same position {place) at the same time and in the same re—
spect), One's well~being is not guaranteed~-he must pursue & course which secures it,
and failure to do so is the primary cause of not sscuring it (which is broader than and
KINOOREINONGEEE subsumes 15's failure to get the job). Hence, Happiness is not a standard
of value but the result of adherence to the standard of value, A critical operation
would probably occasion much unhappiness (see def., of HAPPINESS above) but it might very
definitely be conduciveto one's well-being (indeed, one's woll-being might depend on the
operation) to undergo the operation., I agree with Miss Rand when she says that each
man®s happiness (the achievement of) is his highest moral purpose. How to achieve one's
happiness vitally depends on the knowledge of what one's well-being is (though, sadly
enough, it certainly isn't guaranteed even when one has this knowledge). =-- We did
accept Miss Rand's postulate that 1life is the human standard of value, but your letter
has caused us to look with eritieal judgment. And I see that some (perhaps a lot of)
thinking must be done on this subject. You've jogged my mind; much obliged! I can see
that purifying THE MARKET FOR ITBERTY philosophically for the 2nd Edition is not going
to be a mere, simple evening's work!! Gad! When'll I find the time?

Upon further reflection, could it be that reason is the distinetively human standard of
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By Jove!l could it be? I'll try to hang on to my enthusiasm while my thoughts are ma-
turing, I certainly do appreciate your bringing this subject to my attention! The
axploration of virgin areas of thought is not the easiest task, but it can be the most
rewarding! And I positively intend to come in for my share of these rewards.

A further thought: Reason as each man's standard of value would call explieit attention
to what every physically normal person possesses, and that's what's been lacking in most
institutions of education, and this lack is without doubt the cause of incalculable
human misery, Were this to become wider known, any teacher who would take an opposite
position would have to openly oppose reason (and what would he oppose it with?--his
reason?). Reason is an axiomatic aspect of human existence and, therefore, must be
assumed but cammot be proved or disproved, It's the mentel faculty by which a man is
able to judge what is good for him or bad, A man whose reason was impaired could not

be held reasonably responsible for his behavior—-he would not possess that faculiy in
workable condition and would, therefore, not have a standard by which to judge what is
good and what is bad, -~ In view of your desire for clarity of thought, am 1 correct
in assuming that putting my thoughts on paper (above) as I think them has your sanction?
Were the situation reversed {as it is in the area of human value-standard), my sanction
of your thinking (on paper) would contain a substantial amount of gratitude (as it does
re "standard of value"). Such considerations make me wonder how many more lacunae we
need to discover in the hierarchy of our krnowledge, I don't know whether you appreci-
ate it or not but, be that as it may, you have my gratitudel

Also, the exercise of meason is man's fundamental virtue, from which all other virtues
derive, and being guided by reason is the same as being guided by man's objective
standard of value, because (simply) reason is man's standard of value, To say that
1life is man's standard of walue is obscure, vague-—certainly not crystal clear, as
there is no definition I know of which squares with the statement that life is man's
standard of value, Self-generated and self-sustaining agtion is hardly a standard of
value! The volitional part of a man's existence, however, which is the self-generated
and self-sustaining action (which sustains his existence} is and can only be the result
of his following reason (or someone else following reason on his beh2lf, in the case of
children}. I don't want to go off half-cocked, but I think you've put me on the track
leading to a discovery of crucial importance. WoW! Please excuse my exuberance,

Re your "Once more on goverrment: the other day I read that a man and his wife were
about to fry their own 18-month~old baby on the stove (apparently for their own sadistic
satisfaction}, and were only stopped at the last minute by the entry of the police., I
wondered, what if there had been no police but a laissez-faire society a la Tannehill?"
Ete. John, you keep showing that you haven't read our book, and this is a classic
example., Though we avoided the use of "police"” in our book (because of the bad cormo-
tations of that and other forensic terms--such as "courts”), their rational counterpart
in a free-market society are called defense agents in our book. There's no reason to
assume that defense agents, given the same situation, wouldn*t have prevented this
disaster (and probably much more satisfacterily), and the diabolic intentions of the
parents would have been the justification for the agents' action (upon what grounds did
the police act?), But it's a mistake to assume that the police (in the case you related,
were acting for the primary purpose of protecting the would-be victim, as our Chapter 9
goes into quite adequately., The primary function of police is to protect and act teo
perpetuate the govermment, though govermment must kesp this from becoming common knowl-
edge if they can., Please rmead our book. I think I really could come to think very
highly of you; both of ws, however, are caused to waste unnecessary time as the result
of your not reading our book carefully, BReally, John, it's good reading. Dr, Armentano,
Prof. of Economics at the Umiv, of Hartford (Conn.), wrote that IMFL is "a masterpiece
of libertarian thought” and is requiring his graduate students to read portions of it
(and there are a number of others). Our book was instrumental in bringing Dr, Armentano
from a devoutly Randian position re W govermment to a total and expliecitly clear belief
in fresdom (as it has many, many othérs)., In a totally free-market environment, there
would develop a cultural ethos which would make such an atrocity (as the 18-month-cld
baby incident) extremely rare; with the govermment setting such a horribly degenerate
example, it's a wonder there aren't many more instances of such atrocities! It could
always occur——-Utopias don't exist. And anvwav. there are other wavs to orevent such a
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other ways we're too psycho-eplstemologically immature to conceive of at our present
stage of mental development.

In a totally free-market society, however, all anyone would have to do is to let the
parents know that their foul deed would become common knowledge. To do a thing like
that (to anyone, let alone their own baby) would be virtual suicide in a free-market
society, in which a person's reputation for reliability would be his meal-ticket (and
I'd be inclined to believe that most people would consider as at least slightly suspect
anyone who'd do such a thing). If you can succeed in making the transition in thought
from what now exists to what would develop in a free-market environment, ¥ you can see
that it is quite conceivable that a person could behave himself so badly that he'd have
the choice between 1- dying and 2- reporting himself to a rectification company (see
Ch. 10 of IMFL) in order to gain social acceptance by demonstrating his WER good in-
tentions, making reparations for his aggressions, or otherwise rectifying his aggres~
sive injustices and thereby re—establishing his reliability. No "superior force"
would be necessary, John. It's quite understandable today, though, that force is the
first thing most people think of when considering how to put a stop to aggression. In
a free-market society, however, force would be used only as a last resort, as men
would learn that the best which can be expected when force is used (in this case, in
retaliation against initiatory force) is to maintain the status quo--that is, to keep
what one has, intact--and that even the moral use of retaliatory force is a non-pro-
ductive expenditure of energy (and in most cases is counter-productive), though it may
of course become necessary on occasion to use force in self-defense, A point I°d like
to make with you, John, is that the methods of self-~defense would flourish in a com-
petitive society in which men were m neither ideologically nor legally disarmed, and
this would cause to evolve an enviromment in which men would come to know that honesty
is their only safe policy (to borrow and xwfw refine Ben Franklin's statement). Read-
ing our book with the thoughtful attention it deserves (!) would, I think, make clear
to you what I've said about the effect of freedom on the moral tone of the culture
which is fortunate enough to bask in it. (No offense intended by the exclamation point,)

The question of "hired killers" is fully answered in our Chapter 11, "Warring Defense
Agencies and Organized Crime." Please read it. Your argument (in your next to last
paragraph) is,however, an excellent argument against a single, monopolistic govermnment
"The Agency of group B (government) would (indeed, does) go marauding about with guns,
killing and torturing whoever they wished, Why not? they have the power, and all it
would take (rather, takes) would be (is) a fairly considerable group of sadists or {and)
otherwise malevolently motivated people (the latter being today's majority who think
they need to be rmled), Who would defend the innocent against the agents of Group B
(government)?" I disagree with the %mww thought which is implied in your answer—-'o
one, unless perchance the agents of Group A had superior fire-power,"--as our defense
(defense which is completely satisfactory) is in the development and use of rational
ideas to "kill" the bad ideas which prevail and make our culture what it is; and the
impact of our ideas is beginning to take effect, though barely perceptible {but the
individualistic movement for freedom, as possessing a rationally consistent foundation,
has only just been bornl). I'm reasonably convinced that we'll win freedom easily if
we have five more years before our deteriorating economy collapses, plunging most of
the population into oblivion, But, John, trying to make "our" government become what
it “should" be, while it may not help the forces of collectivism, certainly won'’t help
the individualistic cause of freedom, either. Won't you, for your owm sake, come all
the way over to the individualistic cause of freedom., It really is good and, therefore,
the only societal condition which is practical, Methinks thou art but a step away from
the (fignrative) Kingdom of Heaven, Come on in. We don't have streets paved with zold,
but we have much better--intellectual pleasures which make 1ife an exeiting adventure,

I have acquired both your books since I last wrote, I've read portions with much interest;
wish I had time to devour them. -~ I believe my definition of FORCE and comments on it
make clear what my answers would be to your term paper suggestion, Sorry I don't have time
to elaborate more fully, =-- Looking forward to hearing from you again, Best regards from
Linda and me, for reason, peace, and liberty,w:w—~—7 o

, Aﬂ |
- Mortis G,/Tannehill :
Encl, - My 1tr, to JH, 10-12-70, “RIGHTS" article, and &.A.S.E. @g/fﬁ’
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COOKEN 628-2701
December 20, 1970

bear John,

Tou might call this a Sunday Supplement, I woke up early this morning, thinking
about the question of human valus-standard, and 1 think I%ve come to a conclusion.
Which is: The standard of valus for the species, Homo sapiens, is human well-being.
And, I think, this is what Miss Rand means when she says, in substance (I won‘t take
time to look it up), that whatever is conducive to man's life is the good, the moral,
and that whatever is inimical to man's life is the evil, the immoral. This would be
true in most cases ... but not all-~-suicide could never be conducive to a man's life,
but it might be conducive to a man's well-being, as, e.g., many of the "witches"
during the Inquisition who were tortured to force a confession and then burned to
purify their souls, It's certainly conceivable that there are many such situations
in which a man would be better off dead, in which situations his well-being would be
his criterion for making such a judgment. In fact, a man's well=being is his stand-
ard of value for everything he does! Everything anyone does is/gggiuse he thinks it
will serve his well-belng., The task of a rational person, of course, is to corractly
assess what his well-being consists of, and there are no situations in which the
objective well-being of one man can be inimical to the objective well-being of anyone
else, This last statement is not just something I want to believe-~Roy Childs and I
have discussed the lifeboat situation in which a man would have to kill another man
{who'd done nothing to provoke the taking of his life) ... and if life is man's
standard of value, one could very easily conclude that "kill him, I must" {(as Roy
did), as not killing him would be the result of the choice to die, and life as the
standard of value can hardly lead a person to choose to die (death is not conducive
to life). But I maintain that the choice to hehave rationally and not to kill the
other person, which would in some instances mean my death, would be conducive to my
well-being, since my well-being requires a healthy self-esteem, which I could not
have were I to kill an innocent, peaceful man (and I'm convinced that killing a man
who has done nothing to provoke it is too high a price to pay for a rational man's
existence, and I know I would not do it under any circumstances)., The same is trus,
of course, even if one considers life to be man‘s standard of value, as the "life"
which is considered man's standard of value is certainly not just the animality
which enables a man to move around but life as "self-generated and self-sustaining
action" (a process of, that is), which is usually understood in a rather hazy way

as life as a consistently rational-acting being, Exactly what life is, I think, is
the fly in the ointment~-it's too indefinite, vague, because ill-defined; as I said
in my letter of the 17th, in substance, it's more than a little suspect, the idea
that a process of aetion is or could be a standard of walue! For the time being,

at least, I am heavily inclining toward the idea that human well-being is man's
{every man's, since the well-being of one can never conflict with the well-being of
another} objective standard of value.

Reason is thai WM by which men determine what their well-being is, When I
suggested that reason might be man's standard of value I wasn't too clear asbout the
distincetions in the various ways "reason" is used. Before I came back to well-being
as the standard of value, it had occurred to me that "reason" is used as an abstract
concept which subsumes under it every valid reason for any question anyone could sver
ask--ag an Objectivist might say, "Our appeal is to reason(with regard to any issue),"
But, reason is man's means for determining what his well-be g is; it"s based on ths
facts of reality within one's cognitive purview, but it isn't a standard of wvalue,

Well, that's all for now. For reason, peace, and liberty, /
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Dec, 22, 1870
Dear Teanny,

Thanks so muwh for your letter just received a few moments ago. This is not a
reply to it: I shall reply in the next couple of weeks when I have disgested
the contents of yours., But I do want to say a couple of things that you should
perhaps know about immadiately:

Yes, DO send someting to The Peseonalist. I know it deesn't give honoraria (it
has a hard enough time surviving on University handouts, and many thankless hours
are spent with the burlir annually just to keep It going at all), but if it should
happen that the other periodical does not wish to publish it in the form you want,
I'd be delighted to take it on here, and give it first priority.

I shall return your two papers (letter and article on rights, which IS the one
you sent) as scon as I have read them with some care.

Do not worry about the fate of your previous letter. It never left my housae, If
it doeen't turn up here (as I doubt that it will after all this time)}, I can only
conclude that the maid threw it in the wastebasket along with certain other things
on my desk that she thought were not to be kept. But it didn't fall into anyone
else's_hands, of that I am sure.

I know wothing of a Branden-Nash split, except over the matter of delayed royzlties.
I haven't seen Branden for ages, hut when Nash was at my house two weeks ago he
still professed helief in a limited-government view, as does Branden.

It-iz-true that I haven't yet re-read allwmxm of your book - I shall have re-read
it all before I answer your current letter; I know it is maddening to have objections
made which are already coverdd in one's previous publications. (] have read again
the first five chapters, and it was because of this fact that I sent you my latest
comments about life and the standard of value = I'm glad now that I did, seeing
that it sparked such a reaction m in you!). But-in all fairness let me point out
that you have not - or had not - read my works either, and often I would either
have to presuppose a point which I had treated at length in one or another of my
books and articles, or explain it in a not-too-complete a way for lack of time.

Not that I expect you to read my entire corpus of six books 2nd dozens of articles,
but it does help to be acquainted with the context of another person's thought,

Pleasa DO think out aw loud « in hour letters - this last one of yours was very
exciting just because you did. I always do the same myself, and would find it
difficult to write letters in any other way,.

‘Note on force: why do you limit force to the intentional? If I bumped against you
tdccidentally or carelessly, and caused you injury, shouldn't T be liable? If a boy
arelessly leaves his bircyele on the sidewalk and a blipnd man stumbles over it and
injures himself, shouldn't he be able to collect damages? There is a whole fascinating
area of law qalled "neglipgence law", negligence being the inadvertent infliction of
injury or damage. Surely you wojidn't wish to throw thie out entirely?

Note on using force only against those specific peopdle who bmve used it against you:
do you mean that if our country wis Invaded by a foreign power, you wouldn't retaliate
unless YOU had been injured? (You couldn't retaliate after you were killed!) Not even
if membrers of your family had been killed? or fellow townspeople? friends? Does the
threat have to be that immediate before you are justified in wreaking injury on. the
invaders? ¥hat if they come with nuclear bombs, and unless you intercept the bomb
FIRST there will he total devastation of the 100 miles in whichd you 1Iive? Sursly
waiting till YOU are injured is a perfect formula for getting yourself killadil)

More later,
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Dec. 23, 1870
Dear Tanny,

Just a bit more of a reply now than my note of yesterday. You are quite right,
that all the central concepts - asuch as life, value, force, coercion, liberty,
rights - need more careful thinking from the Randians than they hhwe thus far
received. I have read "The Cbjectivist Ethics" and other works till I am blue in
the face, but I cannot make any more sense of some of the assertions than before,
and many of the arpuments seem to me clearly non sequiturs. The whole meta-ethics
iz bristling with difficulties which no one seems= able to dispel; they just go on
repeating the same stock formulae. =& It would take a volume to spell 1t all out!
Bob Nogick of the Harvard philosophy dept. has spelled out some of it but far from
all in his forthcoming article "On the Randian Argument" in the Spring 1971 iasue
of The Perssnalist,

I do not define "coercion" as you do. It has smeemed to me that if I hit someone
over the head I am not coercing him, i.e. I am not coereing him into doipgdd anything;
1 am just hitting him over the head, period (using brute force against him). But
coercion comes in when I use a threat of some kind to exact some kind of behavior
from him. For example: "If you don't let me have your daughter in bed tonight,
1'11 fire vou from your job and I'll see to it that you don't get any other job

in tHe eity." That would be a prime case of coercion (assuking that the man vas

in a position to make good his threat). The degree of coercion would decline as

the threat became less threatening: "If you don't do as I ask, I'll slap your face"
wouldn' be much of a threat. But "If you don't give me fifty thousand doldars

by next week, I'll blackmail you" is a genuine threat, and may be even more

dreaded by the person than the loss of his life. No overt use of force is involved,
not even a threat of force, just a threat of something else, just zs dreaded or '
even more dreaded by the potential victim., I wonder what you would say about ix
such cases, They don't fall under your definition of "force" , and yet I daresay
you would agree with me that such situations are as undesirable as overt use of

force or threat of force againat soweone.

The stock example used by liberals goes something like this: "Here is a starving
man in South Capclina. There is a rich capitalist who can give away plenty and never
miss it. The backwoodsman asks the capitalist for a crust of bread and the capitalist
replies, 'Not until you pay me!'" This is supposed to prove that the capitalist
ought to be forced to keep the man from starving. If we say "The man has no right
to the unearned™ the reply will be "What if he never had a chance to earm it?"k
followed by "It's better thah a tiny bit of the capitalist's freedom to choose be
infringed upon, than that the other man be permitted to starve.) Freedom is valuable
but not THAT valuable!" I don't know what line you would take to answer such
objections as these = the first ones to come out of the mouths of the liberals -
or akw other ones such as ¥ "The physician found a cwre for cancer, but he didn't
care about humanity, mxdxxfwx only for his wife; he used 1t to save his wife's life,
Now before he destroys the frormula, shouldn't he be forced to reveal the formula
so that other lives can be saved? yours, for instance? What is so important about
liderty that a single bit of it in ten minutes of one human life canpot be infringed,
- when as a result of thie one case of infringing it, thousandsg of human lives can
" be saved and spared months of physical agony?" - The point of thie is that our
“»1iberal "friends" would say that the capitalist waz coercing the starving man.
I would not say so, because as yet there is nof threat; but suppose the capitalist
said, "If you don't agree Ito work for me for nothing for the rest of your life,
I won't save your life now," then that am would be coercion in my sense of a
threat of a serious loss. Howaver, there is still no use of force, or threat of
force, in your gense!

o NEnE :
Hayek, in an otherwise mg excellent opening chapter on liberty in "The Constitution
of Liberty', cites the case of two men living some Imiles apart on an otherwise

#



[

empty desert. Wr., A's wells all run dry, and without water he cannot exist., Hr.
B's wells are still all right. Mr. A pgoes to B's house and begs for some water.
wp, B refuses. Mr, A offers to buy it. dr. B still refuses - under any conditions.
Now Hayek says that Mr. B has exerted coercion on ¥r, A. I say simply that "the
desert has b eaten him'" - but Mr. B never coerced him. Hayek apparently confuses
coercion withex loss of a vital necessity of life. Butl would say that if Mr.
B said, "If you don't give me all your savings, and your daughter in marriage, 1
won't give you the water needed to save your life," that would be coercion: threat
of loss of something important to the man's existence.

Exsamerhx

But note how easily a threat becomes an inducement. The master says to the sdlave,
“If you don't work 16 houra for me today, 1'1l give you 50 lashes tonight"; this

is coercion (threat). But now suppose the master has given the 50 lashes every
day for a wekk, and the Bth day he says to the slave, "If vou do as I ask today -
16 hours of work - I'll refrain from k giving you a beating tonight.™ And now
this is an inducement®!  And the motherlin-law saying "If you den'‘t do what I
want, I'1l move out of your house" could be construed as either a threat or an
inducement, depending onthe man's attitude towardd his mother-in-law. (Here is a
very interesting case: the mother-in-law says, "If you don't do what I want, I'1ll
bave a heart attack!" assuming that she can't just will to have the attack and that
the attack will come quite involuntarily, but that 5 the past she has always had
a heart attack from frustration when she's been crossed (that she can't avoid#
this congefuence even if she wants to). Is she coercing her son~in-law?)

The general theme of these remarks is that if force is the only thing that should
be prohibited in your political philosophy, and if force "is defined as narrowly

as you do, then it excludes a host of things that (in the opinion of most people
at least) ought to be prohibited as well, such as threat of exposure, threat of
1goss of job, the doctor's refusal to use his cancer-cure, etc. I wonder what you
would say about these things.

I don't want to go far into your other comments until I've finished the remaining
chapters of your book as promised. But allow me to mention - since I'm remarking

in this letter only on things in thk early chapters which I have re-read - that

the word "reason" is one of the biggeat weagel-words in the language and that I don't
think the Objectivists have been clear enough about it, especially since it is such

an @ important weapon in their arsenal. Pyof. Denald Emmons has talked about this

in the spring 1970 and winter 197] issues of The Personalist; Richard Robinson has
talked about the definitien of “"reason” in his fine book, "An &k Atheist's Values';
and others have done so also, such as Brand Blanshard in "Reason and Goodness' - would
that Rand's works were 3s lucld as Blanshard's!

It also seems to me that you do injustice to Mill., I have never found that he ended
up a socialist (though it may possibly be true), and his "Principles of Political
Economy" is an excellent piece of free-enterprise literature. He was not &n
altruist (at least not as Rand defines altruist, a person who considars onéx the
interests of others and never his own), but a wmiversalist (one who considers the
interests of everyocne involved, including his own). I can't discuss this in relation
to egoism here, but will mention just one point that Blanshard makes: if the having
of a painful teothache is a bad thing, why is it less bad when someone else has 1t
then when y ou have it? The egoist apparentlfy says it's bad only when you have it
and couldn't care lesz if someone elce has one. But why should the matter of Ekg'it
belongs to make all this difference? Why are you eo important as over agqinst him,
that your having it is bad and his having it is of no conseguence?
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Back to the force-coearcion Ibusiness, a remark occurs to me: much as I respect
Rothbard® a"Power and Market™ (which I've read thoroughlyky - I met him here in L.A.
several weeks ago whean he spcke), I think that he mhkes a mistake at the beginning
when he says that an agreement {or contract) must be to the interest of both :
parties, else they would mot have entered into the contract in the first place.
The starving Iman does not want to enter into the contract to work for frae for

20 years, but he has to In order to have his 1ife Baved. VWhen one man is at a
great disadvartage, he is not in a position to dictate the terms of a contract or
agresment, and yet it may happen that his life depends on making such an agreement,
True, he gets something o ut of it - 20 years of servitude may not be as bad as:.
loeing his life right nowsk - but it can hardly be said that "both parties benafit,
else they would not have made the agreement,” This has some bearing on the -
starving-man example, I think. "IZ use no force aghinst you, no threat of foree;
it's just that unless you sign over your entire bank account I won't extend this
rope to youkxs, and I'll leave you to sink in the quickeand."”

A word here on your "meaningless concaptz™: as you see from Chapter 1 of my
"Introd. to PBil, Analysis", the denotation of a terw is its actual instances
(instantiationa) in the world; and, to have meaning, a term need not have denotation,
"Unicornd” has no denotation, yet it hés meaning, It has meaning Ibecause there is
a2 rule for the use of this expression: we may never have ssen a unicorn but we
know what the term means if we have & criterion for its use, i.e. if we'd be abla
to yecognize something as a unéicorn if we & came across it. It's pot nscessary
that we actually come acrosa it. Deslgnation, i.e. having a rule thaex determines
the use of a Em. IS necessary for meaning; denotation x is not. This seems to
ultpfasclear that I don't sese how anyome could doubt it! (Your remark about the
ternm "unicorn" denoting an idee in men's minds, is a mistake. When Thurber said he
saw a unficorn in the garden, he didn't mean that he saw an idea-in-men's-minds in
the garden! The term "unicorn-imags” has denotation, for I now have a unicorn-image . .
in my mind; but the term "unicorn", meaning the animal and not the image, has no T
denotation at all, o

bbg
I am not comment on political philoscphy in this letter becauss I shall read your
remaining chapters first. But fermit /fme a concluding cavil which does not take me
into those chapters: you say that “there ia no actual difference between self-interest
and the interests of society”. If you mwean,ikak not that they are the same, but that
they are co-incident or co-sxiensive (i.e. have the same denotation), then I say that
thig iz true in szome areas. It tends, as Adam Smith correctly thought, to be true
in economic matters: the producery produces for his personal gain, but he cannot have
that personal gain without fulfilling the needs of others., We are both equally
familiar with examples from laissez faire economics. But as a general principle
applying to all actions it seems to me untrue, i.e. it has thousands of exceptions.
A man xkam embezzles money from a bank, and if he gets by with it (conditions may
indeed be such that he's pratty sure to) he is the gainer but surely society 1s not.
If I get the job, then you don't get it., (And it doesn't help to say that we're both
gainera from the generil tice of voluntary hiring and voluntary application for jobs;
this last is true, but I'd still be better of f having the job than not having it.)
(Rand was mistaken sbout this in her essay "The 'Cunflict' of Men's Interests.")
Some pecple do things harmful to soclety and are happy; othexs do not, and are unhappy.
(See my section "Why Be Moral® in "Human Conduct".) As Plato said, the just wmap way -
"be thought unjust and kmwmf ™ cixmE be scornad and con ? by his’
fellows, and the w3just man may not be known for what he is and life a long ha y 1ife.
It would be nice to say that “"the virtuous are always rewarded and the vicious:; panished
.in this world" g - but {to continue to quote Flelding's "Tom Jones") "there is “oRly
one thing the matter with this doctrine, namely that it is not trye."
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Thers now, I have replied in a manner of speaking after all. I#f the spirit should move
yeu, I would appreciate any comments you have on the above, even before 1 comment on
the parts of your letter which presuppose a closer acquiintance with your remadiing

ckapters. umioh wil}

Piwnew



8229 Lookout Mt Ave LA 90046 Dec. 2% 1370
Dear Tanny,

This is may Sunday Supplement in response to yours just received ~ or, one might
say, Part Three of one longer letter.

In my Introd. to Phil. Analysis, I d@istinguish reasoning (pp. 128-33) from reason
(pp. 133-38). This of course does not bagin to unscramble the ambiguities attached
to this vexed tarm. Richard Robins=on has a lot more to say about it in the book I
mentioned in yesterday's letter. And Donald Emmons, replying to Branden, says in
part on p. 96 of the Jan. 171 issue of The Personalist: ™As I use them, expressions
1ike 'rational' and 'powe reason' have no normstive ethical content or connotations
whatsocever. To be more specific, the rational man (the man of pure reason) is one
who has a clear view of what is (was, will ba) the case, and neither contradicts
himself nor commits obvious category-mistakes. But Mr. Branden's usage is normative.
He would define the 'rational man' as one who has in addition a firm grasp of what
ought to be chosen or done by the moral agent. Hence for him it is analytically
trus that the 'reasonable’ man behaves morally; while for me this is by no means
guaranteed.” It seems to me that Emmons' sense of ¢he term is clear, albeit too
parrow &o fit ordinary usage of it. We do speak of this or that as the "rational"
thing to do, though such umags is usually extremely vague and embiguous. A person
can be retinnal in the sense of avoiding self-contradictions and category-miatakes
and still be an absolute bastard in his behavior - and quite consistently with his
premises too, if he pumps the wrong premises into his ethical reasoning. It's how
one establishes and defends these ethical premises {(from which conclusions about
what~behavior-he-ought~to-mngage-in follow) that's crucial: on this the whole

thing turns. And this brings us to the huge issue of ethical paturalism vsi
ethicel non-naturalism (see Chapter 11 of YHuman Conduct.and the entire first half
of the anthology Readléngs in Ethical Theory, ed. W. Sellars and J. Hbspers,
‘Appleton-Century-Crofts, 2nd ed. 1970). 1 cannot b even begin to embark on that
vast subject here! ‘

As to the standard of valpe, g guggest that you read Chapter 3 of my Human Conduct,
the first half defending egogaiie heories and the second half anti-hedonistic
theories af about the atandard of value. The book was written in 1961, before
Rand's "Objectivist Ethics" appesred, but I cannot say that I would do it all that
differently today, because try as IL will I cannot see a clear and unambiguous line
of reasoning in that essay. (All weriems versions of happiness-theory are included
under "hedonistic theories".) '

The egdism vs. anti-egoism distinction cuts right acrosa the very different

egoism vs., altruism vs. universaliem distinction: e.g. one can be a hedoniat and

be an egoiat or an altruist, etc. (Chapters 4-7 of Human Onduat,) When you suggest
that "human well-being"™ is the standard (it was ArisTotle's aiso, and explained in
detail in Chapter 1 of his Nicomachean Ethics), it is very important to keep one
thing clear: are you ugg&stIng that a EIven individual, say you or m I, should

use "human well-being™ as his standard for determinipg what he should do, or should
he use his own well-being as his standard? As I indicated in my letter of yesterday,
the two do bometimes conflict. E.g. if you were in the French Underground during
Woprld War 2, and were about to be tortured and killed if you didn't reveal the names
of your confederates, it might well be to your interest to tell, but not to theirs!
(And if you decided not to tell out of "concern for their lives", how could you be

an egoist, eince you'd be placing their lives above yours?) (I have many fascinating
variations on the lifeboat situation in that book.) I think the Objectivists are
ambiguous on this point: sometimes they opt for outright self-interest, but sometimes
they don'td they say that this or that is bad because it is "anti-life™ (not anti
YOUR life, but just anti-life); and when they talk about human rigts they seem to
say that you should not violate other people's rights, ever, even in situations where
1t would be to your interest to do so, e.g. where you could rob someone and never be
found out. I don't think the Objectivists are very clear on these points, and I

. with wmor afar@meat Fhat Yihanke to Sun Rand we have a consistently rational
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December 31, 1670

Dear John, .

Just a short one while waiting for Linda to get ready to go into Lansing and start what =
think will be a very active 3-day perlod., A couple of our friends are coming from Wiscon-
sin this evening, and both of them have psychological problems which we'll tangle with,

One of them came here for a visit on Thanksgiving, 1969, and we had quite a session of
counseling him at that time; he's made some progress, dbut I'm reasonably sure that he's not
the kind of person who has enough self-discipline or psychological knowledge to make con-
tinuous progress (I know, it should have been continual) without outside help., He will
~soon be in charge of a weekly newspaper with over 6,000 circulation, and his weekly editor-
ials are already very good; he always brings the issue of freedom into his editorials, And
he has done a fairly good job of illuminating certain aspects of freedom.

Well, just wanted to thank you for the three good letters and to say that I'll send you my
response sometime next week, probably the latter part, I'm writing an article ("Man's
Standard of Value") and am getting very enthused about it (I've thoroughly shown the error
of holding that "life" is man's standard, and I'm eager to have your comments on it), but I
have to do much more thinking on what human well-being is and how to explain it, It seems
such a simple concept ... until one begins to explore it!{ However, I'm making progress in
understanding it, and whatever I write on the subject wlll not be over~complexified (to use
a term my wife coined, to counter the accusation of “oversimplification")}. By the way, I
thought Aristotle's professed standard was happiness, not well-being (which is inclusive of
much more than a person's happiness). What a man's well-being consists of is objective——
that is, it's not determined by whim but must be identified eontinually, at whatever time
and in whatever context one finds himself., The faculty by which a man identifies what his
well-being requires is, of course, reason, What human well-being is, has to be learned, as
any other knowledge has to be learned. A doctor learns what the proper function of the
neart is, and he discovers that it is objectively the operations which serve a man's well-
being, ... Well, I can see some problems, and I don't want to get tooc involved at this
time, so I°1LL call a halt, More later,

Best regards from Linda and me,
For reason, peace, and liberty,

<—_"‘"”_’_—_—~_
Mofé%fyézggt;;;;;il



8229 Lookout Mt., Ave,, Los Angeless, Califl.30046 Jan 5 1971
Dear Tanny,

"~ Your note just come today; thanks - I look forward to your letter. Meanwhile, I

have finished reading your book (carefully, I hope), and instead of waiting for

your letter I'll forge ahead with a few comments, They will not be in any particular
order, just as I happen to think of them,

1. Econ omists are constantly saying, "Yes, we can get rid of inflation IF you don't
mind havéng increased unemployment. The more we put the tmake® on inflation, the
more unemployment there will be. Now, are you willing to havé 12 million people

in the United States unemployed as the result of your anti-inflation policies?

Do you want to have that on your head?" And so on. Now, when I say that but

for government interference there would bhe very little unemployment, they claim

that this statement of mine is entirely lacking in evidence. They say that a

purely capitalistic society would be prife with unemployment. Atd I must say I have
never seen any concrete evidence on this matter - Just speculation about what would
probably happen' if.... You say some things about this on page 25, but I know of
no really systematic and empirically grounded defense of pure-capitalism~as-compatible-
with-fulle-employment, Do you? and have you any thoughts on this matter?

2. Nowhere in your book do you mention ecological matters. True, this has become
the rage szince your book appeared; but I am sure you must have some thoughts on the
subject. There are surely probdems; and those who know the most about the matter,
such as the bioclogists, are the people who are the most worried of all. Not only
are our lakes and rivers turning inte sewers not fit for life, but the same thing
is happening to our oceans, wuch more rapidly than we had thought. The question
is, what shnuld be done about this? It's no good for just this isclated individual
or that one to take some measures - that would be a drop in the bucket. Everyone
must do so, to save the enviromment. And how can everybody be got to do so?

Here the obvious move is: pass a law, making the penalties for viclation very stiff.
Buf of equrse a no-government libertarian such as yourself does not wish to take
any suéh.move: there must be no government, consequently no laws. How, thes,

would youi? in a completely voluntaristic soeiety such as you recommend, make

sure that masses of people don't contribute to the destruction of the environment?

The qu&stion here is a general one, notf limited to ecology. Abe Lincolgén said,

"The government should do only what the people can't do for themselves." Now this
statement is vague, for it doesn't specify WHAT things ir his opinion they can't do
for themselves. But the statement would be better if it read, "The government should
do unly what individuala can't do ALONE." The environment would seem to be an example
of this, Many people xxxxk will voluntarily cooperate in an enterprise they demm
worth-while IF they know that everyone else is doing it to - but how ensure that
everyone else will do it too unless certain penalties are attached to the failure

to do it?

3. You repeatedly state, as on page 56, that private defense agencies would find it
to their interest to make a fair decision. I tend to doubt this, The private defense
agencies that would make the most money would be those that made the most u@ggular
decisions. Of course there is a difference! TFor example, in disputes Involving
management vs. labor, there are more pecple in labor than in management, so &n
arbitration agency that was lmown to be pro-lsber would get more members than one
that was pro-management. It would be to the intrferest of the agency to be pro-labor.
Wouldn't it? What would keep the agency fair as opposed to just popular, i.e.
pandering to the most numerous group?

4, You say that a private defense agency would be nore efficient than 2 police force
in pomxemtkagxenin reducing the incidence of crime because it would help to prevent
erime,xmx whereas the police only try to apprehend the cariminal after a ¢erime has
been committed. How & far can one do this, however, without violating the rights
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of individuals? There are some psychologlsts who now say{ that on the basis of
carefully prepared psychological tests they can spot by the ages of 8 or $§ those
boys who are going to be juvédile delinguents later (by their mid-teens) - 30, they
reason, why not take thoase boys from thely homes and put them in a "deceRt' environe
ment with good psychological therapy, thus preventing the crimes that they would
have committed if they'd stayed home? Note that this would presumably involve
taking them away from their homes even without their or their parents® consent,
Let's assume that the dpmychologists are correct in saying that they can make such
excellent predictions; would you be in favor of empowering them to do this? 1 am
sure you wouldn't; but it would he a good example of crime-prevention.

I could cite many others,

Even In the most ordinary situation of one perscn assaulting another, there is a
certain amount of "jumping the gun on the aggressor" which I am sureyou would take

to be justified. If you see the stranger reaching for his gun-holaster, I am sure you
would say you have a right to shoot him before he has a chance to shoot you. (Or
would you say you should wait until you are absolutely sure? and you can't be absolutely
sure until he's done it, viz, shot you!) And surely you are entitled to apprehend
the man as he enters the factory gates with a switehblade, or perhaps some explosives
(to destroy the factory)}; or must you be surerg of his evil iIntentions first?

I am still not clear how far you would be prepared to go in preventing the crimes

of others, especially how nearly sure you would want to be that he is going to

commit one before you undertake measures yourself.

5. But the featurs of vour thesis that dlsturbs me most, I think, 1s your treatment

of punishment, In prehistoric days, people took their own vengeance against aggressors,
eitger alone or in packs. Now it has long been contended, with good justification,
that a person is not a very impartial judge of aggression against himself: he will
over-valus the severity of the offense, and he might consider %k retsliatory surder

the best panalty of someone looking at him the wrong way. It is for such reasons as
this that we have a system of law, which standardizes (somewhat) the punishment, and
does not leave it entirely toc the whims of the aggrieved party,

Now, you would leave puhishment to the defense agency., But surely the individual
retains the right not to leave it to an agency, and take ciare of the punishment himself
if he chooses, doesn't % he? 50 he could track down the aggressor himself and mete
out whatever punishmant he chose to, and not belong to any defense agency at all!
Surely he has this right, and then just as surely he em could exaridse it?

And this would have all thb difficulties hinted at in the preceding paragraph.

This bothers me a good deal, but not even as much as the following: suppose the man
does leave it to a defense agency. Now, from your deseription, it would appear that
the defense agency's Ilnterest (as 'the representative of the aggrieved party) is

to keeplits good name by having as little erime as possible. It seems fo me from

youn acc ounts k that its concept of crime and punishment is entirely utilitarian:

the agency "arrests" the aggressor in order to deter him, deter future eriminals, and
protect others; I see nothing in your acct. of desert, of giving the man what he
dagserves, (See Ch, 10 of Human Conduct, last section.) Acc. to desert, he is
puniszhed because he committed a crime and not in order to prevent future crimes.

Your defense agency seems ‘to have the latter function only, leaving the former one
unmentioned and ignored. Do you really want it that way? (To say that if the aggressor
is uncaught, the defense agency gets a bad name, may be true, but ign't it trivial
compared with the far more important fact that the man goes free?) cConsider ome ineig-

nificant little man, with no influence, just a "public nuisance" who howaver iz innocent
of THIS crime of which he's sccused; I want a mystem of justice which will consider
this case on its merits, repardless of the fact that he's a nobody. A defense agency
surely would do what it wanted with him and no one would ever know the difference!

Why should any of its patrons care what happened to the nobody?




In short, what kind of penal justice would there be, to mete ocut punishment in
accordance with desert - rather than of simple utility? (Utility might well econsist
of railroading an innocent nobedy and covering up the evidence, Utility might
consist of letting off an influential sonofabiteh if he paid the defense agency
enough money for ® letting him go. Utility would run constantly afoul of human
rights - that's the main tralditional objection to utilitarianism in matters of
justice. And I don't know how you would get around it.) '

True, we don't need long jury trials as now, but your mention that we might not
need a trial at all scares me somewhat. If "ft's perfectly clear" who did what,
just go ahead and kill him (or whhktever puniahment), you say. But perfectly clear
to whom? How can one know, if there's no trial? The only murder in history in
which it's perfectly clear is the murder of Ruby by Oswald, which was seen by
millions on television. For virtually every other, it's a matter of eircumstantial
evidence, gathering evidence pro and con, presenting it in a court of law by
prescribed rules of evidence and going by a law that was on the books before the
trial began, ¥kxxwemkdx Would you NOT have it done this way? How would a defense
agency do it? Would cost-cutting methods result in Zwsslmeymaxx punishments based
on inadequate evidence of guilt or innocence? If you den't have a system of

law, binding upon the judge, I don't see how you could avoid countless cases of
railrcading-of-the-insigni{ficant-innocent whom nobody cares about, and of
letting~-the-rich~guilty go through bribery, and so on. A defense agency after

all is out to make momey; why should they care about such niceties? :

Well, I havelots more comments, but I have papers to correct before tomerrow,
and a department meeting to conduct, =0 I'll wait with further comsents ukkil a
more convenient time, Hopgimg to hear from you at your earliest cenvenience,
and with all best wiashes to you both,

1 A
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Jamary 13, 1971 (et (-21)
Dear John, .
Don*t know how soon I can finish this letter, but I'11l at least start, A young lady is
coming from New Hampshire for a week or two for some help with h?r @ental gr?blems, and she
will be taking up time which will substantially reduce my "spare” time (I think she mea?s
business about solving her problems, so I'm somewhat hopeful-~expectantly sol.u As you know,
I have eight full pages to answer (your four letters, of Dec. 22, 23, oh, and Jan, 5), gnd
I want my answers to be as clear and convincing as possible (of course), By the WEY did
vou read the article on libertarianism, with front page feature in color! in last Sunday’s
New York Times Magazine (Section 6)t Very good article! I have an advertisement on your
new book, LIBERTARTANISM~~THE COMING POIITICAL PHILOSOPHY, and am ordering two coples (?ne
for a friend): look forward to reading it, I don't like your use of “political" as having
a good connotation, as I'm convincéd there's nothing good that's political and that a ggrt
of our pregress toward peace and liberty will be the dawning realization within thg cutture
that politics is an unnecessary evil, There is, in reason, no place for any political
philosophy ... except maybe for the purpose of studying the various systems of slavery
which have always prevented men from being free, But I'm reasonably sure you mean the
word to convey the meaning of soclal relationships, so I'1ll understand it that way until
you correct or further enlighten my understanding., I certainly agree with the last line
in the brief review the adv, contains, that "Libertarianism is ‘an idea whose time has
come,.'” Right on! ,,. to the victory of reason, I say again--were going to win!

I'm working on my article, "Man's Standard of Value," and I%*ve just about done the thinking
and discovering {for myself) what I want to go into the article, as well as having it about
2/3 completed, I°ve thoroughly demolished the notion that "life" {(using Miss Rand’s defi-
nition) is a standard of value for man, showing that the life of a mystic or a successful
thief (one who eludes capture) is "selfwgenerated and self-sustaining action” every bit ag
much as is the man®s whose behavior is consistently based in reason, and I've shown thet
the jargon about "man®s survival qua man" is meaningless (since it's not possible for a man
to survive as a non=-man), and that a "rational ¥WiE being"--2 man--is still a rational being
even when much of his life is expended irrationally. (That is, he is in the Aristotelian
sense,) Will send it to you within two weeks (probably). When does the next issue of The
Personalist come out, or do you already have enough to fill that issue?

"Note on force: why do you limit force to the intentionai?” Because, if it's not inten~
tional, it"s an accident. 4nd, though 2 man may be responsible for repairing the damage
resulting from his accident (that is, insofar as is humanly possible) if both or all parties
aren't equally at fault, the accusation ¥% that one has used initiatory force (in & free-
market society) will be a very serious charge and will blemish a man®s character, making it
more difficult for him fo survive; therefore, unless his action was intentional, he should
not be held morally responsible, since accidents are certainly not intentional. The only
fundamental law, stated as a principle, in a totally free-market society will be, NO MAN OR
GROUP OF MEN MAY MORALLY INITIATE THE USE OF FORCE AGAINST ANY OTHER MAN OR GROUP OF ME
All that men must learn for peace to become experiential reality is that it's wrong to
initiate violence, and they will, eventually. Almost everyone today has permitted inte his
consciousness the idea that it's permissible (at least under certain eircumstances) to
use initiatory force (they see it all around, and the existence of government with popular
sanction is a very great influence to permit this principle into one's consclousness,
though this influence is subliminal with respect to its effect on most people). One who has
this principle uneritically and unwittingly established in his mental structure places him-
self, psychologically, in a hostile world {(to the extent of the intensity of the effect of
the principle), and he is suspicious, to some extent, of everyone {this is, as I'm sure you
know, a destructive psychologically practice~-projection), After all, if initiatory force
is permissible, no one can be trusted ¥k #k¥k, they think, And, John, isn't this the
attitude of most people?! It's the presence of that vrinciple in most people's minds (that
initiaﬁ% force is permissible) which accounts for this attitude, One of the greatest
roasons)hhe mTral tonms of Lhe culture in a free-market environment spiraling (up) is that

in most people's minds, that initiatory force is permissible would be virtually
irradicated very shortly ... as soon as men discovered that it really is possible, practical,
and inevitable that men, as a general rule, live together in peace (as soon as coercive in-
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As you can see, two days have elapsed. The girl arrived and her father, wh? praughtbheﬂg
just left this morning, We have a 50/50 partnership with him in the establishment of &
libertarian community #ské retreat, which is for the purpese of survival after the coming
financial crash. We know what we want but are hindered from going ahead with the project
right now--he has been trying to sell his land and buildings for several mon@h§ghbut the
property has been tied up by some legal action which.ongvof h?s renters has 1n1tiaﬁe§ N
against him and keeps stringing along {(for free rent). We think we'll be gble to pet goling
with FIOT (that's what we plan to call it) by late Spring at the latest. Well.icesewcsss

“Do you mean that if our country was invaded by & foreign power, you wouldA®t Eetaliate x®
unless you had been injured?" John, I don't have a country, and I'm not sure 1 know what
you mean by “ecountry.” I doubt that I°d join, willingly, with the armed forces of the ?SA
to repel the attack by the foreign power--the fight between two intrinsically evil ingtitu-
tions would be nothing but a nuisance to me, and I1%d try to steer as mkamx clear of the \
fighting as I could ... and 1'd use retaliatory force when feasible against either sidei
I'm not going to be in a position to intercept any bombs, so I doubt that 1°'11l have to make
any decision as to what 1%'d do., But, and what's more impertant, you®re looking at things
from today®s regimented, collectivistic envirorment and making the same mistake, T t
that Galbraith makes in THE AFFLUENT SOCTETV~-namely, assuming that things are going
stay just about as they are, They aren't! I don*t know whether you =mxx saw the lon
very good article on libertarianism in last Sunday®s New York Times Magazine Sh
(mentioned on page 1), but remember that I said it's just the begirming =mWww shadows which
coming events cast before them, UNow, I firmly believe we'll begin to make more than just &
small impact on the culture, I'm very encouraged, And, if I*m right and the real peacs
movement (libertarianism) grows here in the USA, the result will be crumbling regimes all
over the world, in which case there won'’t be any danger from foreign aggression, I1'm con=
vinced this is what will happen, though I can*t prove it; but I will fmww forecast that you
will be able to see much evidence of crumbling statism within the next year or two., Hold
me to it! Much, however, will depend on what the U, 5. Govermnment does with regard to the
shaky monetary situation, Frankly, I can®t see how the U, S, Gang will be able to preserve
even the semblance of sanity much longer; and, when the "blind” begin to see, the sanction
of the vietim will no longer exist (and this is one reason why I'm hoping that a completely
voluntary military isn®t developed-~they®re much more powerful than conscripted men--and I
think this might be one reason why Nixon is moving toward a voluntary military, withdrawing
troops frem Vietnam, and making govermment “better looking” in as many ways as he is able
to do). When enough victims® santion is withdrawn, as it will be as the idea that freedom
really is good spreads, those evil men who want to rule others will, lacking support, de-
cide to become honest for a change {at least, most of them will, being the social metaphy=
sicians all of them are)., And, after all, this method of changing the ideas in the culture
is the only completely satisfactory way to change the culture for the better, I%ve been
saying two decades for the past year and 2 half; it's possible, depending on the monebary
situation, that we might even beat that!{ The idea of freedom ig a powerful one!

Speaking of meta-ethics, please note that none of the FEHHEE definitions of related con~
cepts in my article on rights is eircular (the work done on these concepts took me well over
a year—-part time, of course, but continually), and they are concepts which are vitally im-
portant and which must be understood clearly before one can understand the subject of free-
dom, It's little wonder that the prevailing idea in our culture is a fervent, patriotic
belief in slavery--that "we" must have rulers to “"run the country”{! A top government
official said recently that the trouble on campuses is because the young mex people have

too much freedom! Not understanding that freedom is not license but a condition of existenc
in which a non-coercive person lives uncoerced (which is the resuli of believing that one
must rule or be ruled--sacrifice to others or sacrifice others) is directly the result of
the failure of the cultural opinion moulders to define their terms (the regquirement to do

so would put most social workers out of business).

W

Speaking of definitions, you say, "I do not define ‘coercion® as you do," but you never get
around to saying how you define it, You give some imagined situations, and you use the word
in your descriptions of them, but the most one can get from your use of the word is a sort
of a feeling or a mental image of what coercion means, nothing very precise, "Coerce” means

foree {(at least, of a certain kind, assuming there is a distinction between the two words),
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and hitting someone over the head ig coercing him, and you can®t say that you're nol coeroc-
him into doing anything--cobviously, you don®t want him to remein conscious and do what he'd
probably do withcut the hit on the head, And this ks brings up an interesting point re the
difference between coercion and retaliatory force——an act of ceercion is for the purpose of
getting a person ko do what he's unwilling to do, whereas the act of retalistory force {when
used within reason) is for the purpose of getting a person not to do what he wants to do, or
to undo the damage he's already done. ow, because an act of coercion is for the purpose of
getting a perscn to do what he's unwilling to do, doesn®t mean that an act which is for the
purpose of getting a person to do what he's unwilling to do is EEEEEEEEE grEERE necessarily
an act of coercion; it does mean that an act of coercion is always an act ¥¥EE which inten-
tionally requires the unwilling involvement of another person or other persons. FORCE is
always a volitional act which intentionally requires the unwilling involvement of another
person or other persons, even retaliatory force (since it intentionally requires the unwill-
ing involvement of the aggressor—-it requires behavior which the aggressor doesn't want to
do), but retaliatory force is used to repel cosrcion {or to effect justice after an act
coercion has been perpetrated) and is BEEEEEEEEE not itself coercive in nature (that
retaliatory force is not coercion), since coercion is wrong and retalizatory force {u
within reason) is good. “Coercion” has only bad connotations, and T have conecluded, the
fore, that COERCION is either initiatory force or an excessive use of retaliatory force
it would be determined what was an excessive use of retaliatory force is another subject,
one which is not ¥EE¥ relevant to the present discussion) .

As Linda has just pointed out to me, the idea of doing or not doing is irrelevant, I got
into it from your statement, "I am not coercing him into doing anything,” and this ders
me for a while. The govermment doesn‘t care what I do, so long as I pay my taxes and ot
its laws, but obeyin s laws involves not doing some things I would otherwise do=~that is,
the state coerces me%¢>aew s ThB8e things it legally prohibits (it doesn®t coerce me into
doing fhkkkklkks anything with respect to those things which ars legally prohibited, it
coerces me into not doing them), Coercion or force can be used for purposes of restraint,
which is not for the @@@ purpose of getting anyone to do anything,

PR T EEY N EREEET
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In today's environment, many people do get away with such irrational behavior as saying to
an employee, "If you don't let me have your daughter in bed tonight, I'lL fire you from your
job and I'11 see to it that you won't get any other job in the city,” though 1'm sure such
behavior is rare ever today, In a free-market environment, however, such a person woald
either shape up or ship out because there’d be no instrument of initiatory force which makes
justice impossible to come by. A4nd, further, thers'd be no threat at all with regard to
his finding ancther job in a totally free-market enviromment (it'd probably be a bettsr one,
in view of how irvrational his boss is), though such a threat would be a serious matter for
most people today (with jobs getiing scarcer).

When you say, "No overt use of force is involved" (2nd par., page 1 of your letter of Dec,
23), I think it is because of your idea (unwitting or otherwise) that all force is of the
“physical force" kind, You msmd made this statement in comection with your blackmail
situation, and there's so many gquestions re blackmail to which I don't have the mmseeoooxx
answers that I'm reluctant to getting into any discussion re blackmail. However, ['11
venture to say that all blackmail wouldn't necessarily be bad--for example, suppose you
new some things about me and knew that I didn't want them known, and you threaten me with
exposure unless I pay my bills to you and others; in this instance, I'd say that blackmail
would be a good method of retaliatory force. Before going any further with this line, how—
ever, it's a straw man which can and does actually exist in a regimented society (which is
the result of irratiomal ideas about right and wrong) but which wourld be virtually non-
existent in a free-market society (people, generally speaking, wouldn®t need scapegoatls
against whom to direct their hostility, which they have toward themselves; they do "need”
such scapegoats today, as Thomas Szasz eloquently points out in THE MANUFACTURE OF MADNESS)
While the "I want your daughter or you're fired" situation is not an overt use of force (if
by "overt" you mean physical viclence), it is the use of force, as it does intentionally
require the unwilling involvement of others, and it is initiatory forece since the intended
vietim{s) did nothing to prowoke it., I*m sticking to my definition of FORCE since I see
nothing wrong with it and you haven't shown me anything wrong with it or a betlter definitior
The other instances (in the 2nd par., page 1, yours of Dec, 23) do fall under my definition
of "force,” and yes I do agree that such situations are undesirable (as is any other situa~
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Re the “rich capitalist” and the peor, starving backwoodsman (last full par., page 1, yours
of Dec, 23), ¥E¥¥ neither instance you posed is an instance of. the use of force, nor is the
iatter instance the use of coercion, even with your sdes of coereion--the serious loss the
backwoodsman will experience (if he doesn't get food) is not the result of the capitalist
taking anything away Z¥##%R from him that was rightfully his. But it is a case of extremne
irrationality (assuming that the backwoodsman isn't known to be a ne'er-do-well), and the
backwoodsman would, were he to behave rationally in this instance, agree to anything, know-
ing that the contract would and could never be enforced, The only moral obligation Kimores
the backwoodsman would have to the capitalist is to behave himself in a non-coercive manner
toward him and, possibly {depending on the capitalist’s behavior), to pay him s reasonable
price for the help when he got able to do so, This capitalist/backwoodsman example is a
situation which has been created by the same liberals who spout it in their attempts to
extend their rule (with mmm resources stolen {rom others!) and, thereby, increase slavery
(which I prefer to “restrict freedom further,” since freedom is an absclute and is not
divisible)., =-- Your example of the physieian who destroyed his cancer cure is virtunally
inconceivable, but YES! he is taking nothing away from others which is rightfully th

and anyone who would force him to reveal the formula would be acting in a reprehen:
manner., Why the initiation for force is always wrong is a erucial part of my articls

TeA
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R ; , 3 Your last sentence {same par.) is corrsct——"there is
. . . no use of force,” Your argument, "What is so important about XX ¥¥ liberty that
a single bit of it in ten minutes of one human 1life cannot be infringed, when as a result
of this one case of infringing it, thousands of human lives can be saved and spared months
of physical agony?” is a variant of MiENGEE utilitarianism which is an inextricable part of
all the share-~the-poverty schemes., One thing I've noticed about your boocks is that you
seldom venture to advance your own conclusions, and I°ve wondered why. Of course, when s
person does declare himself about something, there's the chance that he will have To point
out his error to others later (when he discovers it), but I don*t count this as reason
enough for refusing to publish onds conelusions, Not having many firm conclusions would

be a good reason, and I can certainly understand how one could get confused by reading all
the krapp that's been written (especially on philosophy), but I think the reason in your
case is your failure to develop precise definitions of certain key concepts. At least; it
seems obvious to me that you use the words "coercion” and ¥# "force” without kmowing pre-
cisely what they mean (for which, an epistemologically correct definition is required) , and
perceptual images are not sufficient to convey precise knowledge (one’s understanding must
be conceptual before he can convey knowledge clearly and with exactitude). An example of
holding a concept in a perceptual way is our use of force in THE MARKET FOR LIBERTY {which
I've alluded to before), which was before we had a satisfactory definition of force, Sinece
it is the moral responsibility of everyone (to himself) to be clear in
what he understands (everyone, not ¥k# just philosophers), I'11l never be satisfied with
understanding of any concept until I arrive at a valid definition of the concept; then one
can know what he is talking about!

K
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Re Hayek's two-men-on-a-desert ¥E situation, I agree with you~='Mr. B never coerced him,*

As to the latter situation, Mr. A would be warranted in agreeing to anything in the face of
Mr, B's blatant irrationality and collecting back what was rightfully his when he was able
to do so, as well as what interest Mr. B would owe him on his savings {the daughter &=
brings in some complications, though ¥EXEREEREOGGENIX the problem would be minor if the
daughter were, or had been, reared rationally--she’d know how to take care of herself until
he could get some help or she were sble to escape) . In the first instance, where B refuses
to give water to A under any conditions, I agree with you-~"the desert has beaten him,"

But no one forced A into the desert: he took his chances and lost, However, the chances of
such a thing happening are extremely remote; and, further, anyone who would do such a thing
in a free-market environment would cut his own throat if it were ever found out, unless he
were self-sufficient, as no one would give him the time of day, nor would they permit him
on their property. I just received a letier from a friend who does some placer mining north
of San Francisco, He (Dave) knows the history of mining in Calif., and he says that the
first miners in the gold rush days were men with no scruples, men who would rather be rich
than honest, and the government had very little to do with what transpired among the settler
but they became very trustworthy men in the anarchy which existed, as a dishonest person
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had his possessions (or a substantial part of them) taken away and he was banished=-litar-
ally banished=--Irom the area! Furthermore, one was highly incenssd when another asked too
many questions to establish his honesty, and one could get himself in trouble by asking ton
many questions (if he didn’t know the sacred code of honesty which was ridgidly =mx en;erced
and religiously adhered to, the questioner's honesty was in doubt!). The psthology of such
happenings is very clear; it can't be any other way when men are truly free! Why people
don't see it is a sad commentary on their sense of life and understanding of human nature
(they're too busy looking at the results of altruism to notice that man can, if he knows he
can and chooses to do so, behave himself reasonably).

Re your ist full par, on page 2, yours of Dec, 23, the master/slave situation is ERIENEE
coercive one, and the inducement {work 16 hours and I'11l not beat you) is a coercive in-
ducement--the other side is, "If you don't work 16 hours, I'11 beat you again,” I don't
have enough facts about the mother—in-law threatening to move {does she own all the furni-
ture and will be taking it with her? ete,), The mother-in-law who threatened to have a
heart attack would probably do everyone a favor if she did, and the sconer ths better; and
anyone who would concede to her whims deserves her! If she doesn®t take anything away Irom
the son-in-law that is rightfully his, no, she's not coercing him, even if she takes every-
thing in the house (assuming it is hers) away with her.

You see, I have defined\¥forcd very broadly, not narrowly as you state--any volitional be-
havior which intentionally requires-the unwilling involvement of another person or others:
is force and is wrong, The rule of social freedom is, "If it isn‘t force, no one may

S PRtTHLLY prevent you from doing it by the use of KENEEEMEME force; and if they do, it’s
their ass!” -~ Why should threat of exposure be prohibited? The employer who froquently
threatened his employees with the loss of their jobs couldn’t last very long in a free-~
market envirorment--the employees he would keep would never produce the goality that the
employees of a more rational employer would produce. You see, sales today are based on
many other things than price, and the price of labor (wages) is artificial and based on
many other things than ability and merit. The situation you posed {"do this or yodre
fired), though it surely might occur in a free-market scciety {and no one could rightfully
prevent it by the use of force), would be virtually non-existent. The insurance companies
would make it very rough on anyone who behaved so irrationally, and they could do so easily
without having to resort to the use of force; you see, they was want a peaceful envirorment,
as they have a vested interest in seeing that everyone behaves himself in & non-coercive
manner. At any hint of violence, or even any non~violent irrationality which would result
in the uvnnecessary BEM¥ diminution of people’s lives {such as the boss who made irrational
demands under the threat of loss of job), they'd go into action in several non-coercive
ways (the news media, telling what the men had done, is one way to ruin anyone like that).
You pick all of your examples {most of them, I should say) from the degenerate culture in
which we live,move, and ¥k have our being (to quote a part of Acts 17!), and such examples
are not too hard to find; in fact, I don't understand why there aren’t more, today {except
for the fact that in any semi-civilized society the number of “criminals” (aggressors) is
[ relatively small, especially if you exclude all politicians and bureaucrats! {Get rid of
them and aggression would virtually come to a halt,) My definition of fored excludes nothin:
which can rightfully be prohibited by force, and it spells out clearly how men may behave
themselves—~do anything you want, so long as it is non-coercive--i,e., so long as it dossrit
require the unwilling involvement of another or others. It's so simple that any 6th grader
couldn't fail to understand it, but grown people, who've lived with initiatory mk$% violence
all their lives, %now better--life isn't like that, and you'll learn betlier someday {they
say, "knowing” that 1ife is a sewer!) And many people know that what I've said is true but
find it very difficult to consider it seriously, 'since hardly anyone believes like that!’
These people are sad cases of social metaphysicians who desperately need to learn to do
their mwm own thinking. 50,000,000 Frenchmen can be wrong!

17%% I had an extremely interesting experience last evening, I went to Detroit to mest
With some men who are with a new company (3 years old); they contacted me, wanting me to
come down to a4 meeting they were having to see whether 1°'d liks to become affiliated with
them, %4® They had sent me scme of their literature on three previous occasions, and 1
was & 1ittle intrigued in spite of the fact that the literature was couched in somewhat
mystical, unclear wording, and what the company did was not understood at 211 from reading
their literature., But, from what I could gather, I was curious to learn mors and find out
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whether their operation was something similar to what I've done a bit of thinking @nww&ﬂﬁw
by George, it was! They sell programs, much more sophisticated than the NBI lectures, with
tape recorders and the whole works {2 written manuseript to enable one to learn via two of
his senses, xad reading as he listens, with plenty of space ormake notes, etc.), which are
alleged to motivate a person to learn what it means to live/## his own self interest! The
taped lectures, as 1 told them {after hearing one), are so horribly foggy and in some cases
very much in error that I wouldn't sell cne to an {non-vioclent) enemy of mine, But I spent
2 few hours with the Vice President (the No. 2 man)~-Dave--~and made him a proposition which
he decided to pursue., He is going to send me a chapler from one of their programs and let
Linda and me re-write it! Then, if he likes it, we will have the job of re-writing the whole
series~-around 8 or more complete programs--and making them as consistently objective as we
can. Then, after that is completed, I can sell their programs ... can I ever! ... with a
passionli!i! We'll also be able to incorporate the philosophy of freedom, subtly, N
EhbsgER into the programs (Dave said we could!), Dave was literally fascinated with wha
he heard from me about freedom and my explanation about the nature of man and the psychology
of human motivation, and he was in disagreement very little {he even agrees now that govern-
ments are unnecessary evils, though I cautioned him not to say too much about the subject
antil he learned more about it: he bought & copy of TMFL). The last thing he did after m= I
began to leave was to call me back and ask me to write Branden®s definition of an emction

on the back of his plane reservation envelopel (I had pointed out to him that whoever had
made the tape I kimkwd listened to, which was about emotions, 1dn't even know what an
emotion was, and I quoted NB's definition, which I like~-an emotion is the psychesomatic
form in which a man experiences his estimate of the harmful or beneficial relationship of
some aspect of reality to himself, and I noted, at his request, {on the envelope) that an
emotion wxex was an automatic value response; he was really interested, and T haven't seen
such interest in quite some time! I was in my element last night!ll) I don®t know whether
Linda and I will be able to make anything out of the particular chapter he sends to us, but
we'll try if we think we can after receiving it. It's quite an opporturity, I think, and
may be what I've been looking Hii#é and preparing myself for {Linda, too, wants to get into
something slse than teaching). I'm hoping, but not too expectantly. They*re selling their
programs, krappy wording and all, almost like hotcakes, and they cost $595 each! There may
be as many as 10 or 12 programs, and they're planning on making as many other programs as
they can find applications for; and they revise and update them every six months, even if
it takes throwing the old one away and making a completely new onel I surely hope we can
get the gist of what they're trying to convey in the chapter he sends to us and do a bangup
job which will be perceived as such,

T+'s true that “reason” can be used in 2 number of ways, but I can’t see the difficulties
that your descriptive "one of the biggest weasel-words” implies. I've read what Richard
Robinson says, ppe. 72-105, and, while some of it is informative, some of it is certainly
krappy ("Any virtue may become an occasion of pride, for the peculiarity of the vice of
pride is that it finds its opporturity precisely in the presence of a virtue.” Horror o
horrors, a man might find pride in his consistent use of his reason!). I haven’t read

Blanshard's REASON AND GOODNESS, and don't know when T'11 have the time to do so, 1 do want

4y

sure 1'11 find Emmons® articles interesting. FPlease inform me how much the back issues are
and I1'11 send you a check to cover as many back issues as I want and a year's subscription.-

I will endeavor, however, to be more precise in how I use “"reason” and make sure my meaning
is not uneclear,

As Rand defines altruism, it is all or nothing, and no one can live a 100% life of altruism,
of course. L understand altruism to be any human behavior which is motivated by any primary
interest(s) which is not one's own (I can recall, during my religious days, giving much more
than I ¥ knew I could afford to some “cause of God" or other, having faith that Geod
wouldn®t let me go without what I needed--which didn'%t always work out, hah). I quoted a
passage from Mill which illustrated his altruistic bent {which most men have had, of course)
¢so in which he distinguished betwesn the public good and cne's private good, a distinction
without a difference, except that it's not clear what's meant by the public good, A uni-
versalist(“one who considers the interests of everyone involved, including his own”) is a
variety of altruist as I understand the term, I guess I'm partial to my favorite economist
--Murray Rothbard, of course; beside him, Mill and all others pale, After studying MAY,
RCONOMY. AND STATE. ane w31l find aven the cnnd thines Mill savs owite commonvlace. On
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painful toothaches, a painful toothache is a painful toothache,no matter who has 1t; bui,
01 courses it hurts me if I have it more than it hurts me 1f you have it, Anything that®
UMY had is either objectively bad, subjectively estimated to be bad, or both. He
palnful toothaches, a very painful cne is worse than a sikgkkfe slightly painful one, so

I guess you might conclude that there are degrees of badness, However, if a thief, who had
just stolen my car, were overcoms with pain because of a very bad toothache, while he would
consider the toothache bhad {and it per se would be a bad toothache), I would consider it
good if it caused him to stop the car at a dentisi's office a half bloek away from where he
drove it away. So, if we're talking about bad toothaches per se, yes, it’s bad no matter
who has it., Your “"egoist/?" (do you mean as opposed to altruist?) example may stem from
the idea that a man's alternatives are: sacrifice oneself to others, or sacrifice others to
oneself~~altruism, or sgoism~-and I can't ses much to be gained from considering what
either irrational position holds {(except to have a xmwxxwra ready argument when confronted
with one of these two irrational positions). A man can be rational in his behavior if he
chooses to be (as you know).,

Rothbard, alas, is somewhat sloppy in how he states his meaning sometimes, What I'm sure
he meant is that both (or all) parties to any. transaction (or contract) believe it to be to
their interest or they wouldn’t have entered/%ﬁe”agreemeutg and he 1is also assuming that
the agreement is not of the nature of a lifeboat situation. (I don't recall, however, the
passage in POWER AND MARKET to which you refer.) I've already stated my views on what "the
starving man” should do in such a situation az you pose. John! re your last sentence, first
Pares PZ. 35 yours of Dec, 23, such ewxamples as this, 2 number of which you've given, indi-
cate either 1~ gross malevolence or 2~ a streak of sadism, Which is it, John? (Hah!)

Which is it?

"Unicorn" does have denotation~-it denotes a mythical, horselike animal with a hown growing
out of the center of its forehead ,,. and this denotation is very explicit and permits of

no connotations, The denotation of a term is its actual instances in the world only if it
has an actual HE¥¥E instance or actual instances in the world {and I'm sure you meant “uni-
verse” instead of "world”}. At the moment, it seems to me that your differentiation betwsen
designation and denotation is spuricus and drawn on for esxpediency's sake {though I can't
see the expediency). "God” has no denctation (as used by wost Christ*anq} and ig, there-
fore, what I call a pseudo—concept since it is meaningless. You're right, of course, KN
my remark about the term "unicorn” denoting an idea in men®s minds, is 2 mistake, icwevmrg
"When Thurber said he saw a unicorn in the garden,” just what was he up to?

John, you're not serious, are you (?), when you imply {explicitly) that an embezzler acts
in his self-interest? Your example, "If I get the job, then you don't pet it,” is not mme
valid to show that the self-interest of ons man sametimes conflicts with the g~i of another
~~since s-i, to be meaningful, can only include what’s possible to Bl a2 man, and it isn®t
possible for two men to occupy the sams position at the same time and in the same respect,
I thought I had covered this aspect of self-interest in a letter before (?), When we say,
“"there is no actual difference between self-interest and the 1nterests of society,” that's
what we mean--what is actually in the interest of one man does FEEEEREE diffuse throughout
society to the HHHER O BERRERE Denefit of soclety, self-interest being the
root of both TSNS : Tk the individual's and sceciety’s interest. Hers sgain is
an example of saylng somethlng which would never (or scarcely ever) cause difficulty for
the man of average intelligence--and this is why we said it as we did-~but which sets the
philosopher to picking his nits (Hah). All said in good humor,of course; but, sericusly,
your readiness to conceive of such hellacious instances would make you an 1nt@vest1ng (to

me) subject to observe, to see if I could relate it to your behavior, and how, 'm Llooking
forward to meeting yous

Wow! and holy Galti! Listen to a part of a letter I just received today from & geology
professor {and he ordered 30 copies of IMFL): “Thank you very much for your letter of Jan,
9y, 1971. 1 have been floating twe feet off the floor ever since ~- something akin to re=-
ceiving a letter inviting me to move to Galt's Guleh and signed by Galt himself!! Reading
your book was exciting enough; but then to get & S5-page letter . , . jammed full of addi-
tional magnificent ideas... Wow! Ewven though I have not met you in person (but be assure
that I intend to),; I place you among my most valued friends, This experiance is a resal
first-class super-~thrill for me!!" He says further, ". . . your book was Hy'f1rst

dntwadneatinm fan Nan  SADIRY +a +ha tdas that savavmment 4o 59 ronacscegwer oyl T T wremeate
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my letter (to which I responded with my 5-page letter—-NT) a few days later. IFriocr to that,
T had uncritically accepted Ayn Rand's ideas of goverrnment limited to the protection of
rights -~ an arrangement far superior to what we have now!" And further, "I am impressed
with your definition of FORCE (it does as you say -—- integrates several clumsy phrases) .
This sort of epistemclogical precision and the integration of ideas is the central business
of teaching and research and the aspect of my job that T like best.,” Haven®'t had & shot in
the arm like that in weeks!

Just read your section, "Why Be Moral,” in HUMAN CONDUCT. You didn't answer the question!
Why? And, since you still think embezzlement could be in one's self-interest, I suggest &
that your observation about the psychology of one who so act% is eptirely faulty and over-
looks the devastating effects of permitiing any principle/%ﬁa% ?ggmg)C%%?flggsge§ﬁissible,
if not necessary, and, therefore, consonant with self-interest, John, I think you'd he a
very interesting study. And I think we could have some very stimulating discussions, to
which I lock forward one of these days.

T disagree that an mxk¥m evil man is happy (because of his evil), as I understand happines
invariably to be conducive to human well-being ... always, Pleasure 1s what the hercin
addict experiences, not happiness, and that only temporarily, Pleasure can be elther pro-
man or anti-man, but happiness is always good, objectively so, It is a psychosomalic state
of being in which one justifiably feels that his existence is good., Rational pleasure is

an increment of happiness, If one is to have any happiness, it can only spring from rational
behavior {(though rational behavior, of course, doesn't automatically produce happiness).

I haven't done all the thinking which would really satisfy me sboul my present ideas on
pleasure and happiness, so the above is with seme reservation—-I may conclude differently

in some respects later. There's a hell of a lot ## to learn, isn’t there!l

Well, I come to vour letter of Dec, 28, which will have to awalt another day ... as my

beloved wife is clamouring for my attention (and I hate to admit it, but she takes precedence
over you, John). (Just read this last par. to Linda and a friend who's visiting v
all had a laugh, and I was taken to task for talking to you this way by ocur visit

ug, and we
gitor; I told
her you'd understand,) ==~ So, I'11 get back to you in the next few days, maybe over the
weekend,

Best regards,

Morris G annehill
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Dear Tanny,

Just a note on your plece om rights before I returm it to pou, together with yowr letter
of the sawe date.

T agree with your examples of rights, wvalid apd invalid, though these aren't “uses of"
the term, they are instances {dfenotations) of the use of the term. But I object wost
of all to your definition of rights, not because I gisagree that one has the right
specified (to do anything that ismn't coercive), but because you build your theory of
rights right intoc the defimition of "nights". These two activities should be capvefully
distinguished. A consegfuence of your definition would be that someone else with a
different theory of rights would pot (according to your definition) believe in rvights
at all! And he, of course would then give a different definition of "rights” acc. to
which you have no belief in rights at all. One should surely distinguish (1) what it
is for someone to have a pight, from (2) what particular things one has a right to.

I don't know why vou reject im vour third paragraph the view that a right is a2 m
elaim for this it surely is. Since the coneept of pights doasn®t arl i 1

b oarize 1{ one
Robinson Crusoe alone on an island, and arizes only in the context of other re
{or possibly animals%m® - a fascirating and puzmsling topic), a vl
claim on other people. And the other side of the coin, a duty, is
have toward vou when you have a right. A vight of A implies a Jduts
and a right of B implies a duty of A, C, D, ete. All this iz def
yvet stating wha® dnyone has a right to or a duty ©o do.

iow the next step is to show specifically what rights and duties psople b
Rand claims to have done this, but I don®t think it has been done with
I for one surely wouldn't be able to carry eut any such dediction. Dut mes
do agree in general with her view. The only duties of B, G, Detc. t
Als pight is the duty of forbearance - i.e. not the duty to do anyithing
simply to forbear from forcibly intexrfering with A, i.e. the duty not to v
right. Corvespondingly, A's right does not include anything of B's life ovp
has no title (vight} to these things, but has only the right to work non-
to for whatever goals he sesks #in life.

7 would hope that all parties could agree on the definition of Uelpht: but not all
will agree on what things specifically one has a right to. Liberals, for emanple, would
probably say that a starving man & bas a right to some {not alll} of the frults of the
labor of other men, as long as they have a lot more than he has. I on the cont
say that he cannot claim the fruits of amy other man's labor as a right; if give
is a2 privilege and that's all.

There iz, again, trouble about “coercive” - cf., my last letter to you. 1Is the
says “If you don't work for me as my slave forever, I won't get you out of the

cosrcing him? Iz the man who fires an employee in & fit of pigue, knowing that
can't get a job enywhere else in the county, coercing him if he says "I'11 only |
own if your daughter maerries me™? ete. Coercion bas to do with the threaten
value - but how important the value sust be, and how large the threat, is a »
“+he slippervy slope® all the way from threat of loss of 1ife to no threat

I find your and mest other pecple's treatments of "natumral law" unelear. Cf. on this
HeLoA, Hart, The Concept of Law, the chapter oun natural law.

T think you misinterpret Rand on p. 3. A vight is a moral sanction o an gction,
and you infer that one has then a right enly to moral actions. ¥ot s0. The word
is asmwbiguous: in one sense it is the opposite of non-moral {*Is this & wopral rule
rule of etiquette?”) and in another semse it is the opposite of lmmoral (¥Is this the soral
thing to dc?"), I think Rand is using the word here in the first sense, 0 your objection
does not apply. One has the right to any non-coexcimwe actionz, though many non-coeralss
petions wes Td e immgral {7 performed,
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Dear Tanny,

Just a note on your piece on rights before I peturn it to pou, together with your letter
of the same date.

I agree with your examples of rights, valid and invalid, though these aren't "uses of"
the term, they are instances {dgenotations) of the use of the term. But I object most
of all to your definition of rights, not because I disagree that one has the right
specified (to do anything that isn't coercive), but because you build your theory of
rights right into the definition of "rights". These two activities should be carefully
distinguished. #& consegduence of your definition would be that somecne else with a
different theory of rights would not (according to your defimition) believe in rights
at all! And he, of course would them give a difSerent definition of "rights" acc. to
which you have no belief in rights at all. One should surely distinguish (1) what it
is for someone to have a right, from (2) what particular things one has a right to.

I don't know why you reject in your third paragraph the wiew that a right is a moral
claim; for this it surely is. Since the concept of rights doesn't arise if one is
Robinson Crusoe alone on an island, and arises only in the context of other wen,

(or possibly animals2pf ~ a fascinating and puzzling topic), a right is surely a moral
claim on other people. And the other side of the coin, @ duty, is what other people
have toward you when you have a right. A right of A implies a duty of B,C,D, etc.

and a right of B implies a duty of A&, C, D, etc. All this is definitional, without
yet stating whaB dnyone has a right to or a duty to do.

Now the next step is to show specifically what rights and duties people have,

Rand claims to have done this, but I don't thipk it has bheen done with deductive rigor.
I for one surely wouldn't be able to carry aut any such dediuction. But nevertheless I
do agree in gemeral with her view. The oniy duties of B, C, D etc. that result From
Als right is the duty of forbesarance - i.e. not the duty to do anything te-help A, but
simply to forbear from forcibly interfering with A, i.e. the duty not to viclate Atg
right. Correspondingly, A's right does not include anything of B's life or work - B
has no title (right) to these things, but has only the right to work pom-ecercively

to for whatever goals he seeks #in life.

1 would hope that all parties could agree on the definition of "right'; but mot all

will agree on what things specifically one has a right to. Liberals, for example, would
probably say that a starving man & has a right to some (not all) of the fruits of the
labor of other men, as long as they have a lot wore than he has. I on the contrary would
say that he cannot claim the fruits of any other man's labor as a right; if given, it

is a privilege and that's all.

There is, again, trouble about "coercive" - ef. my last letter to you. Is the man who

says "If you don't work for me as my slave forever, 1 won't get you out of the quicksand™
coercing him? Is the man who fires an employee in a fit of pique, knowing that the man
can't get a job anywhere else in the county, coercing him if he says "I'll only keep you
own if your daughter marries me"? etec, Coercion has to do with the threatened loss of a

value - but how important the value must be, and how large the threat, is a matter of
"the slippery slope" all the way from threat of loss of 1ife to no threat whatever.

I find your and most other people's treatments of "pnatural law" unclear. Cf. on this
H.L.A. Hart, The Concept of Law, the chapter on natural law.

I think you misinterpret Rand on p. 3. A right is a moral sanction to an action, she says;
and you infer that one has then a right only to moral actions. HNot so. The word "moral®
is ambiguous: in one sense it is the opposite of non-moral (*Is this a moral rule or a
rule of etiquette?”) and in another sense it is the opposite of immoral ("Is this the woral
thing to do?")., I think Rand is using the word bere in the first sense, S0 yocur objection
does not apply. One has the right to any non-coercisge actions, though many non-coerciee
actions weu Td be immgral {F performed,
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Bear Tanny,

Fhunk vau for your welecome long letier just recedived. I'11 not try to answsr all of

it now - you have sowe things of fine still fto answer also, as vou indicate; just a
few comments on thinge here and theve which I cannot refrain From making at once.

A Y

]

(I wmm ab always most highly motisated as soon as the letter has been received. )
incidentally, did you receive wy l-page note to you of Jamuary 147 You did not wention

2

it in the 1ist of wy missives which vou had yet to answer.
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In line with wy remarke in thet last n Issive, I would ewp = thin
preferahle to defing a term "value-peufwally™ when rus&! sle, and ndlcate letter
whether what ths term denotes should have & + or a ~ label attached to 1t, “or ﬁﬁ&”ileg
T would define “%f@e?“ in terms of being a walleable alloy of iron, this : 1
the term meansi but although it is alse true that steel is used for purposes of
construction I would not use this fact as 2 pabal of the éﬁfinitima cf th@ term.
(It alwavs comes back to definition! The long section “Daf
Imtrod. =& to Phil, Armalysis is the most important section
doreep up thru neglect of it than anywhere else.)
as "threat of loss of a value® {a bit more would be
pbe basic) without any implication one wey oramkdxk t
always a bad thing. Some people do hold that there are
good, (such as forecing the doctor to give up the secre
effect of vour definition would be th rule them vut defin
course, they wouldn't accept your definitdon, and would ;
And still sim 4¢ariy I would dufimax not include the term Mjustifiahily® in the
definition of ¥ Yehppiness" which you give, since it begs one of the most
guestions at i sue, whether in fact happiness IS always good. A .
I would not define "force" in such a way as th settle by definitional £
{:’

1
Y
i
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of whehter the use of force is alwavs wrong You define 7
aettle by definition the guestion whether +}e use of force iz ever
I would like to leave that an opgn guestion. I prefer when possible
in an ordinary sense such as will be understeod by an inteiligent laymen
uses the term. This may not always be possible, because his usage mav contain cow
and ambipgulties, but at any rate if ®we begin by using the term in an erdinarv
sense we don't constantly run into the difficulty (which you r definitions d
people who sincerely WANT to discuss with you serious cuestions e.g. about v the
use of force ls always wrong, camnot do so because you have alveady lmgislaav By your
definitions that the use of force IS always wrong; i.e. vou have so used the word "fopce®
so that wme the wrongness of it is already contddned in the definition. Exan@ie:

suppose the doctor nextdoopRxzix had the cure for a disease from which your wife w
suffering, and he was the only one who had it, and he refused to give it to you:
are you quite sure that you would not use force against him to make him give you the
formula? Or what I should ask is not whether you WOULD, but whether you are sure that
you BHOULD NOT initiate force against him to make him give you the formula which he has.
Surely that is an open and discussable question; but your de¥1n1t ion forecloses it,

for yourg definition implies that if it's the initiatdon of force then it's wrong, period.

The consequences of the above are far-reaching indded, and if we cannot break this
impasse on the natteﬁ of definition of terms, such of our kx ensuing discussions will
be less than fruitful, 1 fear. I think you pump too wmuch into your definitions of terms
and then, in consequence, foreclose the possibility of discussion, since you defingg

the terms in question in a certain way, which would be vigorously copposed by vour
discussants.

How, e the trend of your remarke concerning my being an 1nterest1nﬁ Yoaycholozical

subject”™, Pernapsﬁ so would anyone else be, and I'm not wore interesting than most, I

think., T do take ny examples from today's culture; HWXﬂ” But I dom't see why vyou

take me to task for this. #& I've encounterved most of these examples in ny personal

experience, and though I don't like them, they do exist. I consider wmyself neilther
nd



2
pegssiristic nor optimistic about human naturse and the world, but just 2 "tough reall
I cennet share youpr optimism about some things, such zaxghsix as that wen would bec
mueh more rational in 2 laisses faire socliety. You say in your today's letter that
if we got rid of the peliticians, huwman sggression would practically cease 3t
T don't mee the sli

Rl

chtest evidence for this, and I don't think it's true.
ave made nasty and sggressive, as a rule, because of having herrible childhoods and
ocrrible parents; and these, I fear, will continue always. Psople ave aggressive against
other because they feel they've gotten a dirty deal in 1ife, that life has dealt them

a bad hand, and they're out to get sven with the worid that "did them dirt™. Political
institutions haven't very much to do with this (though living under a dictatorship can

=

surely gake 1t worse); what we need to help cure the situation is decent parents, plus
srogramsaks off "how to raise children®. Raising children well is a specialized Job,

just sy specialized as being a doctor or a lawyer, but most pavents just aven't up 1o

it - and then they wonder why their children turn out se. There, I think, lies the

win scurce(not theolnly source) of human aggressiveness - and 1% would certainly not
ther into nothing in a laissez faire soclety.

o

w
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Yes, I am absolutely serious when I say that a pers
Surely this is just what emwbezmlers do ~ they want
than to work, and when one gaf can get by with robbil
to work., I don't see why that should bs so surprisiagl
#he embezsler may THINK it's to his self-Interest to do it
hie self-interest. That he thinks it's to his self-intere
reslly is, &= may be true or false depending on the asituation:
{g8 If-intervesty if he is given te b
kA

and efficiedt, it won't be to his =e i
then it wont be to his interest even if he isn't caught by the police.
enforcement is sloppy, or if he deesn't worry about his past Ydends, th
pay off for him - it may met meke him unbappy at alll I koow of pl
this - don't you? (I don't mean embezzing in particular, but aggre
or another.) This sesems to me so clear that (just like my pr
above and in my book) - to paraphrase you ~ any persong with a
and nermal intelligencecan easily understand 1t, What's the
be that way, I would gmant; but z that it IS that way, seems perre
(Selling heroin to minors would seem to me just as bad as embems 1 a2l
involves no use of initiatoyy forcey and once agaln, thsre are plenty of
it and it doesn't bother them at all. But I doubt if this last is a good exam
against you, because as far as ¥ zk cagn tell, there would be nothing wrong accopr
you with selling hercin to wminors.} I woud really like to have your opinionon th
heroin example, It's one of those cases where cur liberdl friends say that we ¥
principle ~ don't initiate forece ~ into the ground at the expense of all other pri
They would say that selling heroin te¢ kids who just went kicks and haven't thought
the consequences is about as bad as one can gat, and that you are only kept frowm
this by your strange insistence that everything is O.X. as long as it dossn't imvel
the initiatory use of forcel)
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Again we seem to be at an irpasse about my "Why be moral?™ in Human Conduct.
way in which I've "not answered the gquastion” (your charge) that I can see was

Prof. Kai Nislsen im an articls in Methodos {includéd¢ in Sellars & Hospers, M¥aldnes in
Ethical Theory, 2nd ed., 1970, Appleton-Century-Crofts), is that to anawer "I should do it
because it's vi ~ this answer is quite sufficlent” is 0.K. only if one ALREADY
deommitted to Ythe moval point of view'; but that it is not a sufficlent ;
person is still debating with himself whether he should adopt the moral point of view 1
the firet place. Here, Nieleen has a point, which I confeas I hadn't thought of when I
wrote the section. But I don't see vour treatmenton p.8 of your letter as an objectio
at ail. (It concludes with your interesting observation, "You'd be a veryinteresti

I have studied psychology extensively, including psychiatry and psychoanalysis, and I hav
yet to see how my attribution of motives etc. in the exawples I use is faulty. I think
you only see it that way because it conflicts with an ethical principle to which you are
already committad,

bl
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Vow to a related subject: about what to do if the U.S. were invaded by a foreign pover,
You state that vou hawve no country. This, perhaps, is the most profound of the lifferences
between us. 1 do, I am most grofaxmglv grateful for the oppoegunities I have had
in the United States, its fresdom, it s a gnee for making @n@%ri affiuent if one works
toward it, and so on, Granted it isn't perfect, it isn't nearly as geod as 1t was 100
vears ago, but it's still the best there is, and I would rather work to correct its
errors from the inside, to work for a limitatlon of government as I have for the last
decads, rather than try and throw the whole thing over. I think you tend to “hpow
the baby out with the bathe-water®. Decause the United States is gaﬁ In many ways,
you tend to think of the Sovist Union as no worsey or at least to think that since all
governments are bad, one is as bad as another. You weuld really not willingly foin
in defense if the U.S. weve invaded by Russia??? Then youknow what would bappen if
Russia wonm: you would ne longer be free to write, to share your opinions with others,
yvou would be taken to a slave labor camp as soon as your cpinions were discovered,
and that would be the last anyone would hear from you. And I would slmost say, that
16 you didn't see the difference between the U.S. with its freedom of speech {(and some

ther freedoms that still exist) and the totalitarian Soviet Unlon, you'd dessrve that
fat@z I don't quite mean this last, but I dJdo think that by throwing out the only
really "limited govermment™ foundedm by the Founding Fathers, a great concept, ;;“*
bacause it wasn't perfect, vou'd only be inviting somethingdfar, far, worse. In
wa seldom can choose between something bad and something perfectly goodi we ufi
to choose betwsen better and worse, or even between the lesser of twe evils.
it is, I would rather live in the U.5. than in wost other countries - and Ccﬁlt stlil
coms hers to get more freedom than they can get behind the Iron Gurtain amg elsswhere.
Would you really be willing %o see freedom of epesch and our other libertiesz ; the
drain, and a Soviet-style collestivisim px forced on the United States (inclu
the nationalization of your own property and everyope else's), without Fri
Ffinger to prevent it? ¥hen you say, "1'd use retaliatory force when feasibl
gither side", I am really shocked ~ including the armed forces of the country
was trying to defend your rights??? That would be buck-passing with a vengean

o, things won't vemzin as they ave now. I'm not in the prediction business, |
daresay that there will be a severe monetary crisis and depression, though doub
not as bad as you envision, since you seem to think It will unseat the whole
What I do anticipate, perhapsix in the 19%80's, is an arwed Soviet attack upon thi
country, now that the Soviets alveady have nuclear parity and we d&n‘t g
doing anything to counter it. They will surely attack and destroy ua :
think they are able. Perhaps sooner than 1980, I don't know. VWhatever survives in
this country will then becowe a strong central government with total control over the
individuwal. ¥ith or without war, I suspect that the centralization will continue
{historically it always has), and that more and more fresdom will be lost, and that
we shall end wp before the end of the century with a totalitarian fascist state.

That is my realistic appeaisal of the matter. Hame you read any of the wwlttmﬁm of
Albert Jay Noek, and anarchist of the 1920%'s? He hed wmany of the san as Te
devastating arguments against gBferhwment, but then as now, 1ib crta?ians were a
the bucket, and were scarcely even heard in the prevailing clamor. So i

i"r

In Spain in the 1836 civil war, the anarchists were so opposed to Franch's fas
they joined in with the communists, who were numerically supericr; the cowmmunists
aselgned them to the dangerous wissions, and they were killed %o a man. The
are doing the same thing by alidgning themselves with the New Lefty just be
has sowe bad things to say about gavmrnmentg they think thevire allies - and t e
Left, greastly supevior in numbera, will dimply sbsorb them if given & chance. Th@ New
Laft has only contempt for the iibert&rlangg and will use them For their own power-purposges
Also, both are for peace, hoth ave anti-war, and dagaln there is the illusion of an alliance
- and of course the ¥oviet Union just loves any pesce-movements In the U.5. because the
more of them thers are, the guicker she can MiIlfil her plans of conquest. I am afraid
that when the pesceniks think themselees most successful, 2 missile from a Russian sub
will put an end to them all = but alas, it will put an end to the rest of us too, who

isd out against their Folly but wers not heard. So much for now,
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January 28, 1971
Dear John,

Just received yours of the 25th, I, too, am highly motivated after reading an interesting
letter, and right now is no exception!!

I have yours of Dec, 24, Jan, 5, and Jan, 14 yet to answer, and I'11 probably spend much of
this coming weekend doing just that. But I want to clear up some things which;yours of the
25th, just received, brings up. Then, I°11l probably answer it more in detail liater,

The most important thing I want to point out is that my definition of FORCE is "value-
neutral"~-FORCE is any volitional behavior which intentionally requires the wnwilling in-
volvement of another person or other persons. Let me bring in the concept of human rights
in my explanation of the value-neutrality of this definition. Using our {it*s Linda's and
mine) definition of a natural human right--4 right is a principle which morally prohibits mer
B from using force against anyone whose behavior is non-~coercive--you have the right to
freedom, which is the right to an uncoerced, non-coercive existence. & holdup man {hum)
violates your right to freedom=-he points his pistol at you and says, "Your money or your
life,” By our definition of a natural human right, you are not morally prohibited from vsing
force against ige hum==his behavior is coercive and he is no longer within his rights {he is
no longer/%%g%echd.by the principle of non-aggression against a non-ageressor) ~-and you
cateh him with his head turned and clout him over the head with the poker you grab from the
fireplace, subdue him, and call your defense agent (foday,of course, you'd have to be very
careful not to hurt the hum or you'd be in trouble!)., =~ DNow, you have used force agzinst
the hum, and it was not wrong to do it since you were defending what was rightly vours but
which was placed in jeopardy by the hum, Hitting the hum over the head, subduing him, and
turning him over to your defense agent is volitional behavior on your part, and it intention-
ally requires the unwilling involvement of the hum., We wouldn®t have been satisfied
definition had it not been value-neutral, To use your words, “I would not defins
such a way as to settle by definitional fiat the question of whether the use of fu
always wrong" ... because the use of force is not always wrong {retaliatory force u
the boundaries of reason isg right--morally right, that is). The use of initiatory £
always wrong, without exception, and I've shown why in my article, "Man®s Standard of 3]
which I'11 have ready to send to you within the next two weeks, Furthermore, I intend %o
make the moral principle=-that it's always wrong to initiate the use of force-—sc much a part
of the fabric of Tamny's 1ife that I°'11 develop mental pelicies consonant with that principle
so that I wouldn't think twice about what to do should the doctor next door not give up, at
any price, his cure for my wife's illness. I wouldn't use force against him yoy, were I in
such a situation (assuming that he'd done nothing to viclate my rights) ... though I can
hardly conceive of such a situation (I daresay this situation isn't one which you've observec
~~an actuwal occurrence--in any culture in your whole lifetime); have you ever heard of such
2 thing occurring in the whole of man's history? It’s faintly conceivable, but if such =
thing took place, the chances are great that the sick woman and her husband deserve the doce
tor's smub ,.. in which case, the doctor just might be completely justified,

Aha, I see where I goofed--in my letter of Jan, 13-21, page 5, I did say, ". . . any voli-
tional behavior which intentionally requires the unwilling invelvement of ancther person or
others is force and is wrong.” I shovld have added {after “and is wrong") 'When the other
person's (or persons') behavior is non-~coercive,” or I should have omitted “and is wrong,”

I was thinking of initiatory force against a nen-coercive person when I added “and is wrong."
However, I have pointed cut the moral neutrality of my definition of force more than once be-
fore--that the definition was applicable to either initiatory or retaliatory force, Retalia-
tory force used within reason is right, even tho the crock is unwilling to be thwarted in
sustaining himself by "crookery.,” Our definition does cover both the good and the bad uses
of force, Sorry 'bout my goof, tho. :

Re "selling heroin to mincrs,” If you mean "minor" in a forensic sense, 1 don't consider
the concept tc have any validity. Ir vou mean a young person who is still in the charge of
an older person, the young person not having yet assumed full responsibility for his own
existence, then selling heroin to the minor would be mm a violation of rights if the guardian
were opposed to the sale and was not consulted, However, I'm attacking the problem from the
wrong end. Heroin is physically harmful and addictive., and there's vplentv of vroof that it
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18, (We had a beautiful girl, 27 years old, visit us over the Hew Year®s holiday, She has
just spent 2 years in prison for a mmber of things, one being: she was a heroin pusher. And
she was hocked as much as a person can be hooked on the stuff, She became acquainted with
Rand while in prison and is doing a great job of getting herself straightened out, 1¥ve neve
used heroin, and never will! but I know what it dees to a person. It's terrible!) In a free
market environment, no one could be ignorant of the truth about hercin, Anyone who would use
heroin would be jeopardizing his social standing--a serious thing in a free-market society.
Which is why the moral tone of the culture must rise as the culture advances toward peace and
freedom, Can you really doubt this? When the cost of agfressive immorality becomes prohibi-
tive, as it would in a free-market enviromment, the incidence of coercive activities will
inevitably decrease, How can this be doubted? Competition in the defense insurance industry
can only impel toward excellence {in the service of protection and defense of person and
property), and, as Ihave pointed out before, the insurance companies wouldn't tolerate for
very long any deviation from rectitude on the part of any defense agency. This is so clear
to me that T don't see how it can be doubted ... but, of course, what I can’t see is no argu-
ment,

Besides, the sale of heroin could be virtually prevented quite easily, and without the use of
force ¢.. by a policy of the insurance companies not to sell insurance to anyone who had any-
thing to do with the use of heroin, offering {(as an example) a year's free insurance {or z
certain amount of money) to anyone who provided evidence of anyone using heroin, John, as I
have said before, the insurance companies have a vested interssited in prohibiting anything
which objectively harms man, and they could do it ... and don’t think they couldn®t or wouldnt

I apologize for the remark about your being an interesting perscn to study psychologically,

I shouldn't have said anything 1ike that until you gel to know me better, and perhaps until T
know you better, I meant it as 2 humorous but serious gouge, as a friend would do to urge
his friend to "check his premises,” I certainly didn'*t mean %o cause offense; I regrel if
my remarks did offend you,

John, I have no illusions about the fact that the Soviet Union is much, much worse
USA, But the fact that the USA is less bad dossn't incline me at all toward sanctio
evil thing! And the idea that the USA might be "trying to defend your rights” is
nonsense. DBesides, you've fallen vietim to the government propaganda {this point is
clearly in our beok in Ch, 8, and Rothbard does, too, in his "A Libsrtarian Anslysis 3
Peace and the State,” which I'm enclosing) that it's the government (the country, the nation,
or however government is referred to) which protects its “citizens," whereas the exact revers
is the case, But worse, it's the govermment which causes the wars in the first placelill

You say you do have a country and that you®re profoundly grateful for the opportunities you
have had in the US, its freedom, its chance for making oneself affluent if one works toward
it, and so on, John, you're giving credit where none is due--what you've achieved for your-
self is to your credit and yours alone; it's no credit to your "country” that it permitted
you to be able to realize some of your potentialities (think of the vast amount of wealth
which never did come into existence because of the existence of "your country"!). True, we
can all appreciate our good fortune to have been born in the USA, where there is less slavery
than in other parts of the world; I certainly do., But, by vour *reasoningy you would be grate
ful to a holdup man who only stole half of vour money and left vou the other half! Thig kind
of "thinking,” John, is "the sanction of the vietim” which is the greatest obstacle in the
way of establishing peace and freedom and justice. Patriotism is experiencing s comeback in
our time, and it's becoming unpopular not to be patriotic, but, John, patriotism is the sanc-
tion of the victim—--and it is extremely irrational! In your assertion that you do have a
country, what do vou mean by "country”? It, too, is an extremely irrational concept which
makes “the sanction of the victim” possible, Bill Buackley would have been cheering you on,
It's trus, as the ad for your new book states, that libertarianism challenges both liberalism
and conservativism; but re-read your first par, on page 3 (yours of Jan, 25) and see if you
can distinguish its content from patriotic conservativism (I ean’t), John, this is a serious
matter, and 1 urge you to consider it sericpi;%&égscause of this very issue, our very lives
are at stake-~without absolute freedom.{théf%fght to an uncoerced, non-coercive existence) no
man can realize his full potential, I'm not satisfied with what's better than others have, I
want what it's possible to have, what the nature of man's existence makes possible for him to
have-~freedom, peace, love, plenty! We can't have it so lone as the nmmbar of sanctiardne
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The popularity of patriotism.(layéity to one's “country”) and the unpopularity of anarchy is
not a good reason (it is one reasor) to be patriotic, but it is the'regsoﬂ many people are.
patriotic. I've got much more confidence in you, John, than to think that you've given %hls
issue much (if any) serious thought., The position of anarchy {(though I usually refer to it ac
"libertarianism®) is the only rational and peaceful position (LeFevre's pacifist position is
neither rational mor peaceful; it's not peaceful because it encourages the self-nade aggres-
sor to more and worse aggressions, as we point out in Ch. 2 of IMFL, and man is "a being of
self-made soul”). Anarchy = no ruler(s) = no slavery = freedom, which inevitably results in
peace, happiness, and prosperity. I repeat, that article in the New York Times Magazine (Sec
tion 6), Jan, 10, is just one of the shadows which coming events cast before them, Mark my
word and hold me to it, if there is such a thing as a "wave of the future,” libertarianism
is it! John, is there a chance for you to change the title of your book to LIBERTARTANISM:
The Coming Social Philosophy? Libertarianism is apolitical. I quote a short article
{paraphrased in some instances) by a friend of mine; it is called *The Death of ‘Politics®,

&

Man confronts one fundamental alternative-—-existence or non-existence, life or death, The
realization of man's HkEiglEEES potential--the potential of his life--is possible XXX
only to the extent that he is not prevented by other men from fulfilling ¥## thal poten-
tial, The fulfillment of that potential, thersfore, is s man's highest purpose, and to
realize this purpose, his well-being=--that which objectively servies his self-interest--
must be his standard of value; and man should m judge 2ll TEEE values imk in terms of this
standard~~as for him or against him, as good for him or evil, as moral or immoral,

Society is not alivej only individual men are alive. Scciety cannct be rationals only
individual men can be rational, Hence, the rational standard of value, and thus all
rational values, pertain only to individualfmen, Society has no existence, no standard
of value, and thus no values in the absence of, in contradistinction fo, or in conflict
with the lives and values of the individual men of which it is comprised.

$]

Traditional philosophy includes a subdivision known as "Polities,” which is concerned
with the question, “How should society be organized?” But this question presupp
affirmative answer to the logically antecedent question, ¥¥mswd “Should society be or-
ganized?” And this affirmative answer presupposes the existence of "soceltal values”
which are to be achieved by means of "societal organization.,” Since, therefors, the notion
of “societal values” is a fiction, the question, “Should society be organized?” must be
answered in the negative; and thus the guestion, "How should society be organized?™ is
absurd,

Hence, 1- there is, in reason, no such subdivision of philosophy as "Politics,”™ 2~ &
rational Ethics fully answers the question of how men should act in & social context,
and 3= man's failure to formulate 2 rational Ethics and to repudiate the conceptual

corruptions of "Polities” is largely responsible for the present state of the world.,

by Anthony I.S. Alexander (1968)

Men's failure to identify and to repudiate the conceptual corruptions of politics is largely
responsible for the present state of the world., That's the point I'd like to make with you.
Please change the name of your bock if it's not too latel

T
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Re your "buckpassing with a vengeance!” remark (middle of pg. 3, yours of Jan, 25), 1'm sure
you can understand that no man or group of men is morally entitled %o defend my rights again:
my will, DBut this idea--that government defendg anyone®s rights~-is ridiculous, since govit
violates rights just by existing, and govt canfidefend rights by violating them in the first
place, Q,E,D, {with a passion)!i!!! (The govt I'm referring to does actually exist--it doseg
exist sclely by violating men's rights ... though a sufficient number of us men haven®t dis-
covered this trmth yet, alas!)

When I said T was ordering your book (in my last letter), what I intended was that I was goi:
to order it right after finishing my letier to you ,.. but L didn’t get asrouwnd to doing it
until yesterday afternoon, And I had the order for two copies in the outgoing mail, when my
wife brought your letter home with her, In view of your kind offer, I immediately yanked my
order out of the outgoing mail, and I%11 accept your offer of one copy and will pay Ffor the
other (which I want for Anthony I. 5. Alexander)--enclosing check for $5.,40, payee left
blank. I'm alsoc ordering a two-vemr subsarivtion tn The Poweanals et Thanba Frw tha $nfn
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on it (¥WE/whom to send my subscription), We were delighted to hear that your students are
reading our book, and I, too, surely wish I could have been there for the discussions! We
really appreciate it! You may, of course, guote passages from IHE MARKET FOR LIBERTY! If
at least some of your quotations are for the purpose of refutational criticism, please allow
me to comment first, as there could be & misunderstanding (e.ge., of a purely semantic nature)
If you want, tell your students that, as I have time, I'1l try to enswer any serious questior
they have re TMFL.

I want to request your help re the enclosed REPORT ON APPLICANT FOR FINAHCTAL ASSISTANCE,
Mark Pearson is a philosophy student and wants to attend your philosophy classes. He's in-
dustrious and making rapid progress in his own self-improvement. Hehas been coming to us
for counseling for a few months, and we've found him to be exceptionally honest with himself,
You'll enjoy having him in your classes,

Will write more in a2 few days. 1 do appreciate you,John!

For reason,

peace, and libertiy,

.

Sy —
Morris Tannehill
I
Encls, = Check for $5,40
REPORT (on Mark Pearson)
Rothbard's “War, Peace and the State”
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Pebruary 16, 1971

Dear John,

T want to do a blt oﬁ reading in your HUMAN CONDUCT, especially Chapter 3, and the
other references you've listed before I get into a reply to your letters of Dec. 24,
1970, Jan. 5, Jan, 14, and Jan, 25, 1971, I'1ll try to explain why one man's well-being
can never conflict with another man's wellwbeing, contrary to yvour belief as stated in
your letter of Dec. 23 and in your last par, of vour letter of Dec, 24 (though the
reason can be deduced from a part of my article, "Man's Standard of Value,” which I'm
enclosing) .

1'1] probably discover some changes T will want to make or should have made (aeﬁmﬂc
on when the discovery is made), I have Jjust concluded that it's as I want it xﬂ
after a couple of weeks sitting on it, discussing it with idnda and AnLhOﬂ/
Alexandey and a few others, I am falrly well satisfied with it
nuch longer--e.z,; to distinguish Jetveﬂﬂ standard and purpose)
2nd par. of yours of Dec, 22, 1970, I'm submitting it for inclusi
issue of The Personalist, I'm really locking forwsrd to receiving
The Personalist (I spent some time at the MSU library recently,

in last year's 1ssxos}g

T think I've been over (and over, and over) the senclosed article enough times, though

1 have just received a letter from Roy Childs in which he makes the fc

Morris, yvou should not eypect to be an invitead speaker to
Conference in Political Philosophy. Tt will not be .run by
predominately by Tibor Machan, John may be a participant,
is the only role he will play,

to know as wuch as 1s reasongbly possible what's shead for me, I th%hk
vouy “Did Roy corvectly inform we, or is this just ancther case of
to impress another,; not having learned that the ethical way up
down?” By the way, Tibor did mightily impress Roy! Rov says
most important people in the llberuaflan and Objectivist movementsw
things from the pen of Tibor, T'm not LK&PTJV’iP agresment with Roy,
an interesting piece in his latest THVICTUS (Some Brlef Comments and Q g Al
Machan's Governmentalism, pg. 20). I'm sure you will understand my concern ahout
corments,

ince it was you who asked me whether T'd be willing to speak, and since

think Linda and I will be in LA the latter part of next July. If you've not !
swallowed by an earthquake by that time, we look forward to meeting you DETSOY

A ¥Mr, Yorey M, Gibbs {(one oi the department heads at the Aerospace LOrhovatLO\ there)
has just sent a review of TMFL to Barbara Branden, in care of AA Book lews., /is re—
view ends with, "It is the opinien of this “’VIPUET that this is definitely the bsst
pook published to date on this important >aaject I'd surely like to see it AA

Book News, but I'm certainly not expecting it,

Will write again in a week or two, after 1°'ve had a chance to do some read ing, 1 am
leaving on a 2,200-mile drive this evening and won't be back until Saturday, 7S

See vou”
later,

Best reo&rdsg

LT

Mofris G, Aany

Bnel, = Articls, "Man's Standard of Value®
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Dear Morris,

Thanks for yomr letter of last week. I shall await your proméged further letter

befope embarking on many substantive issues.

You ave right about Tibor Machan. He is in pany ways & nice guy , and bright, but

he has an all-consuming ambition which alienatée people from him. I guess it was

a blow to his ego that I was in charge of the program last fall. He also rade

many unreasonable demands: e.g. the budget of the political philosophy conference
was handled through USC, via me, and USC demanded an exact accounting of expenditures.
wWhen Tibor would send in bills for so many trips to San Francisco and New York,
without any ticket stubs or hotel receipts to support it, USC ralsed a fuss, and
Tibor blamed me. 1 spent most of the sufifier planning the conference, but Tibor

took the credit. I didn't make an issue of this, but apparently he told the sponsors
that I did nothing but complain, and he had the conference for 1971 transfermed

from USC 1o the University of San Francisce, with himself in charge. So I amf

now out of it. I am just as glad to be, seeing what a¥ pest he was last fall,

but I dontt think the conference will now be as well attended as last year's

was. And T am sorry that someob the people, such &s yourself, whom I had
nvited will not now be askad,

4
o

[ id

"

am delighted that vou and Linda will be in L 4 in late July. I look forward to
N

I a
seeing vou then,

o

iz

Your piece on man's standard of wlue is cleesr and inteeesting.
tactieal problem. I need permission from Rand to quote her in my for
sines I have nuperous quotes frow her, but she will mever never give

3

anvthang critical of her in The Persopalist. I really den't know how
that situation! But aside from that I have a few questions and/ov

(1) T really think that you should read some value~thaory, which

thorough}y sone into by philosophers, since they go into many important det
distinctions From which you could profit. I suggest reading at least the
by Parry and Campbell in the Sellars and Hospers READINGS IH ETHICAL
vou don't have that book, read at least mwy account of Perry's theopy
of HUMAN COMDUCT. The distinction between two senses of "value' has :
made: value as that which IS obijectively for the well-being of man, e.g. aiv,
and value as that which one acts to gain and/or keep, i.e. that which one values.
One colleague of mine came out with a minimum of eight “basic senses of valuoe',
Your discussion would be more finely honed if you relied more on this rich 11
{2) When Rand talks about life as the standard of value, she doesn’t mean ju
1ife: she geoes on to explain what she does mean - it's the survival of man gua
that she is referring to, and this means, in her words, Ythe terms, methods ,
and goals required for the survival of a rational being through the whole of
lifespan, in all those aspects of existence which are open to his cholce" (p.
THE v IRTUE OF SELFISHNESS). It is not just life, but the 1ife of a ratic
beingy¥xx as just explicated by her. The bank robber iz not living the life
s rafhonal being, a life "proper toc man'. (3} Now, human well-being has lo
et Forkh as the standard, from Aristotle on., The word often translated
is the Greek # eudaimonia, which is much closer to “well-being". But then A
goes on for many pages to consider in what that well-being conslsts. Some refe
this Important historical background would be desirsble, to show that the ide
well-being as the human ideal didn't just spring from a human brain for the
(4) And then you get probleme of "WHOSE well-being". IEgolsm says: for gach
his gwn; other ethical theories oppese this. Rand is officially an egoist but
she wwm talks often {(e.g. in discussing war) of hummn well~being in general.
ethics/¥ such as hers which places such ewphasis on rights, must grant that one should
alwavs respect the rights of others, even when it's not to one's Zakesx gelf-interest o
do so. It is not to the interest of the starving beggar to grant the right of
of a rdich#man frfom whose @rumbs he could receive sustenance. (!
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LEXKEIX 628-2701

Dear John,

iy apologies for the long delay, I've bheen b@qet by a nomber of things v
wth very 1ittle time and inclination for correspondence heyvond that

3
me rcenawv interests {rnsoomdinc to letiers re g uesting infe re our bhook,
hall i » skip through your past letlers ahd con
ask some guestions, and then mention some of i ‘
occupled my t attentlion 1ately; I have been interested in psychol ﬁrv fo
ber of vears, but I think Linda and 1 have made some substantial progress in unders
the mental bPHd‘i > of Lhe human animal, Hore, possibly, on this later,

certain o in

He my article, "Han's Standard of Value,” I had decid
letter of Harch 1st, that I wouldn't want it publis]
else, for that matter) until I had revised and refin L considerably., Your su
that I indicate "that the idea of well-being as the human ideal didn't just spring :
human brain for the first time"” is certainly one of the refinements 1 shall mako,

it very difficult to spend my time studying what other people have said on the "whvs and
wherefors” of human behavior, either from the broad and general philosophical perspective
or from the narrower and particular “s*cno’ovlcai perspective; one has ¥

sty

TETV’avter ?G“PLvlag your
‘he Personalist {or anyvhere

wade ;,q'"'w;_ h so

s
mach krapp to Tind something worthwhile, 1f he dons even then., And bes
ering that I could do my own thinking and that my conclusions in Th
ophv and psychology are so much clearar fcleall- relabea to what
thing I've read and/ac%ua]lv superior, in that they are an ag vaqc d
latest discoveries or ars the latest discoveries themselves :
re human psychology has raised some questions to which we d o1l t have uhe answers as cleaflv
as we want to understand them before writing our (or myj new bool, HOW TQ BECOME YOURSELEF,
which I at least am about ready to begin writing {lLinda is working again on ner book on
sex in what spare time she has, which may leave the writing of HOW TO BECOME YOURSHELE to
me) ... if I can find the time. So, I said the foregoing to point out that T am primerily
interested in writing what is the truth on whatever subject I'm dealing with,and 1'm not
interested in presenting what others have said which I consider to be error and then show-
ing what's wrong (although this is necessary at times), (By the way, Tibor Naclan review
of THE MARKRT FOR LIBERTY was so bad that I could actually feel sorry for him if 1 d1a1 t
understand his motivation, Several people have written, saying they couldn't uncerstand
what he was trying to say. I have no doubt about it--neither does Tibor re much that
says,) I followed your suggestion that I read some value-~theory--L read your account of
Perry's theory on pp. 551-6 of HUMAY CONDUCT. I fail to see what that passage adds to my
understanding of value-theory; in fact, what I wrote in "Man's Standard of Value” and the
implications of what I wrote clarify the subject more than anything 1've read, and L suspec

that most of the ”elgat "pasic senses of value'” by one of your colleagues actually adds
little which can be called knowledse to the subject. I don®t doubt that he put his words
together in such a way as to sound learned (I detest that kind of pedagogic scourge), after
the mammer of the type of professor who writes so as to elicit such comments from other pro
fessors as, "That man is brilliant--L can't even understand what he's saying!” {(There's no
oblique implication that that®s the way vou write; you don't, or I couldn't bhear to have
anything to do with vou,) ==~ If one mm answers the question, "Why does man need values?"
with the answer, "To live,” it then should become clear {though it didn't to Perryi) that a
value is something which is actually beneficial to a man--conducive to his well-being, and
the man's ¥EHE evaluation of what is conducive te his well-being has absolutely nothing to
do with its being conducive to ¥EEN his well~being (he only identifies what is). I don't
understand why you call Perry's theory of normative ethics "a fascinating and execiting one.
His subjectivist ethics--whatever one wants is good—-is the purest kind of krapp, though
his attempt teo dazzle the reader by the strapge meanings of the words he uses (“interest,”
for example, as in "total interest pattern" ... I am not impressed by his use of foggy word
combinationsi) and the way he puts his words together has not been altogether unsuccessful,
But the truth is, re the concept value, that th@ro’s a deficiency in the English language--

the word is used to denote an objective benefit and that which is thought to be beneficial

(whether actually beneficial or not), I noticed the other day that 1 was using “value” in
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the latter sense (I knew that others did, but I was unaware that L did, ]
vertantly)-~I spoke of the order of some people's values when thelr value~hierarchy was
distorted because of false ideas which they hold

the problem stems from the deficisncy of the Ing

As Linda has been insisting 21l along,
ge, and we nesd an@thef UD”“
{such as “evalne,” which we are usiwny lieves, ’
be beneficial to him--a favorable sub] v wation of something wi
lationship to his well-being). -~ interssted in reachl
are objectively, clearly related to have very

+ b

] g
with the writings of those who are alflicted with the >1lectual dAD
academania. There are an uniimited B number of ways Wrong on
a . - . . 5 e o . -
truth is one {with many E ¢ facets), If one understands the truth eav?m (Os

i

subject), he will have little trouble spotting the inconsistency of any error he hearsy
whether he has studied the particular school of "thought" from which the error comes or
not, And I have concluded that one will have to do his owm thinking re many social prob-
lems today and discover the answers for himself, since the answers ha Ve never
anyone on record in prior history ... and this is what we did in I
{though we succeeded in putting our ideas in such e¢sy~uo~vﬂaersta -
whom Machan is a classical example, are not able to see profundity of the creatl
ideas which del ion of a fres—market 50@
—--  Your poin ar, 1; 1s exactly'@ﬁaz L 1ﬂﬁende& Lo

1., R .
DEery L OUnll
7 L0

TESUET TNy
UGN FO
s

wording that

)

elineate the voluntary nature of the organi
t 2, vour letter of i
3

= M; c'%‘

article, "lMan's Standard of Valaa ~-namely, that “When Rand talks about 1life as the xkmwmmaz!
standard of value, she doesn®t mean just 1ife . . «.° If one doesn't mean vnaz @heg says
hep should find words which express whai $hep do¥mmm mean, And wha v i

"the survival of man gua man”? What in hell caulﬂ a man do short of
man? “Han gua thinking being” has meaning, but "man qua men" is
that "a rose BB is 2 rose is a rose.” That's not even a good attemﬁu to
And contrary to your statement, jSﬂ't it Lrue that the bank robber is living
rational being in the Aristotelian sense of "rational being' ~~Ehﬂﬁﬂﬁﬂmmjﬁa uwc
capacity for making moral cholices ("moral” in the senqe of right or wrong,

to man" is bezging the question, as this is what man's standard of wvalue is o
to discover, My point is that such a mamner of expressing oneself, while dazzling to many
(look at the Rand's follewing!), does not convey Knowleope. Rather, it comnounds the
already 651st1P~ confusion ,,. or would, except for the truth which 1s conveyed in spﬂbe of
such "learned"” expressions, The establishment of peace will be hastened in pro
the clarity with which our ideas are n“omu_ga+od T do vealizme,; howsver, that t
exvressing profound ideas clearly is just now beginning to come into its own {as
Harry Browne's HOW YOU CAM PROFIT FROM THE COMING DEVALUATION /Harry has referred

to us, and vice versa, and we're exploring the possibility of working oud an arrangemen

with him/}, and that very few people naJe learﬁea it ... Which is chiefly because {ew people
understand their ideas c¢learly encugh so that thev understand them clearly themselves{ Well
enoungh on this thenme.

to
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The question of whether one's well~being can ever conflict with the well-being of anothe

is one to which I don't have a clear answer., L'm convinced that one man's well-being (that
which his self-interest requires-~~and I don't mean merely that which he may be interested
in) can never conflict with another's, but tle basis for this truth (aqd I'm holding it as
truth since any alternate idea allows for the permissibility of BOEENE invasive Torce in
certain concelvaoTe circumstances, which I'm convinced is psyct olog]ca71v detrimental to a
human being) will be found in a clearer understanding of mental behavior of the human animal
Almost without exception, everyone i1s FEE reared in EF an enviromment which inculcates
into him the notion that invasive violence is permissible, and I think this notion has v
caused a blind spot which, so far, has prevented us from discovering a universally consis-
tent jhilosoohv of human behavior with clear explanations for every question. For the time
being, I'm going to let the cuestion ("Is it ever permissible to initiate the use of force?"
rest, When I discover the objective reason for my position, that it's never Dernissib]e,
under any circumstances, L'11 take the subject up again (and I have no doubt that 111 dis~
cover the answer eventually), I'1l only say now that killing an innocent person is too high
a price for me to pay to go on living, and I won't even entertain the idea of such an
atroclous action,
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Before I forget, L want to tell you that I appreciate your style of writing; it's
is, from my point of view, extremely S&EleV'lho. (iven an understanding of certain phi
sophical terms (such as “"positivism,” "naturalistic,” etc,), only a dunce would fail to
grasp what you say, When I said in a previous letter that you had failed to define your
terms, I didn't mean that you had fallsd to ﬂlVe the ideas which certain men have writlten
on whatever subject you were considering; but I don't consider what others have said to be
a definition unless it is truly definitional %ﬁﬁﬁ in character. Iy "dellnlt]Oﬂ, I meant a
statement which explains the nature--explicitly, the essential characteristics of t1@ FEHE
nature~-of what is being considered, I think your books are probably the best there are
for provoking thought in the classroom, and I guess I can't fault them for failing to give
the answers to certain questions which I, admittedly, don't have the answers, either. J've

quite enjoyed what I've read in HUMAL CONDUCT and An Introduction to PHILOSOPHICAL ANALYS

Re the enclosed sheet with your letter of Mar. 1, these comments-- 1., If, to keep from
being killed, you had to shoot the armed gummen, risking the killing of imnocent bystanders,
one would shoot the armed gunmen, teking that risk, If innocent persons were killed, the
person who killed them accidentally while defending himself would not be guilty of using
force against the iymocent bystanders, let alone initiatory force. And here 1s where a pre-
cise, epistemologically corresct definition of force clears the air, IForce dis any volitional
behavior which intentionally requires the unwiliing involvement of one or wmore persons. Ths
one who defends himself and kills an innocent bystander certainly does not intentiocnally re-
guire the unwilling involvement of the innocent party, and he is, therefore, not guilty of
using force against the innocent bystander. The gunmen who brought about the situation by
their use of invasive force would be guilty of the innocent bystander's death (assuming that
the one who ¥ ¥ defended himself exercised a sufficient amount of precaution appron-—
riate to the tuation and that the innoccent bystander's death was truly accidental). 2.
If running the chlld down could not be prevented without thé pursuing gwmen killing vou
(assumlng this to be a given), the child's death would be the fault of the gunmen, However,
I believe this to be an example of an invalid consideration, as it asks that one make
assumptions and consider them as certain {("in order to make vour Tast getaway you have %o
run down a child crossing the road”), Your statement, “As far as that child is concerned,
you would be the initiatorg of aggression,” is totally irrelevant to what the facts are,
The gmwmmwk gunmen in your illustration are like govermment in the sense that both {gurmen
and government) make it virtually impossible for anyone to live so as to never he tle cause
of some havm to othersi I am, of course, referring to the OﬂTW'V‘ﬁﬁ of governments t
ever existed or could ever exist in reality {a "Randian government” is different ;5
from act tual govermments, which fact makes it epistemologically impermissible to use
word “government” to denote actvwal goverrments and the floating abstraction which a
QOVQfﬂﬂeﬂtL ig~~one is intrinsically evil, whereas the other, c ncea¢”v fov uﬂ@ MOy

{

it could exist, is good in thal it does wnot initiate the uss

tect men's rluhus}a 3., This situation is the result of the pre:
(in general) and the existence of govermment (in particular), and
which do not involve % .

first wlaﬂe,@ Govermment is institutionalized, initiatory, invasive force
exist as a2 govermment {(as it would be a naﬂkei phenomenon) apart from the the

such is the nature of politd way, are you still going to call voum neW'%qokg
LIBERTARTANISM: The Cowming 1ilosophy? As 1 suzgested before, is it still pos~
sible to change it to . . . Coming Social Philosonhv?) 4. GOVS?ﬁﬂPWuS : ;
ernments cause wWars, Here again, ther <ﬁm§=ggﬁ50rreCL ANSWers
abolition of govermments. A person, achting in consonance

coald very wsll have to kill others, his rud
5¢ 1 don't think so, but T can't tell vou
cure for the form of cancer wour & wife hs S
ation is so inconcelvable to me that L can bommeﬂt¢n$ 0
your P, 5, at the bottom of the enclosed shegt it isn't p0551b19 t1a+ a Derson can esc
he detrimental psychological effects of permitting into his consciousness the idea tha
is permissible to initiate violence, and vour belief uﬂdu vou wouldn't have any such Tears
(that 1 disted on Ppe 7 & 8 of "Man's Standard of Value') doesn't alter the trﬁth, But IT'm
not satisfied with my understanding on this subject, so I’ll wait until I am to say nmore,

ha abolition of goveWﬂment {which 1s the cause of th
4

m

S

‘OG';"V 7 Wwho n&s a
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Re yours of April 26, with which you returned my article, "Man's Standard of Value,” I'n
afraid T agree with most of what your reviewer said, and I had, as stated "al"llm", already
decided that T didn't want the avtﬂcje published in any periodical in its present Form.,

The reason yeHE vou gave in your letter of ¥Mar, l-~the probability that Miss mgnaﬁﬁould not
permit you to quote ne¢ in vour new book if you printed something against her in The
Personalist--is sufficisnt reason for not printing it in The Personalist (though I think
it's a hell of a note, asswring that she really is that way!), ZHven if thers was only a
remote possibility that she wouldn't permit you to quote from her works, that would be
enouch reason for you to refuse to print anything against her (and you know her better than
7)., I think I'11 do some work on the article and enter it in the SOL IIT contest, taking
into consideration the many helpful bits of advice L've receilve d from 1 who have read 1t,
I'n greteful to you for pointing oul that Aristotie!’ 1epﬂn"u4 Frell -
DeiLg“ thaﬂ“haﬂulpeas, fDow't Fou tslﬂk it was

the notio:

he Personalist's publication is not as b0up¢1cated and slow as that of gov

el

Incid ntally, T have vet to recelve any issues of The Fersonalist. Surely
T
i th, I'1l write to ilrs, Garey again,

don't hear anyvthing for another mon

Re your letter of ® Jan, 5, 1971, I°11l comment on your comments as you nunbhered
Re "pure-capit allsmeas~00ﬁoatlble~w1th~fu1¢~emb oymeQb,‘ Rothbard has coversed this subject
very thoroughly in MAN, ECONCMY, AND STATE, and T refer you to the Znd volume, startl

vage 522, 2. You're wrong--see the passage beginning at the top of page 62 in WL
again, there are no correct answers to the ecological questions short of going to the cause
of such problems—-which is government (prevention of property owmership) . In a completely
voluntarlstlc society such as L advocate, one of the subsidiary functions of the insurance
fraternity would be to determine what the objective rules are which govern human behavior
with respect to pollution; these rules have never been the object of creative investigation
since government control of human action has made such investigation quite irrelevant to
legal existence in a political context (legal is what's permitted or required). Re your
statement, "The government should do only what individuals cap”t do ALO¥E,” if vou mean
singly by "ALONE,” government would be in charge of many, many things, Leonard Head has
shovn how that one naﬂ, with no help from anyone else, couldn't even make a pencil (his
recording, "I, Pencil,”). Shall we put govermment in charge of pencil-waking? As we point
out in imrL pape 62, YIf T own the alr space around my home, you obviously don't have the
right to pour pollutants into that air space any more than you have a right to throw garbage
onto myk my lawn,” Govermments have pre~empued the area of rule-making, and they Jjust haven
gotten around to figuring out the rules with regard to pollution (and uhcy won'tl), When
objective rules have been discovered, as they will be once men are free, anyone who violates
them to the detriment of others will be called to account just as any other kind of invasive
violence will be, Short of this--freedom, that is, there are no satisfactory answers. That
is why I insist that anything less than coming to grips with the cause of social problems—-

I
namely, the prevailing idea of slavery called goverrment-~and making the idea of freedom
known so that its practicality is undevstood is largely a waste of time, Any social problem
has a govermment or governments at its rootsi The idea of govermment is the root of all
social problems. 3. Government has caused the "management vs, labor" conflict (as well as
all other social conflicts), and such a situation could not exist in a free-market society.
There'd be no reason for it to exist, as the insurance companies would expunge from active
operation in society anything which caused men to fight, Try to get your mind out of the
prison of what has been coercively imposed upon us and let yourself see Lqe moral implica—
tions of freedom; they're utterly fantastic! 4, Ve give examples of how "crime” would be
prevented in IMFL-~~such as the installation of certain protective devices, resulting in
Jower insurance premiums, We certainly don't advocate "crime-prevention” by violating
peovle’s rights~-that is, by committing “ecrime.,” How sure a person should be that another
is going to commit an aggression might pose a problem for philosophers, but it lsn't s
much of a practical problem even today in our highly regimented society. 5. I'11 refer you

to our Chapter 9, "Dealing With Coercion,"” as you seem to have entirely overlooked what we



John Hospers 5-10-71 5

x p . . e o 2am) Ay AT

by free-market forces which are relentless in thelr jearousy Lhe
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for Justice would stem from an erstandable desire to stay {in 2 ires-marke
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The rules
that it's

be aple to see that most of our nroblems, when

0

simole solutions, Take, for example, your statemen system of law,
binding upon the judge, L don't see how you could aveid countle ail;oadiag~of~ “
the~insignificant~innocent whom nobody cares about, and of letting-the-rich-guilty go through
hribery, and so on I 11w elear up this seeming problem.
Because of the news L arbitret@¥e wouldn't dare to pull such skullidug-
gery-—at the very d honesty would be

o ~

5

3y

a pre-requisite for staying in busine

should they care about such nicetles? Because they'd want to go on living Ifree.
other hand, there is plenty of railroading-of~the~insignificant~innocent and letting-the~
rich-guilty go in 3;;1governmental systems (it's the nature of the heast), Also, our
Chapter 12 shows why a system of statubtory law cannot be objecltive.

i

How, your letter of Jan, 1, 1971, on rvights, When 1 s&

of the word “"rights,” not "instances (denotations) of the use of the term, which
put "rights” in quotes, But anyhow, I don’t think I understand your distinect
suppose you could say that I build my theory of rights right into the definition of rights,
or rather, and more correctly, my theory of rights can bhe seen in my definitionof wrichts,
But my definition of rights developed from my theory of rights as derived from observing
how the concept is used, the valid uses serving as the basis for my definition, It's not
necessarily true that "A consequence of your definition would be that someone else with a
different theory of rights would not {according to your definition) believe in rights at
a11!" and this can be seen in the way the concept is used by various writers. I didn't
make a list, but I did notice sometimgago that many writers use the concept, rights, in
precisely the sense of our definition (it was developed by both Linda and me), even though
they sometimes ignore their own "definitions" of the concept., This can be seen in Rand's
article on rights--she "defines" a right as a moral sanction to an action in a socisl con-
text, evidently not realizing that this would restrict a person’'s rights to moral actions
alone, but then she uses the word to denote the concept which define as a right~-in other
words, she uses the word as we define the concept of which it/¥§etﬁgr vmbol, It's true that
one who believed a right to be a legal permission or requirement might claim that I don't
believe in rights at all, but I'm not primarily concerned with anything other than what is
the truth re the subject, and the truth is objectively observable. Human volition is the
epistemological root of the concept, right, as it is volition which makes human aggression
possible and the concept of rights necessary for moral protection and as a criterion of
judgment, The obligation which others have to respect my right to life (not their duty to
me, as duty speaks of service without pay and has its roots in altruism, as Miss Rand
recently pointed out) is their obligation to theirselves--their obligation to see that
their behavior maintains their rights as fully applicable to them, as they are not within
their rights (that is, they do not stand in the same relationship to their rights) when the)
violate my rights. We explained why in TMFL. -- In a descriptive sense, a right can be
correctly said to be a moral claim, but a right is not a claim in a definitive sense; a
claim is a by-product of a right but not the same thing as a right ... which is what I meant
in saying that a right is not a claim, I'11 make this point clearer when 1 revise the

aid “uses of
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article again, I think our wxdwxsismtiwg ideas of what a definition is are not identical,

To "show specifically what rights and duties people have” is not easy, since a person has
the right to anything which does not involve cocercion (that is, which does not involve in-
vasive force--which is any volitional behavior which intentionally requires the unwilling

involvement of one or more perscns who've done nothing to provoke such hehavior). (I struck
5 e § 4 L= f - « N : N e .
cut "and du51esf above as I think the concept, duty, is inappropriate to the consideration

- toet ) Ae In v th paz 3 s A4
of our subject. In your 5th par., you are granting equal validity to conflicti
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opinions about what a right is, whereas it doesn®t make a damn bit of difference what amy-
one thinks a right 1s~~what 1s the trutn is all that really matters, and the truth is not
the prodqu of someone’s W st subgectlve opinion, Coercion in the broad sense
is forcey it might have "to he threatened loss of a valus,” but T don'it see why you
are apparently making this an essen al characteristic, a defining characteristic ... bul
1'd have to know what you meant by vaiue before I could know how to proceed intellipgently.
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he pleased so long as he did not initlate of force aga
this part of his letter in a short debate we had before the i
audience, and he said, "If ¥said that, I was mistaken” (I}, ¢
new ideas, but I think Roy Childs is fairly clear on the subje
that Jarret will ses the Lruth one of thess davs (uerzet_;g ma
7ﬂ8}e%mmhtvsotmﬁzmmﬂ;cmuﬁwﬁ?nmzmahyst@beb

places

guns and building DLL, with mach help from otners, te the
of becoming a success), The confusion regarding the

lack of a definition which states clearly what rlgkts ars; or
can‘t define his te*ms, he deesn®t clearly understand what hef
you'tre mistaken in s 3
you'd be nard~nr@ssea Lo show any place where she has used the word
sense than the opposite of immoral; if she does use "moral” in this
where explains the ambiguity of "moral,” which vou suggest exists,
that she meant h opposite of non-moral in her sentence, A rigl
an action,” ete.? I think she's a stranger Lo thal meaning ¥
moral vhilosophy is foreign to that connctation, That ‘L“D‘
coercive actions, though many non—coercive actions would be i
exactly my point. I appreciate vour suggestips the meaning she may have intended,

[V
sure you're wrong, Rand, I'wve shtudied, very thoroughly, repeatedly, as she is one of wvery

B
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Fing that Rand used "moral” as the o@ﬁost.e of non-moral,
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"moral” in

Did she

.
- e

ever tell vou
i

sanc

few who is really worth studying. 4 right is a moral sanction to an uncoerced, ;
coercive existence {this is not a definition), but the moral sanction is not upon whet mmm
an uncoerced person does non-coercively—--it's on the coercion-free aspect of a human |

Cne may live a very profligate 1life, and such behavior certainly has no moral sanction, but
the non-coercive character of his bhehavior is morally sanciioned (and I'm speaking only of
morality which is naturally appropriate to human nature), =-— In Hari's chépter on na%ural
law, he shows that he is confused as to what freedom is—~he speaks of one man's freﬂdow
limiting another's freedom, whereas if one understands that freedom {social freedom, that
is) is the condition of existance in.ﬁﬁi h 2 human being is not prevented by ano th T Derson
or other persons from behaving in any ~coercive mamner desired by and possible te %

Eo will not talk se foolishly., Well, have te get busy on the writing of HOW TD EEC
TOURSELF so these ideas can become known and the day of peace and fresdom hagte

i3 3

no
T
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long as those who set the intellectual tone of our culture remain in ignorance,
rationally expect much of the culiturs,.

I S h sl el " o+

Heference yours of Jan, 25, I wazu to polnt out agsin that my definition of force
o P - 3 . F e N -

value-neutral, I do not “define ‘force® in such a way as to settle by definition the

tion whether the use of force is ever Justified,”

My definition doss wnot Ampty Trhgt SF
i / =Y
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it's the initiation of force then it's wrong, period,” Iy definition of force, "Force 1s
any volitional behavior which intentionally requires the unwilling involvement of one or
more persons,” is equally applicable to either invasive cr defensive force, When X defends
himself against an aggressor's attack, he ig certainly intentionally requiring behavior of
the aggressor which the aggressor is not willing to B perform; but X's defense of his
person and/or property by force can be seen to be a moral action only if one looks else-
where, away from the definition of force (which says nothing about the moral character of
the use of force). I do want this point cleared up., HMany people have written me, afler
learning my definition of force, saying that it has brought the concept into clear focus
and that they understand many questions they didn't before receiving my definition., 1 have
just looked over your chapter on definition and I see much explanation and descriptlve
material which deal with the subject, definition, but I don't see where you have given your
definition of the concept., I don't agree with anyone who would try to maintain that a long
chapter on a subject is a definition, A definition is & statement which gives the meaming
of a concept, listing the concept’s fundamental characteristics. I am not advancing this as
a definition, but it's close to a definition if it isn’t exactly, epistemologically correct,
(The next section in your boolk, on Vagueness, reminds me of a remark I overheard at a liber-
farian meeting some time ago., Responding to a "dirty" story, one of the listeners declared
in tones of great indignation, "ihat sounds vaguely obscenej and if there's anything I can't
stand it's vagueness!”) I hope this will help to break our "impasse on iirems the matter of
definition of terms,” I don't consciously "define the terms in question in a certain way,
which would be vigorously opposed by your discussants”--that is, for the purpose of provok-
ing vigorous opposition; I am sincerely, fervently desirous of defining terms in accordance
with their most common usage so that a precise understanding of what the term symbolizes in
reality can be arrived at, I'm not the least interested in outwiiting anyone or closing

the door to discussion. Honestly! However, L confess to being more concerned with what is
the truth than with what my discussants will think of me or of what I say. Lnowing and
discovering what is right takes precedence over any other consideration in my world, {ind
I'm referring only to myself--no implications are intended,)

Re your last par, (yours of 1-25), I see an increasing number of libertarians who are coming
to realize that we have no rational business allying ourselves with anyone who doesn't show
that he really understands the fundamental principles of liberty, and I don't thinlk, anyhoi,
that the libertarians of today can be compared with any so=-called libertarians of the past.
The various philosophies that they held contained so much error, and the best of their
philosophies (whichever it was--Spooner's Tucker's?) contained encugh ervor that the
anarchistsefecat HNHIEAGENNNHIEOOMNEGIN was virtually inevitable--we have to be consis-
tently right if we're to successfully gain general support! All this in-group fighting is
defeating our purpose, and 1'11 k== have no part of it (excert in the rare situations

when T deem it in my self-interest to take part). I've come to hate--literally hate!--
fighting, anyway., Sensible people can learn to hehave themselves better than that, A4nd
anyone can choose to be sensible if he hasn't chosen otherwise so long that he has himsel{
"Jocked into” his irrational manner of living, And few have reached this miserable end,

This has gotten quite long, and I think I'll save other comments until later,

Best regards, for reason, peace, and liberty,
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Dear Tannv,

me impossible that so long
mist suprely ssem to you as if 1 izarately oot OFE oy cove
t , but I am sure negligent: when your letisy came I was . » .
preparing fimal exams and & series of dept westings on critical ratters of dept wellbery:
and then my novel came out and this week my libevtarianism book came out, and towoplow
T am leaving for San Francisco for the 2nd political philos. conferssce which I had
hoped to get you inte here in L.A. but it was teken out of my hands sad is now at T
Univ. of Ban Francisco (I am talking about the concept of private propertyh, answe
aveodes of the U of Hichigan). And then in two wekks I shall be on my W8
the Soviet Union, spending 3 weeks in giberia - Irkuisk, Tashkent, famarkand, K
and alec Voscow and Leningrad etc. Ixkepx look forward to it and hope to stayou!
prison while there, but Felt I had to make the trip to gel some insight into th
of the countryhew and its people. - Well anyway, so much for the summer, and *
2till provides no. good, reason for not having written youd{sconer, and I really
don 't know what happened - thisg summer was the Fimst chance I've had to relax 3
in years, agd-if-se--- the fipst time I was not overdue on some project of lmportance
to me, and it seens as if ap enorwous lassitude settled over ue and mde e postponse
everytling, inecluding those things I wanted to do.
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T ghall have (even now)} to save I major letter for the time when I preturn from San
Franeiseo ina Few days, when there will be such more to report about the contunis o
the confersmce. {(The proceedingsmill agein appear in the Personalist.} I ho

o

you have had a good summer and I await the success of your new projects on paychology

%,
a

o lesds me back to your remarks on Perry: I don't see how you can say th
{ete.) - and he certainly didnot say that “ghatever I want is good” (only,

swes, if I want something, that is prima facie evidence of its value, and

g sason should be presented to wme why T should not gratify the want). His is

the theory of value of which Rand's is a special cass. Value is relative to humss

end wibout interested beingsd there would be no vaiues to attain - in this
Rand sees with him 100%. To the cat, the cream has value, and anything in which a
personi displaye a pro-interest is a value to himg even thoughxMyxx it may {(by ingefferin;
+h ether things he also values) be dsléterious to his values when considered in the '
ong run. {(He may want aleohol but find that it interferes with other things he aleo
values, oo glves it up or returnsic moderation.) A person may not koow all :
causal congomitants, and so opt for the thing he is drawn to without realising that it
knocks out other items in his system of values; if he but knew thisy he id %

A1l this seems to we both true and impertant. Rand's peculiar twist is
cational faculty and its importance iy disdeovering those items worth valuingg
true that Peryy dossn®t say wach about this, But if the smpirical facts whic
sdducds are true, there is no preason why Perry would have to deny them -~ they -
into hisgmmsystem beautifully. Bat Ferry, not Rand, was the pioneer in this a
T don't see how vou can have such a low opirion of him, ewcept via a tre
of misinterpretatios of his views!
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T am tempted to adduce manty avguments about government, which I've thought of since T
last wrote you, and to ses what pu would say sbout them. But since my book Is out now,
you might read what I say about goverpment in the last chapter - 1 try to be fair to
both the pro-govt (limited-govif) and no-government liberdarians, but in the end glve
reasons for casting my lot with the addvocates of lLimited péet, for the reasons given.
I am surely ppen to reason on this, and hops you give me soue good arguments tc change

s Juts g

my mind, bmt meanwhile I must stand pro-limited-govi: not pecause of being against a prive
police forge ete. (I'm not}, but because I believe there must be a pule of law, which woul

be impossible with various arbitration agencies sach with competing taws and of ten coming
to no agresment. What (for example) makes you sure that the agenciss would deal only witf
aggressfon and not wikkx seddle in e.g.pornography? If there are enoup anti-pornographer”
they will § be glad to hire pogple to beat up those who sell such bogks.  And on some Haty
a single decision is imporgant: €.g. whether certain aniimals can be hunted, whet a
certain food is a health-hamard, the pollfudion of the atmosphere @nd other matters of
the boundaries of my property are. I do *+ see how any other FNCY Can
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August 25, 1971

Dear John,
| was happy to hear from you again {yours of Aug. 7). | hope the 2nd Conference on Political Philosophy was worthwhile. You should be
somewhere in the Soviet Unionby this time or very soon and won't get around to reading this fetter for 3 or 4 more weeks, but | have the
time and feel inspired and { want to bring you up to date on the latest at the Tannehillss;
But first, a comment or two in response o your {etter. The concept value is used in th)S different senses {in the nominative case)—as the
product of an evaluative process {which is the way Perry uses it} and as a term 10 designate that which is actually beneficial {e.g., airis a
value to 3 living human ... whether he knows it or not). | reatize that "value’ is used both ways, but | also realize that the use of ‘value’ in
both ways causes much confusion. Which is why | suggest to my regular correspondenis that we use ‘value’ for that which is actualiy bene-
ficial {*Why does man need values?”” The correct answer is, “To live,” and for this he needs that which is actuaily beneficial .} and ‘evalue’
for that which is the product of an evaluative process {*Why, my cigarettes and liquor are values to me, saysthe man, two years before his
lungs and liver stop functioning properly and he dies.). If we don’t make the distinction, nothing but confusion will result except when we
say or it is ciear in which sense we're using the word. | don't like to use ‘value’ as the abject of sameone’s subjective whim (which it could
pe if used in Perry’s sense ... or rather, which it very often is), though | know | do use it this way many times without thinking—as when {
speak of someone’s value hierarchy being distorted. What Perry said, in substance, is, “If § value it {value’ is a verb here ... MT), it’s a val ue.’””
It's a fact that men value many things which are inimicat to their life and well-being, and these are not the vatues they need to five! § think
the value/evalue distinction is much needed for clarity’s sake. / want what { say to be understood!
I'll try a larger type, as I have learned a lot since I last wrote you and want it to be easily read. On second thoughtt I'll use
a larger type. This beautiful machine — on which P’'m typing this letter — costs $4,400. I'm leasing it and starting a new
business as a compositor, typesetting (for offset printing). As you can see by re-reading this paragraph as typed below,
can justify the lines with this machine.

Ill try a larger type, as | have learned a lot since | last wrote you and want it to be

easily read. On second thought, I'll use a larger type. This beautiful machine — on

which |I’'m typing this letter — costs $4,400. 1'm leasing it and starting a new busi-

ness as a compositor, typesetting (for offset printing). As you can see by re-reading

this paragraph as typed below, I can justify the lines with this machine.

. ha {QF’
i’li leave comment on your last paragraph (about government) until | have read the Iastg’a;agﬁph of
your new book, which | haven’t received vet {probably will before you read this, thoughj}.

| have solved the ‘lifeboat’ problem (for myself), but i hardly know where to begin to explain it. | suppose
the logical place to start is with volition, which | now know to be error, or an erroneous belief. Now,
don’t get shook—t don’t believe in psychological determinism, either. Volition and psychological de-
terminism (at least, as Branden represents the belief) do not exhaust the explanations of human behav-
ior. There is a third—the truth.

1’1l use the narrowest teaching re volition—Obijectivist doctrine as | understand it. Qur hero, Human {H),
must make the choice to think or not to think. According to Obijectivist teaching, when H chooses 0
think, he could have chosen not to think: and, conversely, when H either chooses not to think or doesn’t
choose to think, he could have chosen to think. | submit that this is pure hogwash and that some variant
of volition has been the root cause of most of ‘man’s inhumanity to man’! The reason (for my making
the foregoing statement} is not hard to grasp.

In the following, I’ll use ‘thing’ as inclusive of all entities—all the different kinds of entities—as considered
individually; used thus, a human is a thing. :

A thing is what it is and cannot be what it is and what it is not at the same time and in the same respect.
This statement is axiomatic, and | am assuming that you agree that it is (if you didn‘t, all discussion would
be at an end as far as | am concerned). The laws of identity and excluded middle are just as applicabie to
humans as they are to other entities. But, in the first place, because of the nature of human consciousness,
| disagree with the Objectivist position that it is possible for a person to choose not to think ... but let me
define thinking as any mental activity which results in the expansion of awareness. | realize that this im-
plies that animals other than human can and do think, and | suggest that this is a fact (animals are smart
—they can and do perceive their human companion’s attitude toward them and respond accordingly}. A
human, because of the nature of hurnan consciousness, cannot choose not to think while he is conscious
(though the expansion of his awareness need not be anything more than the hazy notion that he and his
environment exists, and it need not be important enough to be held in his memory ... but his awareness

is expanded at the time [because, if for no other reason, his environment is constantly changingl ). It
seems obvious to me that any other meaning of thinking leaves large gaps in one’s understanding (though

| can understand why a believer in volition would want to define thinking as Branden does [or did] —it

is necessary for his belief in volition}. — 1'll quote from a paper 1'm writing, as much as | have finished,
and then continue my subject (VOLITION, MORALITY, AND THE STANDARD OF HUMAN JUDG-
MENT) in first-draft form.

The purpose of this paper is to show that the idea of volition—that human consciousness is volitional—has no basis
in fact and that this idea is actually the cavse of much human misery. We shall then consider some of the implica-
tions regarding the erroneous doctrine of volition.

Volition, or free will (s it has been commonly called), is the notion that human beings possess a so-called power of
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choice. This power of choice allegedly enables a human to freely decide between two or more alternatives and to
select that alternative which he believes will be better for him, but that e could have chosen any of the other al-
ternatives, volition being the “first cause’ of his choice. One philosophic school holds that the fundamental choice
volition imposes upon humans is the choice to think or not to think, that this choice is the basis for any other
choice any human might make. This same phiiosophic school, in attempting to establish their particular doctnne.sf
volition, demonstrates the fallacy of psychological determinism. They point out that psychological determinism is
the belief that a human’s behavior is the result of forces which impinge on him, forces over which the human has
absolutely no contro! (his posture before these exterior forces being one of passivity). This belief fails to take into
account the distinctive nature of the human animal and reduces him to a mechanistic automaton which reacts to
the exterior forces that act upon him. As I shall show, both volition and psychologicaf determinism are false beliefc
; and, therefore, do not explain human behavior. And I shall briefly point out what the truth is.

4 In the first place, nothing that occurs just ‘happens.” There is a natural explanation for everything which occurs. We

j| may not understand what it is, but the law of identity is irrevocable—a thing is what it is and not something else.

}i Stated another way (as the law of excluded middle), a thing cannot be both what it is and what it is not at the same

w time and in the same respect. And what a thing is, is the result of specific causes, which were the result of specific
causes, etc., etc. Not any thing that exists came into existence out of nothing, since nothing doesn’t exist (every-
thing that does exist is some thing, not nothing}. The point is, there’s no such thing as a cause without a cause—
uncaused causes don’t exist. (The universe is everything which exists; it has always existed in the sense that it has
no beginning nor ending; it needs no cause, since there is nothing exterior to it.) A first cause is an impossibility, as
every cause hias one or more prior causes. So much for voiition as a first cause.

A further point which follows from the above paragraph is that what a thing is determines what it can do. Given an
environmental context, what a thing will do is determined by what it is. To be specific, a person’s behavior is what
it is because of the kind of person he is at the time, and this particular behavior of his is the only way he could have
behaved, given the kind of person he was at the time he acted. Had his behavior been different in any way, he would
not be the same kind of person—he would have had to be a different kind of person for his behavior to be different
from what it was. But a thing is what it is at any given time—it is nof something else. So, when a human chooses a
certain course of behavior, he chooses it because he is a specific kind of person at the time the choice is made; and,
since he is what he is, he can make no other choice. The axiomatic law of identity applies to all things {entities),
and humans are no exception. What a thing is, given its environment, determines what it will do. What a human is,
given his environmental context, determines what his behavior will be. Aristotle really was correct when he pointed
out that a thing is what it is and not something else at any given fime and in any given respect. (Rut of course, no

“  one could know anything were this fact not an invariable axiom.)

. “But,” as some have argued, “if only.ene-course-is open to a person at any given time and he cannot choose any
\ other, then he doesn’t really make a choice at all. A particular civice presupposes the ability to choose differently
( or it is obvious thaf no choice has téen made.” The argument is specious and its solution simple. The concept
choice is necessary simply because humans are not omniscient. Reulity poses many problems, and humans must

solve these problems for their well-being. Since a person has to figure out for himself what is the best way of solv-

j" ing his own problems, and since he doesn’t know everything, he is confronted with what seems to him to be many

" W : alternatives. Given his environmental circumstances, he will make the choice of one of the alternatives whether ot
- / not he understands clearly why that choice is conducive to his well-being. And when he makes the choice, he is con-
LHE P cious of having made it and of having rejected the other alternatives. As far as he knows, he has made the best
,}J‘“ s /:hoice, or at least he believes that he is making the only choice possible to him in certain circumstances {as, for ex-
Y. - L . ample, when he has to act but is not sure what other alternatives are open to him). Were he omniscient, no choice

oo A would be possible—as he would know everything, he could have no problers nor alternatives nor uncertainty and,

mj\/’/ therefore, no choice to make. The concepis alternative and cheice are meaningful precisely because humans, not

%?ﬁ“' .. being omniscient, have to decide what their future behavior will be. Both choice and alfernative can only have mean-
ing in the absence of omniscience. All of which brings me to my next point, about human nature.

Aristotle defined man as a ratienal animal. If animal is understood to mean a living being with the ability of self-
locomotion and rational is understood to mean the ability to think conceptually (I understand think to mean any
censcious mental activity which results in an expanded awareness; with this meaning, humans aren’t the only ani-
mal that thinks ... but he is the only animal that thinks conceptually), Aristotle’s definition is correct and complete
(since all the other human characteristics are subsumed under [being made possible and explained by] the two
fundamental human characteristics, animality and rationality). Because the distinctly human mode of mental opera-
tion is conceptual, 2 human is not restricted in his thinking by the perceptual concretes with which he is faced in his
immediate environment. Because of the conceptual nature of human consciousness, a human has the inherent facul-
ty of reason. By learning how to use this faculty, a human can develop the ability to integrate the facts relevant to
him, make correct inferences, reach accurate conclusions, and to direct his behavior purposefully toward the achicve-
ment of the best life possible to him within the limits of his environmental context. The point of emphasis is that a
human, by virtue of his distinctive form of consciousness, has the potential for learning how to behave himself in
harm;)ny with the requirements of his own well-being (to the extent made possible by his knowledge and his environ-
ment ).

With the above definition of think in mind, please note that babies think, even before they are born. That the devel-
opment of their mental structure is to some extent caused by their pre-natal experiences is faitly common knowledge.

The question arises, “What makes a person what he/she is at any given point in time?” To answer, “A person is what
he is because of the choices he has made, or the thinking lie has done or failed to do,” is to beg the question and to
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leave one with the absurd conclusion that a human is nothing until he thinks and makes choices! Even if we use the
formula of the above mentioned philosophic school~that volition is the choice to think or not to think—there is
obviously a first time when one makes the choice to think or not to think. In actual fact, though, his initial choice
is either on what he will think about or the intensity with which he will think about it, ot both ... not whether he
will think or not! The simple truth is that everyone makes the particular choices he makes because of what ke is—
because of the kind of person he is when he makes each choice. And what a person is, is ultimately reducible to
the causal factors of his heredity and his environment. {t should be needless to point out that what a person is, as
determined by heredity and environment, is not the product of his own choice to think or not to think—that is,
of his own volition. Also, it would be foolish to point out that what a person is always precedes any choice he
makes ... that is, i would be foolish were it not for the popular belief in volition (which belief negates the law of
identity as applicable to human behavior).

I'll leave the rest ‘til later, John, as I have some other thingswhich need attention. Just as a quick sum-
mary, though, reflect for a moment—if morality is based on volition, as most people hold im plicitly
and as Objectivists hold explicitly, and if volition has no basis in fact, whence cometh morality? In the
final analysis, I'm convinced it’s ‘necessary’ because most people have not yet learned to be fact-
centered and ‘need” such crutches for their flagging self-esteem. The following may make the foregoing
in this paragraph clearer. ’

A standard is determined by the purpose for which it is required. To discover what the standard of hu-
man judgment is, one must discover what is the purpose of human judginent. The purpose of human
judgment is the maximization of human well-being. Now, what s ndard must one use if he is to suc-
cessfully maximize his well-being? The answer is, one must use H5S OWN SELE-INTEREST as the
standard of his judgments in order to successfully maximize his well-being. And it becomes obvious at
once that Rand is wrong when she says that there are no conflictsof interestf between or among rational
men ... though they are few and far between and most of them can be resolved without resort to violence.
I was wrong when [ held that the self-interest of one man could not conflict with the self-interest of
another man, and my error was in holding to a moral absolute—the error of the frozen absclute. The
rule of self-interest is absolute and universally applicable to each individual as individuals, but a frozen
moral absolute is collectivistic in nature and, if believed, will cause the true believer to act contrary to
his self-interest at times when he really needs to know that his own self-interest is supreme where his
~own behavior is concerned.....
Maybe I'll have my article finished when I hear from you after your trip to Russia. ’'m not going to
make personal references, nor will I refer to ‘the Authorities,” in my article. I don’t wish to put anyone
down, and I think that what is held by any particular person or school is relevant only insofar as it is
necessary to refer to it to counter prevailing error. I don’t believe it necessary to name them; I do be-
lieve it best not to name them. My article will be a good one, and I have said all this to inquire of you
as to whether you think it can be published in The Personalist. 'm reasonably sure that [ can get it
published in three parts in The Individualist (and get paid for it), but I would prefer The Personatist
to The Individualist. Pm very busy (our psychological counseling service has picked up and my new
business takes quite a lot of time), so I really can’t say when P’ll have this article finished. If those on
The Personalist’s Staff who decide on what is acceptable for publication in The Personalist always in-
sist on references at the end of the articles, please so inform me, as my article will have no such refer-
ences. I think this requirement is an academic one and probably exists because there are so few people
who do their own thinking.

As for our psychological counseling service, we have had some tremendous successes and are really
looking forward to the development of our black-market service. 'm telling you this in confidence,

of course, as we certainly don’t want any trouble from the modern, dark-age, psycho-practitioners who
are backed by the government gun. Our latest success was with a professor of geology who had intended
to avail himself of Branden’s services until he found that he couldn’t spare the time. We have Iearned how
to help our clients to de-repress and bring into awareness that which is the source of their psychological
problems so that they can understand them and do something about them. They go away from here
dliffere'nt persons, literally! And we’re going to keep on learning (assuming that Big Brother leaves us
alone)! .

__ Best regards, — * | “
/
Morris G, Aannehill // ]
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| know that not all determinists hold that a persons consciousness has nothing to do with his behavior and that Branden presents a
one-sided view of determinism, and | plan to revise the 2nd par. of my article so as to reflect this.

By the way, I’'m fast coming to the conclusion that it isn’t an intellectual revolution we need but a psychological revglution. All the
talk about ‘libertarian strategy for the cause’ is so much horseshit {though horseshit can be putto a good use) except for its minimal,
‘spin-off’ result in causing more people to think more clearly. 1]l take mentally healthy peopie to bring about peace and freedom!
Sad to say, few libertarians are very mentally healthy (though they are, generally, more psychologically free than maost people). |
should have seen this much sconer—psychological freedom is the firm foundation of social freedom (in fact, social freedom doesn’t
have any other foundationt},
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"Dear Tanny,

Thanks for your letter just received on wy return from Russia. I could write volumes
onthe chseprvations glesned on my trip, but I shall refrein here - I also have hundreds
of faseinating pictures of the land and the people in Sib eria and Eurcopean Russia.

Yo travelsd over seven thousand miles within RBussia {alwavs on umroflut, which compares
favorably to Awerican airiines in safety though not @ in luwwyl). And now school is
about to begin, and Iucarcely have time to breathea. .
Though I would like to see your proposed article in The Personalist, I would
your sake to suggest thatyou send it first to The IndJVLéuallst, first, The Imdi
pays; second, it commands 2 much wider audience, one much forezm gvmpathg"“
ideas; third, it is not as strictly philosophicsl a journal, with the result that
@very line would not be sublcted to the detailed p philosophic cruixﬁv gy and ceriticism
that it would if it were carvrééd by The Persomalist. =~ The-matter of Ffootnotes has
‘nothing whatever to do with it (many articles and Zions in ThePersonalist contain
noene, and the presence of fooinotes is no orite il for acaeptlhg articles}.
The heart of the matter is that theve ) t or ddtailed traning in philosphy
in graduate school, with a succession ¢f-“feachers ng over everything one
say and subjecting it to the most dethiled mcvmmiry aﬂé criticism. You ave
well in philosophy consideripg #Hat you were not trained im ity but in ever
places this lack of training-thows, and would be spotted at once by readers
kind ThePersonalist has xamples are so numercus that it is hard
ones te mindg the?l'v@ that sticks in my mind is from your prefious paper, "IF
to have valuss ’ ngl like thatl, let's make freedom it!"™ - which w
immediately be" 11t en by philosophers, first as polemdc entering a scholarly journal,
secondlas Bimprewud fpproved (why not "Let's m&ke pleasure it" or even "kht®
the a*fhl 1 ideal of society it"?)., Whether one's statements are true or false, the
wrlting must be finely honed; #h and the excerpts from @ your latest one are much
better In tha respeet than the earlier one you submitted and then withdrew from The
Perscnalist, But the writing is not free of these thmgs yet: for example, on the bottom
of p. 1 oijourla?ten of Aug. 25, you say “Vﬂlit'grg oy free will...” How these are
just not the same, and every philosopy major knows it. Volition has to do with wills
whether the will is free is another ratter, The First question belong so the enormous
c urrent literature on thefconcept of wolition; the second belongs to the even move
enormous literature on the free-will vs. determinism problew.

I 'am no specialist in the literature on the concept of velliticn: but I think 4. i. Melden's
book Free Action summarizes the prchl ems and falternatives well, and 7, Annese's article
wfon volition im 1he 1869 Perscnalist is very sensible. It all depends of course, on what
“volition" means. Aquinas divided mental activities into cognitive, emmu*onali and
voliticnal, and in a rough way this is correct - shat you know, what ywu do, §
And certainly there are exdpericnes that can be c&;iad volitional, @.g., of
thing and nevertheless deciding to do another, experiences of deliberation and o luw witrn
and striving and then d601a1nga But I do beiieV@ that "wolitions" as a kind of mente.
act or process agar from all these things is a fiction, and in this latter sem: b
no such thing as volitions. (And I certainly agree with vyou on the further peint, not
really connected with it, that the Objectivists are wrong in saying that there was once
an altarnative "to think or not te thimk" which we confronted at some moment in time.)

WA
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But I do think you are mistaken on p. 2 {first complete parvagraph) in ifdentifying the
Causal Principle with the Laws of Idﬁrtlty and Non-contradiction. These are clearly
distinct; whether everything is what it is, is a different issue From whether evervthing
hathappens has a cause. The first of these iz discussed in detaill in thapter 3 of my
1fr0duet€en to Philosophical Analysis, and the other is discussed in detail in Chapter 5.
'S first cause and uncaused causes, see the saune ook, pp. 4289-43%, 436, I discuss

8

e issue there as well as I ean, and can't really repeat the points in a letter.
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snother place where I think you confuse two things is in the wmiddle of pe s
one course is open to a person at any given time...then he doesn't really make 2
at all.'t That people do choose is an indwbitable fact of experience; for e
chose a few moments ago to start a Jetter to you. Whether that cholce is L
or another of the wany confusing and interconnected meanings of the term "IV
another and very different question - if every choice iz 100% causedd by preex
factors, then he still chocses but his choice isn't free (in gne sense ofPfree’, the
sense in which freedom excludes determinism). sgain a confuslion of cholece with
indeterminiatic freadom. =~ And then vou go on To compound the error: you state that
the solution is sémple, that the concepts of choice and alternative are neaningful
because people aren’t omniscient, ete. THis of course is true - if we were omniscent
we would have no héed for choices - but it doesn't answer the question posed, namely,
whether if only one course 13 really open the personcan be said to make a choice.
People do have to choose because thevire not omnisclent, etc., but that in no way
decides the question as to whhther their choice is free in some indeterministic sense.
That again is & differently question, not to be confused with the other one. Une
must at least keep his questions cleaxr and distinat!

3
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And again (skipping a page for 1zek of time} I must object to your quick inference
from well-héhng to one's own well~being f{p. 3). You say "The purpose of hus dud

is the maxPéimization of human well-being® (though I would be interested in les ng
how you know thiz - you have to he very careful about the use of the word "proppose”

in a context other than that of human srtifices - sea p. 245 of Intmpduction to
Philosphical Analysis), I don't think there is apy one thing that you can call
purpose of human judgment {who purposed it that way? God? ), But waiving ;
you fly right in the next sentence to the assertion of one's own ga LE=hn
standard of judgment.j And it iz not at all elear to me how you get
to the second. 1 might say that if hmmx the maximdgdséon of huwman we
what I ought to aim at, then I ought to aim at it regardbess of how I
that if I lay down my life in order to protect scmeons against ag reasion o
or pay dearly to protect or Aefend momeone else's rights, T am achievip
of human well-being in these circumstances hut not necessarily the waximisation
salf-interest, The two often, but not always, go together, and I have long oo
something thatyou now apparentiy agree with, that Rand's claim that the salfl
interest of pational men never clakhes, is just not true. It ien®t truei bhul s

in that event, it is the maximization of human well~belng that one ghould opt to follow,
or the maximation of seff-intereal, still rewains an open, and often very acule, guestion

Well, I'd like to keep on - hut time Forbids, Classes begin TOmWOrrow, and I
auite exhausted from the trip. I hope you have received your copy of my bo
. I have some "doubts about certain detalls of iibertarianism” to convey
£ pu wish them, but that must wait For another time. Thanks again for writl

¥

pood luck with your beautiful new machine.

All hept wishes,




2953 S. Aurelius Rd.
Onondaga, M1 49264
September 26, 1971

Dear John,

Thanks for yours of the 19th. 1’d surely like to visit with you and hear about your trip to Russia. Maybe
one of thesedays . ... ..

Every person who learns and continues to learn what the achievernent of his well-being requires will de-
velop an attitude toward himself with which he is extremely pleased ... even when he receives a letter
from, say, a well known doctor of philosophy which informs him of certain things about which he had
been ignorant. Formerly, 1 would have felt hurt if someone had pointed out certain defects {from a
modern philosopher’s standpoint) in my writing, but | am actually grateful to you for pointAR&m out

(in your very diplomatic way). (As | remember, | said, “If there is to be a “wave of the future,” let’s make
freedom it!”’ but | must agree that this kind of talk is inappropriate for publication in The Personalist
[though | had given reasons why ‘the wave of the future’ should be freedom and not something else
which is inimical to human well-being] .) | do understand now that I don’t know how to talk the fangu-
age of modern philosophers. And, while | could criticize some aspects of this truth, | aiso recognize that
one must, if he really wants to be understood, learn how to be precise inn what he says {as well as how 1o
keep relatively simple in what he says). | shall accomplish this laudable goal—that is, | shall continue to
learn how better to express my ideas. And | shall never stop learning as long as | live and am able to do
so, my major subject being myself {or my seif}. My life has become such that { think it probable that
won't find the time or the inclination to finish my article {Volition, etc.}; | have several other things
which are of greater importance to me and which will get my bills paid and result in my well-being {much
moreso than the publication of that article!}. Eventually, someone will grasp what the truth is re volition
and subject themselves to the hassle which will ensue when they attempt to get the truth known by pub-
lishing their ideas. in fact, a few have already tumbled to the truth, at least vaguely, and are grasping
their way out and into print on aspects of free will vs. determinism (1 ‘mean within the ranks of libertar-
ianism), and 1’'m going to be very interested to see how the garbled philosophy of libertarianism progresses
(or regresses, which | consider at least a possibility}. From your last letter | have learned, also, that volition
has other meanings than the meaning | learned it had from my study of Objectivism, and i am made to
wonder why, if they knew it, did Objectivists not at least indicate that volition had other meanings than
the one meaning they intended to convey to their audience. | am becoming more and more u nenamoured
of Objectivism. It was instrumental in getting me pointed in the right direction, or {mavbe it would be
better to say) turning me from my slow journey toward more misery and ultimate disaster, but that's

the extent of what | can say about it favorably. I've found many devotees of Objectivism to be very ob-
noxious, and certain views they got, or derived, from Gbjectivism is (with little doubt in my mind) caus-
ally responsible for the psychotogical wrecks they‘ve becorme. {(Which no doubt increases Branden's [and
our] market!) When it is virtually certain that most people’s psychological problems can be traced back
to the first three years of their lives (and most of these within the first two years}, it’s so absurd for the
devout Randroid to hold that most people behave irrationaily “because they have chosen not to think !
How utterly absurd. How a lack of understanding is destroying our world, and so many Objectivists
contributing to this lack ... mostly for the purpose of supporting their flagging egos! Well, I'm not sad to
observe what's happening to Objectivism, especially when | see the number of people who are rising above
its errors. 1'm very gratified, as a matter of happy fact!

My only interest in the subject of volition (the Objectivist variety), aside from my desire to be phiio-
sophically correct {especially with regard to my beliefs about human behavior}, is because of the psy-
chological effect the belief in vofition has on some (very fikely, alf} people. As long as a person believes
the Objectivist doctrine re volition, he can never understand why a person behaves as he does and he is
very apt to behave himself in response to some irrational behavior of another person in such a manner so
as to make the other person’s irrationality worse instead of in a manner which would provide the irrational
one with knowledge which could or would bring him out of his irrational state {(as might be the case were
he to understand). No person ever acts consciously in a manner which is less than the best or least bad
way he knows. if that way is harmful to himself and/or shim others, it is because he didn't possess the
knowledge of how to do things better—that is, he did the best he could have done {or the least bad} given
the state of his knowledge at the time and in those circumstances. When a person does something wrong
because he doesn’t know any better {meaning, he actually didn’t have the knowledge which is necessary
for him to know better), he can certainly be held accountable for his behavior and made to repair his
damage insofar as it’s humanly possible to him, but the cause of his behavior waex is that he didn’t know
any better. Helping the erring one to understand this by giving him the knowledge that he formerly didn’t
possess is the only completely satisfactory way to rectify the damage he did insofar as humanly possible.
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How time passes! And T just moved my IBM Compeser inte my new, Lensing office today, se
I1°11 have Lo finish with this SCH Electra 220 of my wife's. Its type really locks sickl

If I understand you correctly at tep ef Page 2, yours of S@p‘%a 19, veu misunderstoed me
==} wag not dealing there, in the par. to which yeu referred (middle of p. 2, wine of
8-25) ., with whether & chelce iz free o» not. As I°m sure you reslize (frem reading my
letter of 8-25), I believe that every cholcs ig determined, It's certainly not "free”

in the sense ef having no cause, or sntecedent facters which gave rise te it. It is de-
termined by 1- what the choeser is at the time the chelcs is made and 2- the envirermental
context, What the cheosing-one is {at any given time) includes what his p@g@ﬁ@l@g&@ﬂ
makeup iz, If it were pessible te know precisely and completsly what a person’s snviren-
mentel context and psyche-bielogic makeup wers, 1t would also be p@&sihl@ te prediet
exactly what M@ hie behavior weuld be. Of course, this isn't possible (te know

another psrson’s psycho-bielegic maksup), but the peoint is that wha*t & psrson is, glven
his particular enviromment, determines what his behavier {ineluding his mental zctivi
will be, I den’t see anything so diffiecult with this esubject, I think philoiephsrs
guilty ef @V&?@@mm.i’ieam@m

Where 1 speke of the purpese eof humen Jjudgment being the n igation uf humen well-
being, I think the centext makes 1t clsar that it is indivi well=baing intended.
Purpese, involving conscious intention (yes, I did read y@ma refsrences) , w aﬁw&m
individuvalistic. "What is the purpese of {that machine?™ really wmeans “What e
purpose of the owner of that msehine with msp@@‘&:, te it?* If one wanted te knmow mhw
the machine did, he would desire te know ﬁﬁ“ﬁ functien {E Inow=-you do make this dig-
tinetion), = How de I knew that the purps mn Juwdgment, inm the ceze of sag th
individual human, 1s the maximization of h:’m mﬂw@@kﬁg‘? Becauge humen *mmgmﬂﬁ The
chief funetion of the human bmﬁﬁ, and 1t is arrived at gmmse‘fmm 3 . gome
attempt is made to arrive at one’s judgments purposefully), ¥ The brein
must funetion according to natural laws, and ene of the natural laws snsbles us to knew
that the brain will malfunetion witheut knowledge., With the appropriate knewladge,
however, purposeful judgments do result in one’s well-being being maximized. The intended
purpose of every human jJudgment iz the maximization of the well-being of the one making
the judgment, The reasonable purpose of one’s judements is the mezimization of his own
wall-being, How do I know this? It sqguares with man®s need te survive, and 1%t makes
sense (I don®t have any divine illuminatien). Do you have douvbits about the purposs of
{individusl) humsn Judgment? - And the point I made is that self-interest is sach
man’s standard of Jjudgment because well-being is his puzﬁgs@m@ FPlease read that par.
agein, It°s true, of course, that what constitutes ons’s self-interest is a sub %@m
&bm&t which ﬁﬁ%} nany w@pla kn@@‘ very much, wh&t I intend by ‘self-interest® aws 1§

rest of one's self, and demonstrably so, or s
t@ one’s actmi weilmbeing as v@mfmd hy the relevant facts, =~ 1 ses that this
ject might become an endless ene/ so, since I have soms other work needing me, L°LL et
to 4t and come back to this lethter later,

(10-30-71) HMoving inte an office in Lansingwas veally a great move,but I've besn worke
ing almost sround the clock! I°ve ralsed my price from % o $10 anhour to M“‘iagmmwg@
some of the business, hoping t8§ decrease the demand (my °supply’® is just so muchi),
and I thinkI®*1ll have to go to $15 amh@mﬁ before supply and demand is brought into
equilibrimm, I moved imwith an artist {graphic arts) who is right next & door o &
rapid printing shop (Copy Quick ... does offset printing ‘while you wait®), snd the
artist and the printing shop have been very good advertisers for me. I do exception—
ally good work, and it is quite an advantage to both of them to be able to get ‘t%@:‘m
composing needs met on the spot (in most ca 63} instead of heving to waillt a day or two,
My minimumfeharge is $2.50, and some of %h@ﬁ&ﬁ@ﬁ@ less than 5 winutes, The pm prospects
of $100+ work days are becoming more and move fascinating!

Before I forget it, a reminder. In your PS to your letier of 1-25-71, you saids
“1I*m sorry you sent for my book onlibertarianism - I would have sent vou a copy of two



JH 9=26 (10-25/30) =71 3
Tor them 1f they are at all numercus.)” I have received the book I paid for and which

1 ordered for Antheny 1.5, Alexander {see bottorm of page 3 of mine of 1«28 4n which I
accepted your kind offer), but I haven’t received my copy femkegeaph(sutographed, please)
from you., OSecondly, before I received the copy for A IS 4, T received & letter from Roy
Childs in which he mentionoed that you had quoted @xtans:ﬁ:mly fyrom TMFL, so I think it

correct o consider the quotes from TMFL (in LIBERTARIANISM) to come me within your speci-
fications of "zt all numerous.” What would you say =f a falr price would be?

b A

r@&d@r of LIBEETARIM@ISM and 'é@.‘i_al no deoubt receive save ra,l e ’ \
selection of wmhxek what to quote from TMFL is excellent, I mgmt to say that h@}tn of
ug {vou and I) have missed the fundamental points re whether a government is or is net
nosded B8 (The following was pointed out to me by a person from whom you'll be hearing
shortly but who asked that I not mention him to you by name,) Limited government adwo-
cates (lga) seem te think that their limited, constitutional geovermment would bring
society as close to uteopis as it's p@sgiﬁﬁﬁ to be, and they just can’t ses how *@.;m i
{ prosumably new%ss.m?} things would be done without a govermment, And most lg
that “sbjiective law” is an absolute wequirement se that psople can know the be
thair hahaviﬂr and know what they are prohibited from doing. Well, for sne thing,
view ignores the sxistence of natuesl law or &t least doesn®t congider its exlistence %o
be of much importance (I assume because most people don't know it exists), Secondl v
it must hold that, sven though there is such g thing se = natural law, § ]
recognize and be bound by it Well, as long 25 = i man-mads mw Bre dn W
it is doubitful that most peopls will know but very litile about ms
and it is equally doubtful that they®ll learn how to behave themselves ascowd
natural law and, thus, how to behave peasefully until the idea of government (
that humans require rulers and "objective,” man-made law) is seen for what it
idea involving slavery (again, I'm talking sbout real goverrments, not the fle
abgstraction of a Randian govermment nor the "4 tad"™ government of Lecnard }
Read which, though it tames its ecitizens, dessn®t viclate their righte /1/).0f course,
whatthe lga's mean by W@bj@@%ive laws” 1z, no doubt, codified natural laws with ‘Wvﬂ Lias
attached for viclations, but we've shown why such laws cannot be obisetive in Cha »
af T‘MFL Th@ manered handliing ag,gmssi@ﬂ mnim sh@?‘t’ﬂy "%@e@@m@ @t@ﬂa&wﬁ m«i iﬁaﬁm

ﬁ@@‘l@'ﬁ?& h@uleﬁ, have & veateci interest in dis ﬂwamyzg @mci i.mpl&m@ﬁmm %t&m wm % f«ﬁ‘; wz
of m&inta“nng peace and justice. So wopld virtually svervons elsel Though hoping for
utopia is foolish, it is demonstreble thatthe Tree magk et, operabing solely within the
context of natural law, is the best instriment for achieving and mﬁsmMExmg peace and
Justiece., Oncs, men wanted bto BmE be told how %o live by a Ged or Gods, Then, mexn de-
cided that they needed a socistal instrument to tell fhmmk them how they should live {or

else!), whish ides has resulted 4n so much human missry! And whish idea still lingers.
Eh?

metion to Philosophical Analvsis, you gpeak of a
dng te be “palatable btmt mmni&lllgibl@ ‘and other views being “intelligible
but mpal@ﬁable.“ You've probably had this pointed out te you before., I can understand
that an intelligible view mik might be unpalatable (thouegh I'm not so sure 4f the view
is with regard to the truth of some aspect of human nature ,.. end I don’t consider
death to be an unpalatable subject) but how can an EEREIBETEEEEEEE vndntelligible view
be palatable to an intelligent, reasonsbls person, John? Such 2 view would be %”L@“mhm

only to these who preferred faith to reason, as an wiintelligible view would have to be
could snly be) accepted on faith, Since you know of no view on the operation of hunan
conscliousness which is both palatsble and intelligible (or didn®t when vou wrobte Phil,
Anal.), I°d like to lnow what questions you have on the view I've presented which is
based on the law of identity, (I den®t think I°m too dense to understand them,)

Re psychology, if you baven’t read Janov®s IHE PRIMAL SCREAM, plesse put it ERE on your
reading agenda. Janev has soms views which can cause much m@mm}, anguish and sven some
harm 1if the reader is very sensitive and not very perceptive (in the sense of belng a
genuine, ﬁ,GiE’% in&ep@nd@nt thmgrwb oo Z%:.Réz his mquiwmemt that a persen writhe and

[P RN N B e B

On Page %f‘v} last par., in 4An Intreduction to Philesophd
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“total” ese JBNOY maﬂy likes that %@‘@?d) o L've Imown twe pecple alwveady who hv@ b@@n
through much mental anguish because of this Janovian requirement. One, almost tmihs t(@
the peint of suiecids, and the other had decided to give up trying to make ps‘y@h@l@gﬁ,@&i
progress as hls situation (for twe reasons) made it impossible for him to writhe and
scream! The first has made considerabile progress since understanding this Janovian
arror, and the second sesmed gratified te lesrn of the error {and I haven't heard from
him since last weekend when he was here and went back home, 400 miles away), Well, I
have learned much mere about the nature of repression since reading ZHE PRIMAT, SCREAM,
and this is the value of Janov's book, Most people’s neurotic behavior began very

early in their life, the vast majority of them within the first three years. Every
ehild has certain needs, If thess needs are not met properly and the wnfulfilled nead
implies certain fasts (or a fact) which the ehild Finds unbearable, he will attempt to
deny that nesd (in most cases, to be loved, held, coddled-to be cared for with love) by
repressing the knowledge of the implications of his parents’ failure to love and cawe
for him 2s they should and by becoming unreal in his attempt to get their love and the
cars he needs. And he centinmes being unresl, motivated by the blocked feelings THIGHER
(blocked memories, Yoo, which wers a pert of his repression) ¢ An his adult behavier
until he remembers and relives the experisnce which was wnbearahle to him as #e & child
and fesls what he refused to fael back then. When one does remember and derepresses,
though, he makes meny commections and can then understand his sompulsive behavior {e,.g,.,
to make peopls like him, s:i11 attempting to get his parent®s love), and he sses that
he had to become neurotie in order to preserve his sanity, that he had ne other choles
at the time (he was 2 years o0ld! ... and the cbnoxious Randreid looks down and BEVS
"He didn’t choose to thinki®18!), that the realization as the young child that his
parents didn®t love him would have been too much for him to. recognize (he couldn‘t )
stood it, and no child can ... see why there is &0 much reurosis?), and that his
&8 a child is no longer his nesd as an adult. But, further, this ares of his 1 %
has been blocked, causing him to be wfeeling (2 nusb greynsss in many ceses), can
be used for him instead of having Yo use so much mental energy meintaining the rep
sion and being at war with himself, Linde and I have been spending wmost of our
when possibls, remembering our childhood, discovering the bloeksd fealings as we
the instances in sur childhood when we came to the realization, “They won't like me as I
am,"” and becams unreal, as we thought would get us the attention we wers being deprived
of (which never works, of course), until our foelings {emotional feelings) and our
reason are kmxdy hardly ever in conflict g BOTe oo and we're really learning what 4i
is to be happy! I don’t find nysell worrying anymore sbout whether this person opr that
will 1ike me, as my neurotic, compulsive need for wy mother®s Jove (she tried ¢o wiil e
when I was 3 years old) is ne longer my motivation when interacting with others, Both
Linda and I come from extremely miserable childhood experisnces, and me# we've heth suce
coaded in escaping from our mothers® influence, We're really fortunate dmhs in having
each other (both of us ave very interssted in psychology) ,

ALl for now, Hope you're back inthe swing of things (since the start of another school
year) snd things are going well with von and Fours,

Best resgards,

P, 3, For what it’s worth, Linda says tell you that, since noting the style of Four
writing (in LIBERTARTANISM), she®s much more impressed with you, I surely hope we®ll
be able to get rersenally acquainted some day.




8229 Lookolut Mt. Ave. Los Angeles 90045 DlNov 24 1971
Dear Tanny,

Thanks for yomn letter of Sept., 26 which must actually have been Oct. 26 since I
received it Oet. 29. Your new type looks very good indeed. CGood luck with the
new chosen profession.

First on the matter of the quotations from you in kibertarianiem. After you wrote ne
that I could use them, ad lib, as I wished, I ended up using quite a few - more than
T had originally intended. I did try to take the very best ones, the ones that had

impressed me the most. I ém could have done without some of them (while still having
a complete thought) butd I thought that the inclusion of some further ones would
ehhahce both my bock and your reputation. Now you would like some money for the
quotations. Well, I guess I could oblige, bud T woulrd préfer to wait and see whether
my own book will turn out to be anything but la total loss: and at the moment that

is what it looks like. Nash is doing nothing whatever to publicize it. Even the
most obvious and least expensive places that I suggest to him for publicizing the
booky or at lsast letting people know of its existence, op sending review copies,

he doesn't do it. The company is going through bad times, but I am most unhappy
their & bad handling of the book. I wish now that I bad taken an offer frow &

better known Eastern publisher. I was indeed promised {in the contrast) $1000

on publication of the ook regardless of its sales, but I haven®™t even received that.
Apparently the company is in such bad financial straits that they can't afford even
that small outlay. A few months age they were about to close up shep entirely w but
were bailed out at the last minute. So let me see - the pictured should be clearsr

in a few months, but it looks now as if the wonntains of wopk T want thro in
writing that Book wkikkx may add to my reputdation but will end up petting we 1

than ten cents an hour for my work,

When you say that both of us missed the Ffundamental polits re whether a g
or is not needed, I don't know quite what points you mean. Many drities
R®viewer of Ramparts, castigateg me for believing in government, but they not answer
my arguments, I have no objection to private police forces replacing ment ones,
as I indicated, but that still doesn't eliminate governuwenty the private police forces
should still not "take the law into their own handa" - they must be responsive to, and
act in obedience to, the law of the land {pp. &&Bmx 419-20), ‘'Torce is too dans
thing, even in its retaliatory use, to be left to the whims of individuals. A :
laws, published in advanced and knowable to all, is required to regulate the use of
force, if men are to enjoy any sort of security in their soci2l existence.® (p. 419)
The only alternative I see is for defense and arbitration agencies & la your booky and
surely each person will runm to the agency he likes most, which will then use whatsver
methods it finds most effective (or feels like using) on members of other agenc}
and chaos would“result (a Hobbesean "state of nature"), On matters in which faeling
run ftrong.{the very matters that wake wars}, people will just pot accept the eerdict of
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an arbitratdfion agency, esp. as long as there are others who will decide something

diffebdntd. -~ You refer to "natural law". I consider this no solution at all.

The content of "matural law” is too shaky a thing to reet anything on. And as long as
there Is one perszon who would viclate it, one has to have an impartial machinery fop
taking care of that one person, seeing to it that he has a trial by jury and iz otherwise
fairly treated while still being incarcerated if he {s found guilty, etc. It may not be

to the financial interest of anvone (such as a iail) to do this - or, it would be only if
they could be worked at very low wages and near-starvation raticns - and in the case of

the criminally insane, and other psychotics, #heg no one could make a profit cut of

their labors at all (they are unempioyable) and still there would have to be some machinery
to deal with them, uniess mx oneg wants them simply to s¥arve, or to walk the streets
@ssaulting people. -Right now the state does this, and inefficient as it is, I can't

think of any Retter alternative, What is required in such cases (dealing wilbh puspects,
apprehending thew and arresting them, care of the sick and the insane) is JUSTICE; and
justice in gealings with others is not &lways BCONOMICALLY profit-making.




ve other arguments, but most of them are in the book (439-

y one of them, and I'm sure my discussion of them is
ones you Wem wish to pursue; so I'11 wait for your
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As te send you a copy, I can, but you won't get £t at once. I have exactly one copy to
ny name. lNash.stocks no copies - all must be sent from the warehouse in Mlami, which
takes about Aa month., = flbave ordered numerous copies for people, and pald for them
in advance, and about half of them have never arrived at their intended ﬂfqtin&ixmnda
Hash blames the postoffice and there it stands: I've paid for the copies and they haven't
arrived, Whether the same will occur in your case, I cannct tell - time will tell.

In any case, I can't send an autographed copy, since the copy will come directly from
the Miawi waprehouse,

Yes, I have read "The Primal Scream” - as mush of it as I could take without @m1Tti
a primal scream myself! There Is really nothing very new in the book; some
3 8
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tell wme that they use some of his technigues among many cothers, but that he .
to preatly overvalue his own (as post therapists are). So wany books come up every
vear in psychotherapy, each clalwirg a breakt drﬁugha and vone of which have much

originality as one realizes if he has read a wmodicum of Freud, Jung, and others.
We seem at an impasse regarding ethical egoism. I have mentioned what seews to we an
ambiguity in Rfand's discussion af it: sometimes she gvaiﬁ@s sowething as pro-life
or pro-human-}ife, and sometimes only as g pro-this-man’s-iife. And theréds
a difference. If an egoist is definedias somsone who always acts To achieve the
fulfidiment of his own interests (at least he tries to - ha uaemu*+ S
and that this is his ONLY goal, then this view seems to me
other things that Rand and other object1v¢5ta also say, &,Q@ abauf huma:
It is surely not ALWAYS in a person’s interest to reaspect the rights of
if I am hunppyand I steal something from gouky in order to keep the wolf
I am not respecting your rights, but 1 am certainly prolonging my own exist
acting for my own self-interest. Even if 1 ewbezzdle funds from the bank in
way that I am pretty certain I won't get caught, I am taking woney from the d
{or from the bank's insurance ccm@any) but it is swurely to my interest to do
may neverhave any financial worries again, nor any inner worries elther. Thi
not hapgaﬂ with you or with me, but there are many people withi whom it happens:
one can't surely say that the thief ALWAYE is caught or is ALMAYS nagged by his @&
conscience etc. This would bs just overimplistic. In shopt$ there are a thoudsandg
ineidents in evervday life in which the practice of egeism would be incompatible wi
ﬁh@‘ﬂph@Jding of the rightsk of man. And then what has to give, the egoisnm or the
hts? I have never ssen In ObjﬁctLVLSt writing any answer to this; doubtless
Bve that po incompatibility would arise, but there seems to me no doubt that
it would =~ perhaps not as often as some people thiunk, but still, often enough.

-

I think there is a very real dilemms on the determinis: iasuag which } nas
really been able to resolve satisfactorily. @n the one hand, it seems cladr anpd obvious

that everything thatheppens (including human action) is aauseu, totally and completely,
by antedecent evenis and conditiomns.; f.e. that determinism is true. In that it
is also true that one could not have done differently from what one did, given ¢

causal factors. Then whas happens fo freedom? Un the other hand, we are as strongly conv:
{in practical lee} of freedom te do differently as we are {in cur scientific soments)

of the truth of determinism. We feel that we origipnated our acts and that we could have
dene other than we didy i.e. we feel that what Taylor calls the "theory of agency® is

trus -~ it is ocur common-gense belief about fresdom. . But this belief, attract iva as it

is, is in the end unintelligible (Jow can ome be a "Firet cause™ of one's atts?}; and

the deterministic view, though it seems true, is repugnant and unpalatable 1o us. )

I think that Richerd Taylor in his 1ittle book Metaphysics {eap, the chapter reprinted

in my paperback, Readings in Introd, Phil. &nalywisg gives an excellent feel for the

real difficulty of the issue, to which the authorz of simplistic solutions haventt done
Justice.




