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Preface 

This book grew out of my AB Timbro Sum- 
mer Seminar lectures in Stockholm, Sweden, during 
August 1986. 1 try to place on record a brief, acces- 
sible statement of the case for the free market sys- 
tem of economics, based on a view of human beings 
as moral agents and the legal system of a good com- 
munity as designed to nurture this moral agency. A 
far more extensive discussion of the present thesis 
will be available in my forthcoming Individuals and 
their Rights (Open Court, 1989). I have also written 
more extensively about the shortcomings of the eco- 
nomic argument for the free society, in my Capital- 
ism and I~~divid~ralism: Refialning the Argument for 
the Free Society (Hemel Hampstead, U.K.:  Harvest- 
er-Wl~eatsl~eaf, Ltd., 1989). 

I wish to thank Douglas Rasmusen, Douglas 
J. Den Uyl, J. Roger Lee, James Chesher, Eric 
Mack and David L. Norton for the many good dis- 
cussion that helped me get clear on some of the 
ideas discussed in this work. 

I thank the Jon M. Olin Foundation for sup- 
porting my on this and other projects. 

Tibor R. Machan 





The Human Essence is the Person's Individuality 

The econornic iliecr oyi~r.in?lln nrrtzlre 

There are significant differences between the  
moral and what 11is coine t o  be known as the eco- 
nomic (or an economic) defense of certain political 
arrangements, especial 
free market- economy. 
n o ~ n i c  defenses of cabi 

ly tha 
Cha  

talism 

.t of 
racter 
have 

the 
ec.o- 

of human nature whereby everyon; is motivated to 
satisfy his or  her desires. F-or example, Milton 
- * .  

Priedrnan says, 
... every individual serves his own private 
interest.. . . The great Saints of hstory 
have served their 'private interest' just 
as the most money grubbing miser has 
served his interest. The private interest is 

2 

whatever it is that drives an individual. 
["The Line We Dare Not Cross," 
Encounter, November, 1976: p. 1 l] 

George Stigler, another Nobel Prize winner, states, 
... Man is essentially a utility-maximizer 
--in his home, in his offlce (be it 
public or private), in his church, in his 
scientfic work- -in short, everywhere. 
[Lecture 11, Tanner Lectures, Harvard 



I n o n  University, April I 70". In  Richard McKen- 
zie, The Limits of Econonlic Sience, p. 6.1 

And iastly Gary Becker, the most explicit of the 
economic imperi- alists and reductionists, reaffirms 
the point: 

The combined assumptions of maximizing 
behavior, market equilibrium, and stable pref-' 
erences, used relentlessly and unflinchingly, 
form the heart of the economic approach as I 
see it. [The Economic approach to Human 
Behavior (U. of Chicago Press, 1976).] 

No room for Ethics 

This outlook plainly leaves no room for 
morality, since it rules out one of the essential. ingre- 
dients of any bona Jide, genuine moral perspective: 
free will, that human beings have the capacity to  
choose between alternative courss of action, the idea 
that they could have chosen to do somet'i~ing 
different from what they did do. 

If one ever morally blamed or praised some- 
one, whether it were a roommate, a lover, a parent, 
a political leader, a lecturer-or even a philosopher 
for misguided thinking-one would hold them res- 
ponsible for what they do. In these kinds of cases 
one regards what another does as either right or 
wrong, and one holds the person individually 



responsible for the deed. 
This is to be distinguished from the way we 

consider rocks or even dogs. I f  a dog bites the 
postman we might be upset. We do not take it to  
court and prosecute it for assault. We do  not look 
upon the dog as having personal, moral responsibili- 
ties in life, mainly because we do not acknowledge 
that dogs possess the capacity for choosing what 
they will do. 

We do  not usually look upon animals that are 
killers-very often of each other or of other living 
things-in a-- way that would warrant the kind of 
statement that we apply to  human beings, such as: 
"You ought not to  have done it," or "You ought to  
have done this." This is exactly appropriate lan- 
guage where we attribute personal freedom, a kind 
of metaphysical capacity for choice. The economic 
outlook, however, fails to  embrace the distinction 
we ordinarily draw between human conduct and the 
behavior of other entities in the world. Thus it 
excludes anything that gives credence to a moral 
perspective. 

The value Free Defense of Free Markets 

Thus the prominent defenses of capitalism 
have been amoral. They are often proudly called 



value-free o r  Wertfrei defenses of the market econ- 
omy. To  admit that there might be a moral defense 
of the market economy is tantamount to saying-for 
those who still view classical mechanics as the 
paradigm of science-that the scientific is not the 
most appropriate approach to this area of human 
life. And that appears t o  many to be intellectual 
defeat. 

I would like to argue, ultimately, that it is 
inappropriate to regard the mechanistic viewpoint as 
the scientzfic way of looking at human life. I propose 
that we reject this as our model of proper science 
which is, after all, extrapolated from one of the nat- 
ural sciences, mechanics, and imported into the 
human social sciences. It is clearly possible to argue 
with this extrapolation, and maintain that there may 
be a scientific approach to human life which is non- 
mechanistic, which does not  demand that human 
behavior be accounted for in the same way as the 
behavior of rocks or plants or even animals is 
accounted for. So we do  not need to grant the cur- 
rent purely mechanistic (positivist or  even evolution- 
ist) economic model of understanding human affairs 
the status of being the only scientific account. 

One of the difficulties of challenging this eco- 
nomic case for capitalism is precisely that the scien- 
tistic-to be distinguished from the 
scientific-approach to everything in nature, 



including human nature, has had such a hold on the 
intellectual community. Consider Marx, for exam- 
ple. I n  almost the whole corpus of Marxism, at 
least the corpus that Marx himself allowed to be 
published- notably Das Kczpital-he thrives to pro- 
vide a scientific account for economic, historical, 
and social development. 

Marxisr dialectical science 

Now, Marx is not an advocate of mechanistic 
science. He amends that framework by introducing 
what is known as the dialectic. But dialectical causal 
explanations have this in common with mechanistic 
c a b a l  explanation: they rule out basic choice. (And 
by "choice" I mean the capacity to initiate action, 
not merely the behavior associated with selecting 
one of many options, which is clearly something any 
animal can do and even inanimate objects such as 
computers are credited with.) Historical dialectical 
laws make it impossible for people e.g., to choose a 
different political, economical or legal system from 
what must follow the present one. Everything in 
the Marxism scheme must move forward. But  if 
you allow genuine choice for human life, individual 
or collective, you have to accept the possibility that 
some societies would back-slide, that in some epochs 
of human history things could generally get worse. 



(Marx allowed that some regression might occur 
here and there, but not in the system as a whole.) 

Marx too was entirely enamored of the 
Enlightenment notion of the natural sciences, by the 
kind of conception of nature that requires ever so 
complicated but ultimately efficient causal account. 
Such a causal account of human behavior starts 
with certain motivating factors. From these the rest 
of human life is then understood. By itself sci- 
entific, legal, artistic, and other cultural considera- 
tions are impotent-least of all does it matter what 
people are thinking and believing. (It is interesting 
that George Stigler, whom we had occasion to meet 
already, holds exactly this view-ideas make no 
difference and the world moves like a clock and all 
is as well as it could be. Leibniz would be proud of 
this economist!) 

Now, how could one hope in the face of this 
prominent preference for this causal, so-called sci- 
entific analysis, to introduce or re-introduce a moral 
outlook on human life? Certainly, in our daily per- 
sonal lives we accept, at least partially, a moral out- 
look. If my book is boring, the reader or reviewer 
will blame me for it. We assume I could have been 
more entertaining, or at least more lively. We treat 
authors, movie directors, political leadei-s-especially 
those we dislike-as if they were free agents. We do  
this with friends, relatives, etc. But when we enter 



an intellectual profession, such as social science and 
especially economics, this is often dropped. The 
officizl thesis is that such a viewpoint is, as the 
famous Harvard behaviorist psychologist B. F. Skin- 
ner calls it, "prescientific." We still take this 
approach 
by being 

to human life, but we of course pay for it 
false to that life, by being wrong' about -it, 

by failing to be scientific! 

Is there Room for klouality? 

How can one today hope to establish some 
legitimacy for the kind of outlook that affirms the 
propriety of the moral point of view? Well, without 
immediately getting into the details of metaphysics 
and ontology, let me recall what I already hinted 
earlier. The major challenge that one can offer to 
this so-called scientific approach to human afTairs, 
and of course, therefore also to the exclusively eco- 
nomic defense of the market system, is that those 
who hold it look at nature in a reductionistic fash- 
ion. That is to say, they observe part of nature-the 
part controlled by the laws of classical mechanics, 
like most physical objects around us, with which 
high school physics concerns itself-and then decide 
t~ understznd a!! of natzre in terms of them, with- 
out making sure that the rest of nature actually con- 
forms to these limited laws. That the move is 



legitimate is highly ques t i~nzble .  A!! that is offered 
when one challenges the  position is what  in philo- 
sophical circles has been called a promisory note: It 
will be proven true in the future. We are told that 
soon we will be able to  show that all of biology is 
really physics, we will be able to show that all psy- 
chology is really physiology, and we will be able- to  
show that all of economics is really mathematics. 
This must be true, must it not, after all. 

That is what a dogma is made of: when some 
outside notion is used to handle something instead 
of a process of careful study. It is a basic prejudice. 
It is based on the confidence we gained from having 
managed to handle much of physical nature in line 
with the laws of mechanics. Surely, with the success 
gained from the employment of this basic frame- 
work, we would do well to use this framework in all 
other dimensions of existence. I t  is a kind intellec- 
tual hopefulness: Once we have found the key to the 
one corner of the Universe, let us try to open all of 
its doors with that one key. 

The problem is that there are many  keys to  
the Universe, and the mechanistic model only offers 
one key for one facet of it. It may turn out that  the 
reductionist picture-where everything in nature is 
reduced to one kind of thing, so that we deny all 
diffe- rences, and all things are matter in motion the 
way the mechanistic materialist have contended-is 



false, a mistake. A more pluralistic approach t~ 
reality may then be warranted-whereby there are 
many kinds of reaiity, and rnanp diferent kinds of 
laws govern this reality, and although there must be 
a self-consistency within all these laws, they cannot 
all be understood as simply a new version of a more 
basic law. This would open the doors for all kinds 
of possibilities that had not been thought possible 
within the framework of mechanistic analysis. 

I n  particular, of course, we open the door to 
the possibility that human action can be explained 
in slightly different terms with different variables in 
play from the way we explain, say, an earthquake or 
planetary motion. Now, obviously, it would be a 
very large task for me to demonstrate the metaphys- 
ical truth of this pluralistic alternative, but let me 
give you some clues at least to  why it is not at all 
unreasonable. 

If you want to explain various things, you 
have to-like a detective-put forth different hypoth- 
eses and a hypothesis that most successfully explains 
most that you need to explain, is the one that wins. 
The detective who comes up with the most compre- 
hensive and consistent explanation is the one who 
usually identifies the real culprit. That detective is 

A L ilie -w-inner anu IIe  is credited disco-verifig W I 7 g  

did the crime; This may not be an absolutely full- 
proof approach, but no such approach is possible 



with human beings who  can make mistakes. Still, a 
superior theory is what we can confidently call the 
truth of the matter, provided we have done what 
these standards in the field require of us. 

A Uniji'ed but Diverse Reality 

If we want to explain nature, human nature, if 
we want to explain the phenomena of this complex 
universe of ours, we have to begin by asking our- 
selves: Is it more reasonable to assume that every- 
thing is really the same thing? Just look around. 
One does not need to go into a laboratory, but only 
ask oneself about that plant, this man, that table, 
this contradiction here, that ring, his work of art, 
the musical sounds coming through the wall. Are 
all these more reasonably looked upon as just one 
thing fundamentally? Is it really a perverse misun- 
derstanding on our part to have identified them as 
basically different, or is it perhaps more sensible to 
think that indeed nature comes in a highly varied . 

form? Is it not most sensible to believe that, how- 
ever it has emerged to end up this way, in nature we 
have very different kinds and types of things. When 
we look at airplanes, or a magazine or a magnifying 
lens or a plant, etc., we see genuinely different kinds 
of things here, we do not just imagine them, we are 
not just mistaken, we are not just confused, and 



when we ! m k  at them, it is q i t e  possible th2t  i r?  

order to  fully understand these things in their own 
right, we cannot just count on the laws that  we have 
identified about one kind of thing, say sub-atomic 
matter, matter-in-motion, or some other funda- 
mental stuff that everything really must be. 

It is with this general pluralistic metaphysics 
that I am proposing that we unseat our very promi- 
nent and very influential reductionistic metaphysics 
that has rise to  an understanding of human 
affairs solely in terms of value free causal explana- 
tions. ~ a t e i  we'll explore in greater detail how this 
can be accomplished, how in fact a reconciliation 
between science and values is possible. But for now 
I am trying to  provide the metaphysical possibility, 
for an alternative way of understanding human 
affairs. This is very fundamental and it does not yet 
show that there is in fact an alternative way of 
understanding it. The considerations here simply 
open the door for an alternative way. 

Metaphysics-the branch of philosophy 
wherein we study the most basic facts, principles or 
beliefs about reality-does not set out to  prove or 
establish much, outside of certain limits. Thus a 
materialist metaphysics would maintain that nothing 
A 1- ..: L 1 ~ r ~ a t  is not r e d u ~ l ~ l e  t o  matter-in-motion could pos- 
sibly exist. 

But if the limits of metaphysics are broader 



than what, say, reductive materia!ism ase r t s ,  then 
we have opened the possibility of new explanations 
- I , , ,  ,,,, ,.., l , , + R , .  L ,,,, I..,,,, $,, wrler e p~ c v i u u ~ ~ ~  L I ~ C ~  M Y C  V C C ~ ~  lul e-closed. 

As hinted at before, a die-hard materialist 
would claim that on metaphysical grounds the exis- 
tence of ghosts, of genuine gl~osts, is impossible. I f  
someone tells such a mater~alist of having seen a 
ghost last night, he or she will not say: "Perhaps 
you're mistaken this instance, but some other night 
you might be right." No, the response would be, 
instead, "That is impossible." Metapl~ysics delimits 
the range s f  possibilities. There cannot be any  
ghosts if materialists are correct in the field of meta- 
physics. A spiritualist list or idealist may disagree 
with the claim about ghosts in any particular 
instance, but it is not necessarily ruled out as* a pos- 
si bility. 

Now if metaphysical pluralism, which I have 
been hinting at, is correct, then one of the possibili- 
ties that we might have to recognize- is that human 
beings can cause their own actions. In  short, 
human beings do not have to have been driven to 
do something, something did not have to push or 
drive them. That is not the only way that we might 
account for their behavior. In  a pluralistic meta- 
physics the eficient causal analysis of classical 
mechanics- whereby.al1 action must be the result of 
some prior event, ad finiturn-is not the only one 



that can be introduced as a n  explanation of human  
action. What else might be introduced? That is a 

tion. But clearly it is not an a priovi matter, so the 
research would b e  permissible a n d  can get on its 
way. 

Note here that for a materialist, ghost research 
is out of the question. It would be a futile waste of 
time. But, for a spiritualist, ghost research might 
ensue. Its methoddlogy may have to be improved, 
etc., but it is not ruled out of existence by virtue of 
its impossibility. 

Similarly, for a metaphysical pluralist if one 
believes that it is possible to  have very different 
kinds and types of entities in nature, then an  entity 
that might in some sense cause its own behavior 
-that might be self-determined rather than purely 
driven by other beings? especially other physical 
beings-is at least a poss~bility. So we can begin to 
ask if there might not be a methodology, a way of 
thinking about human beings that shows us  how 
they are motivated, how they happen to act without 
these external or innate controls, but through inner 
self-determination. 

I am saying here that this is at least not fore- 
c!osed by the metaphysics! picture that I have sug- 
gested to  be quite reasonable. For  now I want turn 
away from these issues and focus on another 



metaphysical concern, Soon I will return to some - - 

of these topics. 

Individualism versus Collectivism 

The other metaphysical topic is the primary 
concern of the present chapter. It is the controveisy 
between collectivism and individualism. But I want 
to  explore this controversy at  the meta- physical 
rather than at the political or economic level. 

Historically, the collectivist picture has been 
terribly influential. Since the time of Plato, the 
definition of "man," i.e., "human being," has been 
deemed as much more important than "individual 
human beings." I n  platonic philosophy one vital 
~ o i n t  is the theorv of forms. These are abstract 
intities-somewhatdthe way we tend t o  th ink  of 
numbers or geometrical figures. They are perma- 
nent, unchanging, dependable, things in nature. 
Unlike you and I who die after a while, and other 
things that are perishable or  corrosive, these univer- 
sal yet concrete beings-human nature (or human- 
ity), Love, Justice, Oak, Water, and any  other 
definition of a general idea you could care t o  think 
of, are all fixed, reliable, perfect. And these perma- 

+h;H*c neiii, iinchangiiig, perfect L1111153 in the realm of 
ideas are all collective forms-they embody all the 
individuals that the idea means when invoked by us 



to think.  
I n  Plato's philosophy and in t h e  philosophies 

of many subsequen thinkers such a universal idea or 
definition has a reality that is even more significant 
than the reality of you and me. In  other words, for 
Platonic and subsequent Platonistically leaning 
philosop hies, the overarching nature or definition- of 
man has a greater-more significant, more impor- 
tant-reality than the individual human beings who 
"participate" in this overarching nature. 

What does that mean? That means that 
before you - and I are recognized as significant 
beings, the first and foremost significance lies with 
humanity, with the collective being which subsumes 
all of us within itself, of which we are just a part. 
According to  this philosophy we are by no r6eans 
individual entities, beings in our own right, we are 
only parts of a larger being, a larger individual, col- 
lective humanity. 

What drops out of course, if you take this line 
seriously-and almost all philosophers are taking it 
very seriously-is the signficance of your individual- 
ity. The collective we, the humanity that that Plato 
identifies, the more significant aspect of us, does not 
differentiate amongst us. You and I in the respect 
to our humanity are identical, we do not differ, in 
so far as we are human being we are all the same. 
Individual differences are of no significance. If one 



is convinced that it is this humanity that is impor- 
tant, perfect, stable, fundamental, and you and I are 
these perishable, corruptible, negligible beings, then 
of course the thing that is equally negligible, cor- 
ruptible about us is our individuality, whatever 
makes us unique. It is our individuality and what- 
ever arises out of it that becomes the victim of such 
metaphysical collectivism. 

The response to the legacy of Plato, one mani- 
fest in many philosophies, ethics and politics, both 
right and left (Hegel, Marx, T. H.  Green, Lewis 
Thomas, Be-#F. 'skinner), is that we are human, but 
we are essentially individual human beings. We are 
significantly different from other human beings, 
from all human beings. That is indeed part of our 
human nature, to be different from others, to create 
in ourselves a unique being, a self-made entity. that 
is both in harmony with others but is also 
significantly independent of them. But this 
difference is completely obliterated in  the view that 
holds that only our common nature is significant, 
that all that really counts is humanity as a whole-as 
if there really were some entity of which we all are 
the cells, the body parts. The influence of this has 
been considerable and I will get back to it but I 
want to provide just one glaring example of the col- 
lectivist outlook. While not many embrace it explic- 
itly, in intellectual circles it is the most influential 



idea these days, ever, ir, the West. 

Mavx's Collectivism vs. Hobbes 's Individualism 

In Marx we find a clear statement of the col- 
lectivist thesis about human nature, even though it 
was made centuries after Plato. Marx says, "The - 

human essence is the true collectivity of man." [K. 
Marx, Selected Writings, ed., D. McLellan (Oxford 
UP, 1977), p. 1261. I want to demonstrate the con- 
trary of this statement, namely, that the human 
essence is the true individuality of man. 

What is difficult about this debate, is that of 
course there is a partial truth in the collectivist the- 
sis, a partial truth that many have denied, and have 
suffered for having denied. 

Perhaps the most significant philosopher of 
individualism-who advanced the view of human 
nature that guided later individualist thinking about 
politics and economics-is Thomas Hob bes. Of 
course, Hobbes was not a political individualist or 
liberal, but more importantly he did hold a meta- 
physical individualist view. He believed that there is 
no human nature at all. The individuals we identify 
as human beings have k---  UGW SD desigfiated by con- 
vention, but not by necessity. What this means is 
this: If we look around ourselves, look at all the 



people we are calling h u m a n  beings, we notice that 
they are very different from us and from each other. 
Now accordin0 l l1b to Hobbes, that was a rock bottom, 
irreducible fact about us. 

That we are also designated as human beings 
was, to Hobbes, merely a matter of convenience. It 
served some purposes quite well to call these things, 
with perhaps some attributes in common, .human 
beings. But we might have called all the entities we 
now call human beings and some monkeys both by 
the same term "human being," or we might have 
called just some human beings, but not others, say, 
blacks or yellow people, human beings. In short, 
according to  Hobbes, there is no necessity about 
our being human. The only necessity is that we are 
all individuals. 

Now this is the flip side of the story of collec- 
tivism, what used to  be called radical individualism, 
or in more polemical circles, rugged or even atom- 
istic individualism This is the k ind  that is always 
ridiculed by both Leftist and Rightist social theorists 
who seem to  wish, at all cost, to associate the sys- 
tem on capitalism or market economics with a 
bizarre and implausible thesis. This is that each of 
us is individually entirely unique and has nothing 
necessarily i r ,  ccmmor. with anythin0 t> ~1.p 

Now, if this were really what capitalism 
depended upon-as some both many defenders and 



many critics maintain, capitalism would be very vul- 
nerable indeed as a social, political, economic, 
1 1 +LA";" U Kt, p ~ ~ i ~ v b v p l l i -  La1 L11ch13. The 1 lo""esian idea simply 
runs counter to  all common sense. We are human, 
by nature not merely by convention, and if individu- 
alism denies this it must be false. So I want to 
reject the radical, Hobbesian individualism. It is 
untenable, even though as a reaction to ancient and 
medieval collectivism (feudalism, nationalism, 
racism) it is quite understandable. 

A Sound Individuafisisn7 

I n  contrast to  radical individualism it is accu- 
rate t o  say that human beings are a naturally dis- 
tinct kind of entity. But, despite recognizing that 
human beings form a natural class, that they have a 
nature, this nature does not make them one collec- 
tive thing, some super entity such as Humanity. It 
means, rather, that  they have some attributes in 
common, while also recognizing that they d o  not 
have many attributes in common. Human beings 
are part of a certain, definite kind of species the 
individual members of which are, however, essen- 
tially or  inescapably individuals. There is plain rea- 
son for that. We can each make our own lives be 
something unique, based on our own choices, deci- 
sions, convictions, and actions, and we are 



individually, not collectively, responsible for how we 
carry on with a large measure of our lives. 

Now the crucial question, for ou r  purposes, is 
whether our individualiiv or our universal attributes 
are more im~or t an t ?  1; the fact that we are human 
beings more' important than the fact that we are 
individuals? Or are the two the same thing? 

My thesis is basically that the human being by 
nature i-s an  individual. 1 n  other words, although 
we d o  have some things in common, one such 
attribute is that we need to  attend to  our lives on 
our own initiative, by our own wits,- not by some 
collective drive. This sounds like a paradox, but it 
does not have to  be one. Assuming -1 am right and 
part of what distinguishes human beings is that they 
initiate much of their conduct-especially in the 
mental realm of their lives-what will make them 
different from one another is that this creative pro- 
cess is potentially very different in every individual's 
case. I will guide myself to develop very differently 
from the way someone else does and everyone else 
will also have a substantially singular path. 

Now that path will have certain crucial ethical, 
political, and economic implications which I will 
explore later on. For now all I wish to  call atten- 
tion t o  here is the difference between this thesis and 
collectivism at this metaphysical level. The thesis 
that there is really just one universal man or 



humanity,  of which individual human beirigs we are 
the cells is clearly highly doubtful. But as noted 
before, it has i ~ a d  an enormous power in our intel- 
lectual history, attracting as different philosophers 
as Plato, Hegel and Marx. But this was probably 
the result of -some eagerness to handle some prob- 
lems that might not be manageable very simply- 
e.g., how d o  our' general ideas (universals) manage 
to  relate t o  the particular things, events, institutions, 
etc., we mean when we make use of them? What is 
it that makes 3s one kind of being and ngt another? 
The idea that  we are small, imperfect versions of 
some ideal, perfect version of ourselves-and so are 
all particular beings such versions of their ideal and 
perfect versions-seems to be a hopeful idea. And 
such an idea also offers hope for the solution of 
other problems -e.g., how might' we determine what 
is right and wrong in our con- duct, institutions, 
thoughts, speculations, etc. If there already is some 
ideal, perfect rendition of ail of these somewhere-in 
the realm of universals-then we can consult those 
(as we consult the mathematical definition of a circle 
to  judge whether something is circular enough) and 
learn how well things are doing. 

'The Faiiacies of Coiiectivism 

But this is a mistake. There is no concrete 



universal, collective humanity. I-Iuman individuals 
think, decide, choose mates, regret their actions, aim - 
n c  ,,,'I" , , I , . ,  ,,,L1,,, :-+,-A 
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is a mere classification device, very useful but not to 
be confused with what it means, the individual per- 
sons who are human beings. 

There is a shared human nature but this is not 
yet another entity, not some new being which is of a 
higher kind, with a superior quality to ours. It is 
having some attributes in common with each other, 
but having these attributes in common does not cre- 
ate yet another, more perfect being, with just those 
qualities. 

It is a fundamental mistake of Marxism to  
have thought that there is this human being growing 
throughout history and reaching to  its self-perfec- 
tion. It is for that reason that very often one thinks 
it morally permissible, . . in the name of Marxism, to 
sacrifice some individual human beings-e.g., liqui- 
date the Kulaks, lock up dissidents, incarcerate 
poets and subject them to "psychiatric" treatment- 
because that liquidation, in Marxism, is tantamount . 
to our cutting off a finger to  save a hand, taking 
skin from one part of our body to improve the 
L.,,l+t, 
l l C d l L l l  or even looks of another. Now :ha: makes 
perfectly good sense when done by an individual, 
with his or  her full consent. 



A Horrible Misruke: Collec~ivism 

if we take humanity to be a whole entity, the  
way we regard individuals, then we see that if we 
sacrifice the Kulaks so as to  save the working class, 
eventually, it is a sound trade-off. If we look at 
human beings as pieces in a large collectivity, -we 
can justify these trade-offs anytime. We can say, 
well, those tiresome and bothersome poets in the 
Soviet Union, they need to  be sacrificed for the 
greater good of the whole. As individuals, with 
their projects and goals, they count for nothing. 
Indeed, they count for something damaging since 
they refuse to  serve the revolutionary purpose. 

The above horrid outlook is, nevertheless, per- 
fectly sensible within the framework of a philosophi- 
cal position that takes human individuals to be 
fundamentally cells in the body of humanity! 

Those of us who complain about the Soviet 
TT-:,, ' 
c i i i i ~ i i  doing such things fail to understand that  in 
the general framework of Marxism- Leninism, which 
governs, more or less, the official thinking in that 
country, theirs is a perfectly justifiable procedure. 
There are no individuals of significance within that 
system, except humanity, the leadership of which the 
ofllciais have taken on a j  a - - ' - I  l l ~ ~ l e  mission. 
The entire picture is that of a beehive or ant colony, 
where there appear to be individuals but they are all 



wholly attached tached t o  the collective goal of the  
group. 

Objective Nature3 without Dlr~lism 

The classical individualism that I propose as a 
sound alternative to  both radical individualis~n and 
holistic collectivism admits to  the objective basis for 
classifying human individuals. They are members of 
the same species-with some difficult cases posed by 
crucially incapacitated persons (e.g., those in a 
coma, retarded persons, very smart higher animals, 
maybe some artificial intelligence machine ideals). 
But by virtue of the pluralism in nature- which - 

makes it possible for many types and kinds of 
6eings to exist- members of the human species are 
essentially individuals. They have the capacity t o  
initiate their own conduct and this is an  essentially 
differentiating attribute of human beings. [Perhaps 
the best exposition of this :"rie\irpoint 1s given in 
David L.   or to n, Personal ~es f i n i t e s :  A ~ h i l o s o ~ ~ l z y  
of Erhical individ~ralism (Princeton U nivel-sj ty  Press, 
1976). See, also, the work of Ayn Rand, I ~ ~ T O ~ L I L I C -  
tion ro Objectivist Epistemology (New American 
Library, 1979), The Virtue of Selfishness, A New 
r /. L;9 - - : , . .  T A ,,,:,,, 1 O L , " n  ~ u n ~ e p  Oj L L ~ V L ~ ~  \ I Y  G W  r 1 1 1 1 ~ ~  1 C . 4 1  J ~i U I  dry, 1 c)L" 

u l j  
and Capitalism, The Unknorvn Ideal (New American 
Library, 1967). See, also, Tibor R. Machan, H~lmun 



Riglzrs und Humun Liberries (Nelson-H all, 1 975).] 
One can observe from the above that  various 

-mctan.h.ysica! i s s ~ e s  are vita! f ~ r  pllrnncm of gnder- 
- *  L"'-'T" 

stan$ng matters of politics and econornlcs. In sub- 
sequent chapters I will develop them further. 





The MG:~! Nature ~f the Persen 

Revising the Morul Viewpoint 

The previous chapter opened the door-meta- 
physically-to considering human individuality in a 
new light. I also argued for the possibility of the 
moral nature of human beings. What I mean by the 
moral nature of human beings is that in some sense 
it is possible to say of people truly that they ought 
to do  one thing, and they ought not to do  another 
thing. This is not merely an expression of a feeling 
or of an emotional disposition or cultural attitude. 
It has truth value. 

I wish now to argue that statments of the type 
6 C that "Johnny ought to do X" or Suzie ought not 

to do Y" are sometimes true. If that is so-if we 
should understand human life such that these kinds 
of statements are sometimes true-then the moral 
nature of human existence will have been estab- 
lished. 

One of the assumptions underlying the notion 
that human beings ought to do  this and that, or 
ought not to do this  or t h a t ,  is t h a t  they are gen- 
uinely free, that t hey determine their own conduct. 
It is an assumption of the moral perspective on 



human life that human beings could, of their own 
volition, do one thing or another. They aren't mcrde 
to do these things either by their genetic make-up or 
as a result of the impact of the environmental stim- 
uli impinging upon their consciousness or brain. 

Why would it be possible for human beings to 
have this kind of choice, this kind of power of self- 
determination? That is our first question. The sec- 
ond question that needs to be approached in 
connection with the issue of the moral nature of 
persons, is whether there is some standard in terms 
of which what they ci~oose to do may be evaluated. 

Invidiclual Moral Responsibility 

We can express the point by noting again that 
"ought" implies "can" is a basic precept of morality. 
I t  means that if persons are responsible to choose to 
do the right thing, not the wrong thing, then (a) 
they must have the capacity to so choose and (b) 
there must be some standard by which the two can 
be distinguished. 

One of these conditions is not sufficient to 
make sense of morality in human life. The Existen- 
tialist philosophers, who are of relatively recent 
European origin, sav that human beings d o  have 
genu;ne free choice, bu t  that there are no standards 
by which one can evaluate what they do. They say 



human beings are free, but it is an absurd condition 
to  be free, because what they do with this freedom 
is entirely impossible to  assess morally. The reason 
there are no standards is that there is no human (G 
nature and there is no God that would provide us- GJ 
with guidelines. One cannot relate the standards 
either to  God's will or  to the nature of human 
beings. But this is not what interests us mostly. 

, 

What I wanted to point out is that there are two 
crucial ingredients to a moral perspective. One is 
that human beings can, of their own volition, 
choose to do one-thing or  another and what they 
do is open to evaluation. But you can say it is bet- 
ter or worse what they have chosen. 

On the other hand, many other philosophers, 
for example, Benedict (Baruch) Spinoza, Thomas 
Hobbes, and even John Stuart Mill, advance strict 
standards of proper conduct. But they deny the 
freedom of himan beings to  choose their conduct, 
to  determine what they will do. Accordingly, - these 
philosophers propose a value theory or theory of 
goodness but not of moral goodness. 

If either moral standards or freedom of choice 
is denied we do  not have a moral perspective o n  
human life. If human beings cannot help what they 
do, 
mea 
into 

then to  
ningless 
that or 

a y  that they  
w e  do noi 
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little earlier." It makes no sense. It either will or it 
won't come, independent of anyone's choices. 

Notice that in the law, as soon as it is proven 
+LA+ 
LML a person could riot help doiiig what he OT she 
did, culpability is denied. If an  accused person can 
demonstrate-or the defense can demonstrate about 
the accused person-that the alleged crime was com- 
mitted because of, say, a brain tumor, or some 
inevitable childhood trauma, that may be adequate 
to excuse or  exculpate the accused, and  may require 
commitment to an insane asylum, rather than jail. 
That is because culpable conduct in most Western 
criminal legal systems assumes volition, assumes the 
power of the individual to choose. 

On the other hand, if there is no law, then 
there cannot be an accusation of violation of the 
law. If there is no standard, one cannot say that  
the person ought not to have done something or 
ought to  have done something. It makes no sense, 

C 6 because "ought" implies that one can" tell what 
one should or should not do. And if there are no 
standards by which to say whether one person 
ought to do something or ought not to do that, 
then one cannot say that one ought to do it. If I 
say someone ought to be loyal to  his parents but 
loyalty is indefinable, then the judgment makes no 
sense. Morality is impossible without standards of 
right and wrong and-without human capacity for 



freedom of choice. 

Now, we have to ask ourselves, is there a 
plausible case for volition in human life, and is there 
a plausible case for some objective standard -by 
which to evaluate human conduct. And I have 
given myself a less difficult case than I might. I am 
simply asking is there a plausible case, partly 
because within most of the standard limits one can- 
not fully establish these sorts of claims. These are 
claims for which philosophers have been trying to  
give conclusive arguments for the last 3000 years. I 
d o  not promise to  handle the whole issue here. But 
I will provide a few vital clues to how the argument 
might proceed in a reasonably successful fashion. 

As to  whether human beings have free cl~oice 
let me offer several reasons why that is a plausible 
hypothesis. First, as I have already noted, the 
reductionist approach to  how to understand the 
behavior of entities in nature, is highly implausible. 
There are too many differences evident to  us and 
too little success with the reductionistic thesis to  
accept it. It  is thus not precluded that there could 
be some things in nature which are indeed free. 

Anti-Red~lctionism, One of the standard argu- 
ments against freedom of choice, or volition, is that 



everything in nature can be explained in terms of a 
deterministic system. Would it not be absurd to 
look at this part of nature, human nature, and 
assume that this has escaped the deterministic 
scheme? Now, this sounds very plausible, and 
indeed many scholars in the social sciences propose 
this argument as a defense of the universality* of 
determinism. But again, this assumes without proof 
that the difference between free will or volition, and 
its absence, is more drastic than any  other recog- 
nized differences in nature. 

D + mIP.-,-,TJ,-.r AC?A U U L  L " A U C ; l  d l lu  compare the behaviors of a 
bird and of a frog. Then look at the behavior of a 
bird compared to an  orangutan. I n  both cases the 
differences are as drastic as the difference between 
an orangutan and a human being. 

In other words, even without the presence of 
human nature, there are such drastic differences in 
nature already that the further change from the very 
developed animals to human beings cannot sensibly 
be regarded as something arbitrary. Having free- 
dom of choice and moral values introduced with the 
emergence of human life is no greater a difference in 
degree of development than is the emergence of 
organic existence after inorganic existence, plant life 
after that, animal life after that, and so forth. I t  is 
only if one accepts the reductionist thesis, and 
thinks that everything else is just one thing, that the 



introduction of freedom of the will and moral values 
appears to be very different. It appears, then, that 
freedom of the will is an absurd supposition. But if 
you recognize that nature already comes with a 
great many varieties and that freedom of the will is 
just an addition to this popery of incredible varia- 
tions, then you can say, well, at least it is not 
absurd, you do  not have to  think that it is impossi- 
ble. This does not quite establish freedom, but it *, ~ t *  
does make it seem less peculiar. 

Independence of the Knowing Agenr. A second 
reason for why the free wiii hypothesis seems quite 
sensible may be inferred from the very idea that we 
can know and we can be mistaken about the world. 
We can make wrong judgments and know that this 
is what we have made. We we can tell the truth 
from falsehood. This very idea is essential for main- 
taining the determinist thesis because, after ail, tile 
determinist thesis is proposed by people who think 
it is true. They assume they can differentiate 
between truth and falsehood and such differentiating 
presupposes objective, independent judgment, not 
(the result of) outside influence and preconditioning. 
science, philosophy, and all other disciplines of 
human inquiry require that human beings be capa- 
ble of freely attending or not attending - to  the world 
of their own volition.- 

If it were the case that when one utters a 



truth, that truth / z ~ d  to be uttered, and if one utters 
a falsehood, that falsehood had to be uttered, and 
one has no choice in the matter, then one could 
never determine what is true or false, because even 
the next step in the attempt to distinguish between 
truth and falsehood would be something that simply 
had to result as it does. 

So by the very fact that determinists advance 
their own case, they are also accepting our power to 
choose between right and wrong, between the t r u t h  
and falsehood. So here is another reason why the 
rC-- 

Cra T r r ; l l  th . . 
I I L ~ - W I L I  ~llesis is pla~sible.  I t  is necessary for the 
very pos- sibility of objective knowledge, for the 
power -to identify truth unimpeded by any interfer- 
ence. (Whenever one is under the influence, as it 
were, one is judged incapable of telling what is the 
case, one's judgment is deemed impaired.) 

~eterminis t  's Dilemma.  he third reason is 
more subtle. One objective of the determinist, who 
denies volition, is that one "ought" to believe him. 
Notice this "ought." One ought to believe and one 
is wrong not to believe determinism. But "ought" 

< C implies can." So the determinist acts, in the very' 
discussion of defending determinism, as if determin- 
ism were false and people could choose to abandon 
their beliefs and select different ones (and would be 
wrong not to d o  this if that is what they choose to 
do). 



Self-Knowledge o f  Volition. The  fourth consid- 
eration in favor of free will involves a dimension of 
understanding which has fallen on bad times in the 
last 60 or 100 years. This is introspective analysis. 
But the dominant-or the prominently hailed mode 
-in our era of science is publicly verifiable observa- 
tional analysis. That is why behaviorism was s o  
popular for so long among psychologists. It pre- 
cludes anything as relevant information or data that 
is not publicly observable. 

Many, especially in the sciences of psychology, 
socioiogy, a-nd anthropoiogy, feii under the influence 
of this empiricist approach. They claimed to  rely 
on so-called pure empirical observation for substan- 
tiating claims. Thus introspection, wl~ich is not a 
publicly replicable way of observation, was shunned. 

Yet the rejection could never be complete. If 
one says to  a doctor that one has a stomach ache, it 
may be tough for the doctor to verify this empiri- 
cally. I challenge anyone to  verify whether someone 
has a stomach ache or not without accepting reports 
of introspection. We in fact rely widely on intro- 
spective evidence, testimony, self knowledge and 
similar so called "private" information. ( I t  is not 
really private, since it can be acquired by gaining it 
from a reliable person.) How else would a doctor 
know one's symptoms unless one can be trusted 
when one says "It hurts here." The doctor does not 



The very dialectic of arguing with the determinists 
seems to assume free choice and finally an intro- 
c n ~ r t i n n  l i n r l r  n f t ~ n  t n c t ; G ~ c  to it. SO here are four 
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reasons which independently may not make the 
case, but together present us with a very plausible 
case for the contention that human beings do  have 
volition. This, as I noted, will not quite clinch the 
point but it does make it credible. 

Values in Reality 

I will latei- discuss in detail the question 
whether free will is compatible with science. I will 
also discuss why there are bona Jde scientific rea- 
sons, in the fields of psychophysiology and neuro- 
physics, for the view that  self-determinism is true, 
and mechanistic determinism of the mental process 
is false. For  now let us turn to  making the  case for 
the possibility of moral judgments. We can begin 
by distinguishing between values and moral values. 

Value (or goodness) is the broader category 
within which we find ethical (or moral), aesthetic, 
political and other values. T o  illustrate this, con- 
sider that if one checks on  the tulips or  tomatoes in 
one's 
things 

garden, one may discover 'that these living 
I r e  rlninn r r p r l r  h?rlly. Or, ,m,a\~ r p i n i r e  in 
U I  L uulllb v ~1 J UUUA J l ~ J " l w w  

how well they are  doing. One does not scold tulips 
or tomatoes for not having done well, or praise 



'\Q?: !h them for having done well. This shows we make 
\ 
\, y '  value judgments but not yet moral judgments. This 
\ -1 / T I I D O P < ~ C  t h g i  n n r r  l i fe  h l r  emergo-i( in n3t"-~, 2nd ,\)\${v the U.AbPVY.,V alternative \ . I . W b  . , . a - V  of extinction A.I- . A - u  w I I I w l  or flourishing has come 

into being, the issue of good and bad intrudes on 
reality. Without this distinction there is no room 
for good and bad. If all you had in nature were 
inanimate matter and an eartl-~quake occurred, there 
could be no good or bad about it. It would simply 
be a (neutral) happening, without any value or dis- 
value. If there were sunshine without flowers, plants, 
or animals;-it would be neither good nor bad. It 
takes aesthetic, biological, psychological, plitical 
dimensions to  regard these inanimate parts of nature 
as of value or  of dis-value. All by themselves, they 
are value-neutral. As Karl Popper observes, 

... values enter the world with life; and if 
there is life without consciousness (as I think 
there may well be, even in animals and man, 
for there appears to be such a thing as drearn- 
less sleep) then, I suggest, there will also be 
objective va.lues, even without co~~sciousness. 
[Karl Popper, Unending Quest (Glasgow: 
Fontana/Collins, 1974), p. 1941 

It is life that introduces value into nature, 
i c  P Q ~ Q  
1 3  uuyu 
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~d Clearly, most of us can find evidence of this 
in ou r  own behavior, when we are prudent or reck- 
iess, respecitveiy. Now, if tilere is no moral dimen- 
sion in reality, then this would be the only room 
where we would find values with respect to  living 
things. We would find values and indeed a lot of 
so-called moral philosophies are really just philoso- 
phies of values, not moral or ethical theories. 

Moral Values in Reality 

The moral dimension within the realm of val- 
ues enters with the emergence of the specific kind of 
life that human beings have. This is because moral 
values involve volitional value-seeking and value- 
neglecting process. I n  morality we are no longer 
dealing . v r ; t h  1 on~r~rnnrnnnt~llxr ; n A s l r ~ A  
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and sustained flourishing or destruction. 
- 

When human beings fail to  flourish, through 
c the ileglect their responsibilities-career, I arnily, com- 

munity, health, liberty and peace-they can be 
- responsible for  it. People can also 

anaged their lives well, 
not having all ifn a matter of good or bad 
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whether one is flourishing or failing. The Russian 
born American novelist-p hilosopher A y n  Rand 
exp!ained this as f ~ l l e w s :  

Metaphysically, life is the only phenomenon 
that is an end in itself: a value gained and 
k e ~ t  bv a constant process of action. E ~ i s t e -  
mdogrcally, the con'cept of "value" is geneti- - 

cally depend- ent upon and derived from the 
antecedent concept of "life." To s ~ e a k  of 
"value" as apart 'from "life" is worse' than a 
contra- diction in terms. It is only the con- 
cept of * 'Life' that makes the concept of 
'Value9 possible .... In  answer to  those philoso- 
phers who claim that no relation can be 
established between ultimate ends or values 
and the facts. of reality [i.e., who pose the 
"is/ought" gap problem], let me stress that the 
fact that living entities exist and function 
necessitates the existence of values and of an 
ultimate value which for any given living 
entity is its own life .... The fact that a living 
entity is determines what it ouglzf to do. [The 
Virtue of Selfishness (New York: Signet 
Books, 1967), pp. 15-17] 

And this is where morality enters the 
a  Rnpnlrpa +hn c n n r ; - G ~  1~;nrI Gf [ i fe  
~ I L L U I  L. U L L ~ U ~ L  L I I L  a p ~ ~ ~ l l ~  ~ i l l u  

that human beings possess, they are subject 
not just to evaluation but also to moral 



evaluation. Their kind of life, because of free r\ 
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So when we consider what is the moral 
I .  

nature of persons, it is not enough just to - 

observe human freedom of choice, or again 
the presence of values in human life. We 
must add this further combination of the two: 
the values pertain to  an agent who is capable 
of i6itiating action or can neglect to  do  so. 
That gFes rise to the natural dimension of 
morality in human life. 

Now, we can ask, is morality then a gen- 
uine, bona Jde dimension of existence, does it 
h a  n l n l  7 I I n  other words, is I IU  Y w W A I L W A U  bLwUA * . J 

this something that exists and for which there 
is concrete enough evidence and/or proof? Is 
it an actual part of nature, or is it just a fabri- 
cation of superstitious minds, such as 
witchcraft, astrology, or phrenology have 
been shown to be? 

Human Liye Implies iZiloral Sfandurds 

I have already noted that when life 
enters the picture there is perfectly natural 



room for evaluation. A botanist, a biologist 
can tell flourishing from failing in all sorts of 
areas. Entire forests can die and one can say 
it is bad for the trees, it can also be bad for 
us, but it is first and foremost bad for the 
trees. Entire species can die, and one can say 
that it is bad for the species, it may also b e -  
bad for us, but that is of secondary 
significance now. We can evaluate any kind 
of life on its own terms. Dogs, deer, and oak 
trees can he diseaspdl not inst  hecome useless 

Now, if the above is sound-if indeed 
when a b6tanist evaluates the growth process 
manifest in a particular tree or forest or  plant, 
or a biologist-or zoologist in a particular ani- 
-nI I t R n t  h n i a n ~ r t  n h ; r \ I n n ; c t  7 A f i 1 f i C Z ; ~ t  
I l i a 1  r r r ~ ,  L r l a L  v v L a 1 1 1 3 L  u r  u r v ~ u f j l a ~  w l  L W W I V ~ L ~ L  

is speaking truly or  could at least be speaking 
truly-then we have a genuine dimension of 
objective values in nature. It  is no longer a 
matter of subjectivity, it is no longer just how 
we fed about it. There are processes in nature 
that  are indeed good and there are some that - 

are bad/ Granted that they are good or bad 
(Jx,~he things, but  that  does not make them 

iess objective t h a n  judging that some 
thing is so many feet from another, or that 
some thing has so many eyes, ears, or  pints of 



blood in its circulatory system, or that it is 
red, blue or pale. 

A l m m t  a!! of the behavior ef students - -.... V".. 

of living nature-botanical and biological sci- 
entists-testify to this objective value dimen- 
sion in nature. There are objective standards 
that can be applied to  the growth of trees, 
bushes, plants, grass, animals, etc. They can 
do  badly or well or hover between somewhere 
on that continuum. 

Since human life is yet another manifes- , 
tation of-life, the dimension of vaiue includes k-=- 

human life no less than the rest. But it has 
the added feature that arises from the pres- 

- ence o f  n or  free choice in normal 
human life. We are self-determined, individu- 
allYre$p~,nsi ble beings' whose conduct and life 

Y, can be evaluated. As distinct from (but not 
in contradiction to) other living things, this 
evaluation will reflect either well or badly 
upon ourselves. We ourselves get blamed or  
praised for our doing well or badly at the 
human life that we have cl~osen t o  live. 

We are considering human life in very 
general terms here. Clearly, if we go further 
intn t h ~  pzrtick!zr !-~uman life of t!hp twentieth 
A * - * -  -.A- 

century, of Sweden, of women, of students, of 
parents, of professors, of politicians, of 
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