










of the world or the chaotic reign of the mob. Collectivist dictatorships have far
fewer scruples about shooting looters than "free world" democracies and i'order,'not
chaos is the characteristjc of authoritarian regimes. Thus, running-away wil I not
do any good or assure oneself of greater freedom and security in a world-generally
organized against anti-authoritarians. If "running away" to found Galt's-Gulch ii
not the answer, neither is making a last desperate stand the answer. If libertar-
ians get involved in any kjnd of "shoot-out" with the authorjties it should take
p'lace under optimal conditions with the opportunity for eventual victory.

Thus w'ith this attitude, libertarians can psychologically step-back from the twin
precipices of the Randian dark ages syndrome or the nidiculous Rothbardjan euphor.iathat the world is inchoately moving toward freedom. More to the point, we can'start
splashing cold water on the implicit assumptions held (and acted upon) by many lead-
ing libertarian elements that representative democracy wil l permit our rlse ihrough
total ly peaceful means. Perhaps also, the energies of those who have tried, wiih
enormous imagination to start a "new country project" (Minerva and Abaco) might be
channeled jnto a long-term, discipiined strategy to bring about a world-wide move-
ment to free many "old countrjes" as well as forming new free states.

A libertarjan "revolution" does not have to adopt the forms used by authoritarian
collectjv'ists; however, l ibertarjans must not bl jnd themselves to the methods and
conditions which have led to the "successes" of collectivism. The libertarian move-
ment and its revolutionary struggle must acquire a form which is appropriate to jts
particular requirements. Thus in partially free (e.9. where human rights are not
wholiy vioiated) representative democracjes such as the Un'ited States, lhe movement
should proceed largely without violence. In countries where even vestigial property
rights and other "cjvj"l liberties" are denied, and political or cultural opposition
is suppressed, libertarians should seek to organize retaiiatory - force movements.
The objective in these cases wou1d be the overthrow of the State by force. Although
the bulk of the activities growing out of the libertarian movement are and will con-
tinue to be spontaneous, decentralized and often disorganized; the attempt to bring
about the fall and the replacement of coercive governments wi ll require ideological
comprehensiveness, long-range and coherent plann ing, discipl ine, hierarchical auth-
ority, the ability and the willingness to use retaliatory-force, the formulation of
social and political programs of reform which will be comprehendable and desirable
to masses of indivjduals and the ability to effect transitions from each stage of
the struggle without compromising moral purity.

This portion of the "revolution" requines controi since by its very nature the use
of retaliatory force must result from a deliberate and purposeful use of force to
arrest the initiation of force. Although all spheres of the movement will eventu-
ally be en.guifed by the violent struggle against the State, since we can only expect
the cruelest and most violent forms of repression under the Soviet imperial system;
the machinery for carrying out the struggle will be the organized and armed forces.

Armed struggle is not spontaneous and it is not appealing to the productive indivjd-
uals. But within the movement there are and there will be individuals whose chosen
profession is that of Warrior. These indjviduals do not differ essentially from the
Creator personality. Both Warrior and Creator hold moral identity as the core of
existence. Each recognizes his or her work as an expression of moral integrity and
the concretizing of moral self-validation.

The work of the tlarrior; however, absolutely requires the ethica.l and episternological



wiilingness to place the achievement of the mission above corponeal existance. Per-
formance of military tasks require not merely facing hazards, which courageous Creat
-ors face in many occupations, but the destruction of sentients who are active'ly
seeking the destruction of the lnlarrior.

In performing duty the Warrior must be willing to give-up sovereignty over his or
her ljfe. The ability to conrnand total obedience requires the reciprocal willing-
ness to obey conrnands. More'importantly from an epistemological point of v'iew, the
Warrjor does not fight primarily to defend himself or herself from the enemy or even
comrads in arms, but to carry-out the missjon, that is - to actualize a professional
ethic and thus realizing in the concrete an jnternal moral self-identity. The ulti-
mate selfjshness of the Warrior in fighting for a coherent set of values consistent
with reality can only be served by a total ascniption to the overall purpose of the
mission - preserving (or bringing about the rise) of the free State. A Warrjor can-
not defend values unless they are hjs or her own but the moral self-identjty of the
professional Warrior js based on abstracted values which are embodied by the free
society being defended.

In essence, the free Warrior fights to protect the right to life, self-ownership and
property of the citizens of the free State. A Warrior by the very reality of his or
her profession must be prepared to trade his or her life to defend property. A
Creator by definition would never be willing to trade existence for the defense of
property. Thus, warfare is not merely a hazardous occupation, jt js an occupation
in wh'ich one must be willing to dje for what is right.

Perhaps the second-order epistemological cleavage between the Creator and Warrior
can be best expressed by saying that whereas the Creator might in the most desperate
of circumstances die defending his or her property, the Creator would never willjng-
1y place himself or herself jn that position. By contrast a Warrjor not only would
wi11ingly place himself or herself jn such a position but would have to jn order to
be a Warrior in the first place. And this js what djvjdes the Warrjor Class from
the Creator Ciass - a djvision which by the nature of warfare cannot be arbitrarily
laid aside without sacnificing congruency with reality.

Thus, thjs divjsion and its ramifjcations must be understood by libertarian ideo-
logues before entering the coming struggle. It means that the Creator Class whichjs the overwhelmingly dominant element in the present stage must accept the task of
nuturing the Warrior Class to bring about the rise of a ljbertarian society. Since
revolution js warfare jt will be fought by the Wamior Class with the voluntary sup-
port of the Creator Class.

tichord $lomon

The Libertarian Party of Washington State will be holding its monthly meeting on
June 28, 'l975 at the University Towers Hotel commencing at 7:30PM. This meeling
promises to be of particular significance and interest. A motion made by Sylvia
Lovegren to charge a door fee to LPWS meetings has been tabled to be brought up for
discussion and vote. This issue has long divided LPIIS mernbers but a number of
crossovers have occurred since the last debate took place in February of this year.

Richard $lomon will be presenting a report of the findings of the Action Pianning
Committee as to goals, objectives and activities for the LPWS this coming year.
Thjs statement whjch includes "preconditions" for the success of the Party in this
state promises to stir controversy.



SC ITE CH

As you will recall, there was a vague air of uncertainty hanging over the last issue'
We were to calculate the smallest dispersion a laser beam is allowed by uncertainty.
The uncertainty relationship 'i s Ap^Ax 2 h whereAx is the uncertainty in some

coordinate,Ap; is the uncertainty'in its conjugate momentum, and h is Planck's Con-

stant, which his the value of 6.6256 X l0-34 Joule second (the Joule 'is a measure of
energy, equivalent to fifting 1 kg a bit over l0 cm at sea level. In this case, the
coordlnates to choose are the displacement and momentum perpendicular to the beam

when it leaves the laser.

Clearly the higher the uncertainty in displacement the lower the uncertainty il to-
mentum. Now to save time we can ipproximite and knock a few corners off: (l) we

are not concerned with the beam doubling in diameter; it will stjll have l/4 the
punch and th'i s is good enough. Thus, to get the lowest 4pr we setAx as high
as we can--equal to the beam width d. then at best Ap" - h

Another aooroximation is that we are talkinq about smal1 dispersions, so that sine
0= 0 (in'hadians, naturally) and thus O = PxTp where 0 is the dispersion angle.
The smallest 0 comes when 

-px 
= Ao- ( it certajnly can't be any smaller! ) giving

us g= h/od. - For a photon'-p=lilx where r is the wavelength and this gives
theanswei 0=4

d

Notice several things about this result. Planck's Constant has dropped out com-

p1ete1y, because unc6rtainty is an integral part of_ wave mechanics. The break-
itrroug-ir that deBroglie and the others achieved was applying wave.mechanics to everv-
thing, even if it wasn't a photon, so,that for any paitlct; i =hzp lr1ut ls,lV#v
eoTiA-body comes equipped with a wavelength that gets shorter as its speed and mass

increase. (This iiel in nicely vritir special relativity; as a frame approaches the
speed of light with respect to an observer, it contracts and an apparent mass of ob-
jects in it grows, but its time rate slows so that an observer in the frame can't
tel I the difference. ) Thus relativity.

For gross objects at perceptible speeds (such as 1959 Dodges) the wavelength is very
strori (1guri it out)'but for something like an electron it can be quite long' which
explains why atoms don't col 1apse.

The phi losophical impl ications of this theory are immense. A century ago' physi -
cists thought of Reality as an entity wh'i ch behaved like a i,lewtonian model . Dt's-

crete nrass6s moved at deiin.ite volocities through fixed homogeneous space' while ab-

solute lime ticked inexorably onward from Yesterday into Tomorrow. The entire Uni-
verse was a machine, whose Present Setting inevitably groundout its Future, and

henceforth scjence would consist of extending the accuracy of the Universal Con-

stants to more decimal places, shrinking the corral of experimental uncertainty
until human will would be locked in stasis eternally staring at the metaphysical
14edusa of determini sm.

The two avenues of escape led in diametrically opposite directions. l4any took the
precipitous plunge into mysticism, fal ling headlong into the epistemological pungi-

bit alg for them-by two thousand years of scribbling Christians and other subter-
ranean'pests. Deilaring that God (or Life or i4ind or Marx) transcended the laws of



mere existance, and ihe Free l,lill was irrelevant to reality, they did cacaphonous
battle (often in insipid iambic peutameter) wjth their berserker comrades who grunt-
ed and snuffled that Free f,lill didn't exist, and would be evil jf jt djd (or was
just an jllusion filming the regrettably aware minds of unfortunately living
creaturesn a spot of organic decay in an otherwise pristine universe of arjd de-
cency).

Some chose to challenge the validity of the accepted laws of physics on the grounds
that they failed to explajn electricjty, magnetism, light or the existence of atoms.
With the sledge hammer of experimental evjdence they shattered the luminjferous
ether, with 0ccam's razor they slashed away the tangles of theoretical baling-wire
being spun to share-up the crumbling foundations. Fixed space, absolute time, pre-
cisely defjned pojnt masses do not fit Reality, they sajd. They are contradictory,
useless, null-Arjstotel ian conceptual baggage.

The Concepts that do fit are strange, to us. Reality is not indifferent to scale'
it turns out. Blow a man up a billion-fold and he wjll turn into a star (but we

knew that already didn't we?) Shrink him a bjllion-fold and hjs head is the size of
an atom, in the strange realm where nothing stands still. Conjugates are not de-
fined; whjch means, that 'if you know exactly where an object is, you have no idea
where it's going, or how fast, The two cannot exist in hannony, any more than a

thing may be and not be at the same time. The real Universe, it appears, is one of
probability waves in relatjvistjc space-time frames, and position, velocity, time'
mass--are not essential, merely useful abstractions. They work, when you're big and
slow-moving I ike us. They don't, when you're a photon. In abstracting them from
Reality, informatjon is lost---TANSTAAFL, when you peek at a proton it peeks back'
and the determjnists have scuttled back to thejr monastaries, unable to face a world
where decision is even possible.

Speaking of decisions, several authorjtatjve sources have informed me off-the-re-
cord that President Ford recently held a top-1evel secret meeting at the White House

in which he committed the nation to developing Lunar colonjes before 
.l990' 

on the
Gerard-0'Neil Lunar Lagraugian model. This Cal ls For a giant cyl inder (say .l00

meter radius and I km length) full of air, with w'indows and mjrrors for sunlight and
spin for gravity, containing 5000 humans and a closed photosynthetic ecosystem; two
of these cylinders would be tethered together and placed jn 15, a shallow gravity
well whjch orbits Earth 60'behjnd Luna. The cost? $20-40 billion, at least.
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IF YOU HAVE AN EXCELLENT PROOUCT THAT TS ATTRACTIVE TO CAPITALISTS - WHY NOT
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ARTICLES
THE LOGIC OF FREEDOM: PART I

Thjs js the first of a serjes of articles on a rigorous theory of Freedom. Later
articles wi I I develop the mathematics and analysis in detail . Here we present a

condensed version of the basic model o along with some of its less formal implica-
tions.

Let Reality, R, be described as a flux of 4-djmensional points called events. (1)

Take the subset of events in a person's view of Reality that are expression of his
intent. Call this subset, E, the person's EXISTEIICE. (2)

Subdjvr'de E into three parts: past, present, future: E-, E*, E+.

Call all "exjstential events" in E*, or the present, a person's 0PTIONS.

Take any subset of E* such that the occurrence of any one event in the subset im-
plies that the other events in the subset wjll not occur. In mathematical terms, if
the subset is (el, €2, €3,...€n), P(et/ej) = 0 fot all i I i.
Call all such sets, CHOlCt SETS. "Choosing" is then the process which defines pre-
cisely which "e" wi I I occur,

Now let us see what is involved in "choosing". To transform a "choice vector"
(e.1,....en) into a particular event. k.e1 (where k i9 a functjon distinguising be-
iween "intended" and i'actual" outcome) we need to multiply it with a Kronecker vec-
tor (k,0,...0); the cross-product yields k.e1. The Kronecker function, in turn, can

be a Markov-process outcome of a chain of already specified events in E-; sjnce
"past eventsi' are linked sequentially over time, they can be distributed in terms
oi logical processes leading to single "present" outcomes. ThY:, CHOICE is tle ap-
pljcation of subjective stochastics to existential h.ypqrspaces (3); on ly by vlewlng
alooslng-inthis manher can logical consistency be achieved.

l,low consider the possibility that one's "existential past"' E-, can be viewed n0t as

a single-valued Markov chain but a multivariate process. This is easier than one

imagiies: Stringing different past events together in. different sequences wi1 1

cleirly produce iirierent Kronecker functions (k,0,0,'..), (0'm'),.'.0) etc' The

application of each of these will produce different choices; k.el'm.e2' etc.

If in fact the number of independent I"larkov chains equals the dimensions
choiceset,wewou1dgeta@ofour9n9i991!qs
outcomes. In common langua@eHOOSE T0 D0 EVERYTHING

e[UID-D-qryt AS A CURRENT gPTIgN. 14e shall call such a person, ToTALLY FRrE

choice-sET in.lrdSS_g!-eIy-€JS!!j-!-!". And we could measure the degree of
extent to which his "present existence"

this final criterion.

A person's freedom can be "less than perfect" in two dimensions: either -if ht's

"choice set" is less than E*, 0r if his Kronecker functions do not span a1l his
choices. I.e., he may lack C0lJl'IECTI0NS to his past for some of his known options.
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The first case involves the relationship of Self to Knowledge and Reality; thjs w'ill
be discussed at another time. For examin'ing the second case, we need to specify how
past events are being stochastically connected, and what this means.

If any sequence of past
time- independent 1 ogic
logic can be jdentjfied
f'lhen we select flows or
options, a value choice
single value, we will

events are being connected over time, it is because of some
which can ratjonal'ize each sequence we construct. Each such

as a VALUE . -(ElS. , Li fe, Happi ness , Knowl edge, Beau ty )
processes in our past which "make sense" in terms of today's
is implicjt in our mental processes. If we operate on a

clearly choose one and only one from our current choice set;
be led to several current op-

ti ons .

For a

tions;
person to be perfectly
AND the range of hjs

plete "present existence".

free, then, he must have as many values as he has op-
val ues must
It must be obv'ibus that a person must have at least-66-

independent values to be free at all; othenvjse, hjs choice sets become triv'ial, or
his existence contains "meaningless" options. The exercise of freedom, then is not
in acts of choosinq but in the definition and widefrTng-oF:vaJuE;;:in the capacity-T6-
TIve a-.fuTTtt-Iife; and enjoy t ices.

(r)

l2)

l3)

Buddha.',s oniglnctL mctde.t- c.t( "lzaa.ncL": a" de,rehiption o( Rea.,LLt4, not a dedlni-tion.

Note- tlxa.t llnce cttL "exiatQ.nce" i,s Lnte-nLLonal, E ded.Lnu Rzalittl i6 R[E=RUE.
Th't't .tc1uo'tu w'i'th Sytenee.tL BntuJn (Law.t o[ ForunJ, but imtnoducu me,taplnqrLeaX, is-
lue.t wbLeh anz be.tt hand!-e.d bq nzo-Ve-danLLe ma-thena.tic.t.

The teim "hqpe,n\pctce," ia uaed beeatte- thzne Ls good LQ-aaln [on a.,sdunins ttLat
ReoLLtq ean be p.Lopeh.LA duc,n-Lbed onLq in |-dinzyaLona-L I-ogic; the ne,aaon wz
tluLnlz 3- o.z 4- dinen.tLona.t-[-r1 .i.,t be-eante- .i-t deen,s to be, "conmln aenAz,,, but .in
(ac-t. en'tone-out. A notz on .lix-d,inzn'slona.LLtq aA a. aattlophqlLea,L clnAtlLuct t)ill
be pnue-nte-d in cL .La.te,n .Lt.tue o[ QUEST, Deb Dos

ABORTION AND CHATTETHOOD

Abortion has many f ibertarians in a quandry. It is a gut-1evel emotional jssue
which directly relates to the individual's right to life and the basic ljbertarjan
concept of self-ownership. Unfortunately, some l ibertarians resolve the .issue with-
out impiementing the tools of logic and reason. They tend to paper-over the real
issues jnvolved in what appears to be an attempt to mollify the sacred cow of pa-
rental altruism. Some go so far in justifying their heresy as supporting a fonn of
implied socjal obligation for the parent.

In Christian circies, the present debate over aborti0n centers over whether or not
the fetus is a human being. Thus, the argument goes, if the fetus is a human being,jt has an absolute right to life and the host mother has no right to do anything
v'ihich could end that life. And if one accepts the premise of the altruist ethic



that one is implicitly bound to live for others, then the black and crimson robed

witch doctors of altiujsm are c0rrect. This premise of the jmplicit obligation
which the mother js to have for her child, however, is the wellspring of implied al-
truistic bonds of self-sacrifice between all humans and is the emotional-intellect-
ual base for all altruist mysticism and social collectivisrn.

Yet, some libertarians are willing to accept the impljed obligation 9I- tlt" mother
(ini tirus the parents) to the chili when in fact this concept js, as will be shown,

ih" trup door to the welfare state. Whether the fetus is a human being is not the
central'issue in abortion. In fact, it will be assumed for the sake of argument

that the fetus is a human being.

The essential point of the argument being that no indivjdual, under any circumstanc-

"i, trur a righ! to life by paiasitizing lhe I ife of another personr .One individ-
uai's right io life does not take prec6dence over another person's right of self-
ownershi[. Any exception to this rule would 1ogica1ly_negate the right to_l'ife it-
self by breactring the social expression of this principle in the form of self-owner-
ii'ip. "The right to life is a mbtaphysically vaiid concept.emanating from the essen-
tjal nature oi human beings but jt ls of no value unless it translates into the so-

cial concept of self-ownerihip which is the basjs of al1 property. Th!:, since the
princ'iple bf self-ownership is itself the express'ion of the right to ljfe..in a so-

c.ial context, it can never be subordinated to other expressions of the "right to
I i fe" .

It becomes evident, thus, that the human status of the fetus is not essential or
even central to the torai urgrtent 0n the issue of abortion. The right to Iife of
the human fetus can neither 6e superior or inferior to the self-ownership (i.e.
right to life expressed in social context) of the mother. The real issue becomes

on6 of how responsibiljties are acquired and how concommitant obligations are ful-
filled between persons. The mother-fetus or parent-child relat'ionships are not
"special cases" in terms of I jbertarian morality.

The human fetus growing withjn a woman's body has no E"ima fqcie moral claim to
support anymore tian dois a tumor. The woman his the abs6-iute rigirt to rid herself
oi"anytiring which'is parasitizing her life whether it be a cancerous growth, a tape-
worm or a iuman fetus. No ind'ii'idual 'is under any hint of moral compulsjon t0 sup-

port the life of another unless there exists an explicit contract negotiated volun-
tarily.

Why is an expl icjt contract necessary? One could ask, "Isn't it clear to all that a

prlgnant woman has entered into an implied obligation with another human being by

irermitting thjs jndjvjdual to grow within her llomb?" 0r: "In any case, isn't it
tfue that-an individual is responsible for his or her own acts and thus must bear
the consequences of those acts?"

In answer to the first question, the answeris no. Since a libertarian epistemology
must base itself on expiicitly stated premises, that is objectively demonstrable
then the concept of implicit bbligation cannot hold true. It r's epistemologicaily
unsound and incompatjbie with the requirements of human knowledge, i'e., it must be

explicit. An individual cannot be held to an agreement of unknown terms to whjch he

or'she never agreed. Obligation can never be implied: it must be entered into ex-
plicitly and voluntarily.



Although the woman who is harboring this person within her womb may be ful1y aware
of its potential growth into a fully developed sentjent, she has nb obligation un-
less she enters into an explicit contract wjth the fetus, the father or someone else.
Actions such as those of conception and pregnancy cannot be equated wjth an explic-it agreement, since these do not commun'icate conceptually but perceptually. Per-
cepts, lest it be forgotten, are sensorily-derived jnformatjon and are insuffjcient
to communicate explicit values between individuals.

Simply said, unless an individual states in front of witnesses, or writes an agree-
ment to do something, he or she cannot be held to an implied obligation. Even if it
seems appropriate to some prior action it cannot be enforced upon the actor. 0r be-
cause one has sexual jntercourse today does not imply twenty-one years of servitude
to another human being - unless one expljcitly contracts to do so.

Undoubtediy, everyone must bear the consequences of their own actjons. Although the
pregnant woman, as has been demonstrated, cannot be held responsible for the life of
the fetus as long as no explicjtly agreed to contract exists, she does have to bear
the consequences of an abortion or of childbirth, she is free in absolute moral
terms to make that chojce. An indivjdual is thus responsible for hjs or her own ac
-tions and to what he or she explicitly conmits to do wjth others and not for what
he or she has not done or agreed to do.

Thus on closer observatjon, the fact that a sperm has invaded the ovum'in a woman's
womb does not create an obl igation to support the I ife of the fetus anymore than a
beggar who insinuates his way'into one's home for a free meal. Because one has fed
a starving beggar does not in any conceivable way obligate one to continue feeding
the beggar. If anything, it is the beggar who should feel obligated to repay the
host. But even there, the beggar has no obligation without prior agreement.

The notion that a woman is somehow implicitly obligated to support the life of the
fetus because it happens to reside in her womb js analogous and equally falacious to
the idea that once having fed a starving beggar one is somehow responsible for his
I ife.

Arguments relating to the responsibility for the fetus' welfare based on its "right
to life" can be 1ogically overturned by the premise that to be "human" is to be re-
sponsible. Thus the fetus is responsible for its own actions (or lack of action)
and in turn for the consequences of those actions. If the woman, assisted by a doc-
tor removes the fetus from her body and the fetus dies, she cannot be held respon-
sjble for the fetus' inability to 1ive. She has merely removed a trespasser frsn
her property i.e.her own body.

i'low if it is asserted that the fetus is not truely or fully responsible for its own
actions, then logically it is not "fully human". And since an objectively based
epistemology requires an ejther-or definitjon, it is thusly ejther human or not hu-
man. If it is not human then removal of the fetus can have no great moral conse-
quence. No more let us say, than that of removing a large tumor or tapavonn. The
argument that it could be human jn time could appiy to sperm and ovum as well; thus
rendering masturbation (by males at least) inmoral !

In any case, the arguments that a woman (or anyone for that matter) is morally corn-
pe11ed to sustain the fetus even to her detriment is indefensible from any logical

t0



standpoint - even assuming the human status of the fetus. That is, unless one ac-
cepts the altruist ethic of self-denjal and its social correlary of implied obliga-
tion and collectjve responsibility, one is logically compeiled not only to grant but
to support the moral right to abort.

Doubtlessly at this point in the argument it is predictable that some redfaced de-
fender of children's rights wjll foreward the observation that what goes for the fe-
tus could also go for the infant. Can this mean that chjldren are, morally speak-
ing, nothing more than chattel? 0f course it does.

A prime tenet of libertarianism is that authority and responsibility must go in e-
quai measure. It is obvious that a suckling infant is wholly dependent upon its
mother (or upon some other sentient adult) for its sustenance and its l ife. As such
it is not a self-responsible agent and thus has no authority over its own life. In
fact, the mother or any other person, unless an explict't contractual obligation has
been entered, has no moral (and in a libertarian free state no legal) obligation to
cont'!nue feeding or clothing the'infant. The mother or any other owner of the ch'ild
can give, sell or abandon the jnfant without moral transgression.

0f course, jt would be a moral transgression and a 1ega1 offense to dump the infant
on someone else's property. In extrospect, it might be considerably difficult to
abandon an immobile jnfant in a soc.iety in which virtually a'11 property was private-
even streets and sidewalks. Private infant brokerages would buy and sell jnfants -
thus providing a 1ega11y and morally acceptible outlet for unwanted infants.

However, the mother or anyone else cannot aggress the infant or infringe on its
right to life anymore than the infant could be given the prerogative in its fetal
state to aggress the life of the mother by parasitizing her body. Knowledge of phy-
sical abuse of the infant could lead to the intervention of the State in pursuing
its only legitimate functjon in retaliating against the initiation of force. In
essence, the infant would be recognized as having de jure human status by the State
with fu11 rights to protection from the initiation of force or fraud.

Thjs legal recognitjon which would have to be extended by the State to all of jts
jnhabitants due to the epistemological uncertainty of defining the threshold of sen-
tience, would not morally enjoin the parent of the infant to assume any implicit
social obligation. The parent might do so unilaterally to define the scope of his
or her resp6nsibility in regards t6 ttre infant's behavior. Remember, that in a lib-
ertarian society one would be totally responsible for the actions of one's posses-

sions even though one would not be morally compelled to have any implied-responsi-
bility to the p6ssession. For example, the parent would not be responsible for the

moral education of his or her children, however, he orland she would be liable for
all damages committed by their chattel-wards.

Scrne libertarians will disagree with the reduced authority of the parent-'inherent in
the State,s recognition of lhe infant's de iurg human status. They will say, and

not w.ithout considerable justification, mat -Tf responsibility and authority are t0
go in equal measure, us it'.y must under a libertarian ethic, then placing fu11 re-
iponliUiiitV for the jnfant on the parent while reducing parental authoritv over

property is" to enfringe on self-ownership. Tf"y might-a1so say that it constitutes
in opening wedge for arbitrary State intervention'

In answer to this profound objection, that the child cannot be held purely as chat-

lt



tel in that as soon as the chi.ld reaches the threshold of sentience or at least de-
cides to be responsible for its acts and independent for its sustenance, it has no
obligation to its parents or "owner". A chattel can make no contract since it can-
not be held responsible. Thus in turn, the parent cannot enforce upon its chjld a
contract for bondage to a third party since upon achieving sentience (sophonthood)
the child cannot be held by any contract - to which it was not a consenting party.
The latent sophont by its very indetenninate nature diminjshes the absolute "chatte'l
-hood" of the infant.

The essential idea is that an'indivjdual cannot be in full authorjty over a value,
which by its very nature, he cannot have fu11 disposition and control. Thus any
chattel which has a high likelyhood of attaining sentience cannot be transferred to
another party with full assurance that it will not assert its authority over its
own life. Its transfer must be done under the caveat of potential sophonthood.

Thjs is the reason why the State must regard the infant as a de jure human. This
would not stop the parent from disciplining the child but it would prohibit an undue
use of force. Punish'ing a child can be ljkened to self-defense, however, self-de-
fense can be objectively separated from aggression. And again the child has every
right to depart from the parental estate - and to gain aid frorn outsiders if he or
she is being aggressed.

Thus, no parent would have the arbjtrary "right" to turn his or her infant chattel
into "sausage meat". Forceful action against a thing may grade into aggress'ion as
the presumption of sentjence grows under the law.

inevitably, the question arises as to defining when the child becomes an adult with
fu11 respons'ibiiity and authority over its life. This can happen in one of several
ways. Either the parent thrusts the chjld into the world and jt assumes responsi-
bility for its own life; or the chjld runs away from an over protective or over pos-
sessive parent or guardian. In any case, the parent or owner would have to declare
themselves publicly free from responsibif ity for ther child's actions qua new adult
and the disowned/liberated "child" must make hjs or hdr own way - or suffer the con-
sequences.

This could happen at any age under any cjrcumstances. Those persons who desire to
shelter homeless wajfs or street urchins or engage in other forms of philanthropy
wjll be free to do so. Those who w'ish to buy infants or older children on the mar-
ket from those who wish to sell them will also be free to do so as well.

In such a society there will be no child labor laws or compulsory schooling or we1-
fare. However in a society in which implied socjal obligation exjsts, in which the
mother can be forced to bear children - that is permit a fetus to parasitize her
body against her wjll - the concept of self-ownersh'ip and thus the right to life
based on responsibility will not long exist. In order to enforce such a requirement
the State would have to be able to force women under threat of crim'inal sanction to
give birth. This precedent would "necessitate" that the fathers be forced to sup-
port their women consorts. In turn, this would "necessitate" State supervisjon over
the welfare of the child. From there it would be only a sma11 jump to compulsory
school ing and welfare. Thjs of course would "require" economic redistribution
through involuntary taxation since the implied social obligation of mothers would
have to be "equ'itab1y" distributed as a duty to all! After all, fair js fair, and
each contradiction deserves another - jn socjal orders based on the mysticism of the

t2



implicit and moral commandments from unknowable authority'

Asafinalnote,inanon-contradictoryuniversetherearenoexceptions'thus-lib-
ertarians must not shrink from extending their attack to parental altruism' Altru-
ism is the psychological and ethical foundatjon for coercive, authoritarian col.lect-
iuitr. fn tfi, totai struggle against A-C culture, truth begins at home'

Richord $lomon
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R EVIEWS THE NEW WOA,IAN

!,/omen are moving. The Equal Rights Amendment'is nearly ratified. .l975 
has been de-

clared International l,lomen's Year by the United Nations. Women are entering jobs,
participating in sports, learn'ing skills, making headlines, changing institut'ions.

Who is this woman? This woman who has been helper, housekeeper, secretary and sj-
lent; who js now producing, working and shouting to be heard. One answer to the na-
ture of thjs woman can be found in The Fslq]S_[qn, a book written to, for, about and
by a woman.

Thq Fema'le Man is a fantastic, futuristic puzzle not lending jtself to the usual
plo-f-AescriFTTon, character analysis, and remarks about philoiophical intent. Four
women coincidentally come together from four alternate time/space frames. Inter'vrov-
en are each of their histories, their strengths, their fantasjes, thejr abiljtjes,
thejr fears, their frustrations and thejr relations with each other, with men, and
with the rest of the universe. The reader jumps w'ith the characters foruard, back-
ward and sideways in time. From alternate present and future one learns of future
technoiogy, fights wjth bears, t,'lhjleawayan Philosophy, jntjmate sexual encounters,
underground revolution, what they all ate for breakfast, and various battles in the
continuing war between sexes. There is no order, fragmented sequence; the pieces
are put together at random until well jnto the book when one discovers the puzzle---
why these women are together, whom each of them is--the puzzle of the new woman.

There is much literature now about women and various aspects of their current strug-
gle. Tht's is the best book I've found. I urge you to read jt; but read with ex-
treme caution. It will make you laugh, thjnk, and learn but if you understand you
will be disturbed. For you will discover the new woman; her power, herinsight, her
weaknesses, her nature. Hate the book, love it, rip it up when you finish, tell no
one else to read it, spread its words to all your friends, but whatever you do---
read i t.

The Female l'1an

by Joanna Russ
(Bantam, $i.zs;

Kolhy Hobbertod
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HOWARD FAST - AN ADDITION TO YOUR LIBERTY LIBRARY

If you get as tired as I do of living in the spiritual wasteland of the security
premise-culture then you might appreciate this exhortation to refresh your psyche in
ihe envigorating strength oi the Howard Fast's works, in particular his historical
notes and biographies.

Fast recognizes and dramatizes the fact that jn human culture the important forces
are those which favor and those which oppose individual freedom. His stage is the
human spirit, and the hero is man's intransigent search for freedom, the villain is
hjs ruthless demand or dominion. Fast chooses to portray those particular times in
the history of mankind when these two unalterably opposed principles clashed and

struggled io the eternal glory or shame of the species. T!" themes alone engender
enthuijasm, but couple them wjth masterful plots and startl ingly real istic charac-
terizations and setiings and you have the ingredients for an enthrolling evening.

My favorites are Spartacus, the story of a slave born of slaves who discovered the
mLaning of life anFTreeOom when he djscovered love from h'is mate, and as a result
nearly destroyed the Roman Empire; then there .is April Morning the story-of a boy

during the battles of Lexjngton and Concord, who becomes a man when he realizes the
naturd of the issues involv6d in that when truly was fired the shot heard round the
world; and there is M.y Glor"ious Brothers; the story of the incredjble Jews who with-
outanygovernmenteffiiencetotheMaccabee(anethnarc)threwoff
the yoke of Pers'ian dominance.

I absolutely guarantee that if you truly love freedom these books will move you deep

-iy and powlriully, for they concretize the reasons why intransigent devotion to in-
dividual liberty is the highest goal of mankind, and a.lso why freedom is possible
only to people who maintain a ready vigilance against .its enemies.

I would also highly recommend Howard Fast's biography of Thomas Paine. This little
appreciated man"almost sing.le-handedly provided the impetus that allowed the Ameri-
cin Revolution of 1776 to iucceed where others had failed before it. He provided
the intellectual ammunition that fueled the American troops with the will to die ra-
ther than give up the freedom they held so precariously. Rising out.of abject pov-
erty, subs6rviance and ignorance, Tom Paine drove himself to become educated and to
use that education in the cause of freedom. His background coupled with h'is drive
and perception enabled him to crystalize the vague yearnings of the American people.
Fast's portrayal of Paine's role is perceptive and empathetic, and perhaps. holds a

lesson for thbse who underestimate the power of words jn a revclutionary situation.
Revolutions are wars of ideology, and ideas are the strategic weapons and words the
delivery systems jn such wars, as witness the life of Tom Paine.

Mourice Willey
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JUNE T ISFSC MEETING

The June seventh meeting which featured dinner consisting of boeuf bourguignon and
vegetarian curry and strawberry shortcake was well attended.

Angela Basta presented a report on the property and photographic essay on same.
Richard $lomon filled-in on problems of well drilling and the quality of the soils
which are not of the best for agriculture and present drainage problems.

Angela gave copies of the responsibjlity waiver to the members for sjgnature. The

waiver protects the owners of the land and the ISFSC from responsibility for in-
juries to members or their friends occuring on the property. Angela also distribut-
ed an agreement stipulating the provisions for using the EB1. All of these docu-
ments are provisional and are subiect to change as EBI develops.

A number of questions about the property such as power supply for industrial use re-
main to be answered.

Bill K'ilner agreed to serve on the Leadership Committee to replace James 0wings on
temporary leave of absence. Mr. Owjngs has agreed to a final review of his position
on the LC in three months (September 7).

The meeting was hosted by Angela Basta and Richard $lomon. In attendance were James
0wings (President), l,'lil I iam Kilner (Technology officer and Scitech columnist),
Arthur Kilner (Information officer), Karen l,liliey (cartoonist - illustrator) for
QUEST, Ben Toland, Jeff Tower and Maurice Willey. The only non-members present were
Deb Das and Kathy Habbestad.
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