
R15.00 

 

Contents of this issue  

Article  Page 

Vaal Reefs: The 

hypocrisy and the hype 

by Ron Weissenberg  

3 

Business in the moral 

maze 

by Elaine Sternberg  

5 

Towards a Libertaria in 

our time 

by Geoff Hemm  

7 

Defiling an “Open 

Society” 

by Trevor Watkins  

8 

Two kinds of 

Individualism 

by Tibor Machan  

10 

Libertarian Laughs  16 

17 to 20 Adverts  

The Individualist  January 1996 Vol 19 Issue 3 



The Individualist  January 1996  Vol 19 Issue 3 Page 2 

 

ach  individual is the sole 

owner of his or her life, and 

of the fruits of  his or her   

effort. 

 

n individual may not 

initiate the use of force or 

fraud against another,  but 

may strongly resist the use 

of force. 
 

Implications 
Freedom of speech, association, contract 

and movement. 

Recognition of  the supreme rights 

of the individual. 

Respect for property rights. 

Love for life, liberty and the pursuit 

of happiness. 

Limits  on the  powers  of  groups,      

governments and gangsters. 

Duties are subject to the consent of  the 

individual concerned. 

Rights to resist force, theft and 

enslavement 
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N 
ow is the time for mining entrepreneurs 

to stand up and defend themselves 

against the collectivist movement, 

whether trade union or government 

based.  It's time for mining entrepreneurs to clearly 

state their terms and be removed from capitalist 

"polecat" status (for which their cardinal sin is the 

pursuit of profit and 

happiness) to their 

rightful place as the 

creators and originators 

of wealth. It is time for 

entrepreneurs to be 

r e c o g n i z e d  a s 

individualists who have 

the ability to carry 

humanity along in it's 

quest for survival - as 

the force which does 

not kill people, but 

enhances and sustains life. The death of an 

individual is a tragic and an irreplaceable loss. The 

104 individuals killed in the recent Vaal Reefs 

disaster leave behind family and friends and a 

society which mourns and yearns for recent history 

to be different. Heartfelt condolences go out to 

these people, and pain is shared. 

But pain must also be shared with the family and 

friends who lost three times as many people in the 

Easter weekend road carnage, or the estimated 

10,000 people killed each year in this country by 

murder, violence and   unnatural causes. Pain must 

be shared with the thousands of victims of vicious 

assault, rape and political and social intolerance. 

A few days before Vaal Reefs, our State President 

stated inter alia, that an individual life was a life 

equal to his own, and government would not 

tolerate those who infringed the right to life, peace 

and happiness of others . So where is our national 

day of mourning for  the victims of murder and 

violence?  Are the victims of mining accidents 

somehow more equal than others? Just days 

following the Vaal Reefs 

tragedy, a commission of 

inquiry was appointed to 

investigate (or more 

accurately, to apportion 

blame for) the causes of 

the accident. Where is the 

commission of inquiry 

into all of the unnatural 

deaths pervading our 

society currently ? Most 

importantly, where is the 

action to halt this social 

devastation ? 

One of the prime causes of social disharmony, 

crime and violence is poverty. Poverty is addressed 

by the creation of wealth through jobs.  Similarly 

the greatest cause of environmental damage is 

poverty. Look around you at informal settlements 

in every area of South Africa and compare the 

direct and indirect environmental devastation with 

the comparatively negligible effect that mining has 

on the environment. 

Let us now imagine that the approximate 500 000 

VAAL REEFS: THE HYPOCRISY AND THE 
HYPE 

Ron Weissenberg is a director of companies 

engaged in the fields of medium-scale mining, 

beneficiation and engineering services. He is 

also the Chairman of the Association of 

Industrial Minerals, Metals and Mining 

(AIM3).  

The views expressed in this article belong to 

Ron Weissenberg and do not necessarily 

represent the views, policies or thinking of 

any organisation to which the writer is 

The pain must be shared with the 
estimated 10,000 people killed each 

year in this country by violence 

Are the victims of mining accidents 
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direct jobs in the mining industry vanished 

tomorrow. Frightening, when you consider that less 

than 10 percent of that workforce would find 

alternative employment or honest wealth creating 

opportunities. The remaining 450,000 people 

would either starve, or have to sustain themselves 

by coercive means. Even more frightening is the 

dependents of the potential jobless, estimated at up 

to 9 people per breadwinner. Simple calculation 

now shows some 4 million people in a quest for 

survival by any means. Of course this basic statistic 

excludes the people indirectly associated to mining, 

such as in the supply of services and equipment. 

Add these potentially unemployed to the equation, 

and you have a tragedy of immeasurable 

proportions.  

It follows therefore that mining sustains and 

enhances life. Hundreds of  thousands of jobs have 

been created in the. mining industry.  The industry 

has the ability to create vast additional 

employment, but only in the absence of collectivist 

interference.  The social climate must be provided 

for entrepreneurs to evolve in a free market society, 

with due respect for individual freedoms and rights. 

It is certain that commemorative events will follow 

to remind society of the tragedy of Vaal Reefs, or 

more accurately to reinforce the collectivist 

concept that mines kill people. On these occasions, 

spare a thought for the fact that we are imperfect, 

that people are also killed crossing roads or driving 

vehicles, and more importantly realize that death is 

part of existence. The tragedy of lives lost in the 

everyday endeavors of existence is a natural thing. 

Understand that the dependents of the victims of 

Vaal Reef are substantially cared for through life 

insurance and related benefits. There are very few 

entities that provide the social protection of the 

mining industry.  

The fact that 104  people died within a mine is no 

less tragic than death through any other unnatural 

event. To make it more so is hypocritical and 

perversely unfair - especially given the fact that 

(Continued from page 3) 

mining sustains life far in excess of that which it 

takes away.  One single human life is precious, and 

a single death is tragic. The death of a collective 

however, is the proper consequence of its host's 

indifference.   Sadly, capitalists still cannot muster 

the courage to be indifferent. They cling to the 

hope that some day they may come to terms with 

collectivists. Sixty years ago it was the socialist 

and nationalist movements in Europe. Today, it is 

the Trade Union movement and National Unity. 

Capitalists remain as committed hosts to a 

collective parasitic ideology as consistent as time 

itself.  

What is required here is fair play. Capitalists are 

easy prey to any collectivist by virtue of their 

inability to cope with the basest of collectivist 

weapons - guilt. They are made to feel guilty for 

their most basic right which is the pursuit of profit 

and happiness. They are made to feel that they 

"owe" society the right to the fruits of their 

creations. They are coerced into providing for the 

community, coerced into collective and centralized 

bargaining - and forced to place the concept of 

altruism above everything. No regard is given for 

the fact that without the entrepreneurs, wealth and 

jobs and the resultant life sustaining potential 

would cease to exist. It is time for mining 

entrepreneurs to state their terms clearly - to 

demand to be left alone to create, evolve and grow 

their  business primarily for their gain and 

happiness. The natural outcome will be the 

empowerment and happiness of society.   Such is 

less than 10 percent of that 
workforce would find alternative 

mining sustains life far in excess of 

Capitalists remain as committed 
hosts to a collective parasitic 

““““The love of liberty is the The love of liberty is the The love of liberty is the The love of liberty is the 

love of others; the love of love of others; the love of love of others; the love of love of others; the love of 

power is the love of power is the love of power is the love of power is the love of 

ourselves”ourselves”ourselves”ourselves”    

----    William HazlittWilliam HazlittWilliam HazlittWilliam Hazlitt    

(1778(1778(1778(1778----1830)1830)1830)1830)    
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BUSINESS IN THE MORAL MAZE 
BY ELAINE STERNBERG 

T 
he effect of moral beliefs on economic 

conduct is a subject of importance to 

business and policymakers. In 

established capitalist societies, a failure 

to understand the connection between ethics and 

economics has led to much misconceived 

regulation, intended to impose inappropriate goals 

on business. In eastern Europe and the former 

Soviet Union, the failure to appreciate the ethical 

underpinnings of markets has 

hampered the development of 

capitalism, and led to a political 

backlash against reform.  

This book consists of 10 essays, 

mainly by economists, which 

attack the widespread but false 

belief that market capitalism 

suffers from intrinsic moral 

defects. On the contrary, 

capitalism not only produces 

optimum economic outcomes, 

but is morally superior to the 

alternatives. The problem, as Nigel Lawson argues, 

is that capitalism is seldom judged fairly by 

genuinely ethical standards. If capitalism depends 

The reviewer is author of Just Business: Business 

Ethics in Action (Little Brown, 1994) and a 

consultant on business ethics and corporate 

governance.  This review appeared in the London 

Market Capitalism and Moral Values: 
Proceedings of Section F (Economics) of the 

British Association for the Advancement of 

Science, Keele 1993 

Edited by Samual Brittan and Alan Hamlin 
Edward Elgar, £39.95, 168 pages 

on self interest, so do all other systems that offer 

inducements to action. The egalitarianism 

advocated by critics of capitalism is undesirable, 

immoral and impossible in practice. More 

positively, capitalism is the only economic system 

that both requires, and provides dependable 

support for, the fundamental moral values of 

liberty and autonomy.  

Several papers in this volume demonstrate that 

there are institutional and moral preconditions 

which must be satisfied for the “invisible hand” of 

the market to produce optimum outcomes. This is a 

truth that Adam Smith recognized, but many 

academic economists since have not. At the very 

least, private property and contracts must be 

respected.  

The moral prerequisites of capitalism are the same 

as those for business: 

distributive justice and 

o r d i n a r y  d e c e n c y . 

Distributive justice requires 

that organizational rewards 

reflect contributions made to 

o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  g o a l s . 

Ordinary decency refers to 

the honesty,  fairness, 

presumption in favour of 

legality, and absence of 

physical coercion essential for 

the existence of trust and 

most long-term undertakings.  

Two essays expose the idiocies of mainstream 

“business ethicists”. Their belief that the only good 

business is one that eschews business is absurd but 

dangerously widespread. 

Despite these useful papers, the book is 

disappointing. Even its best essays are flawed by a 

failure to recognize some basic conceptual 

distinctions.  

the failure to appreciate the ethical 
underpinnings of markets has 
hampered the development of 

capitalism 

At the very least, private property 
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One damaging defect is the failure to understand the 

ethical significance of motives. Motives are 

important in judging the morality of people, but they 

normally do not matter in the evaluation of acts: 

their morality depends on objectives and 

consequences. Good and bad acts can be performed 

from a variety of motives: the same ethical act (eg. 

saving a life) can be done selfishly or altruistically, 

out of duty or love or spite. 

To the extent that capitalism is about economic acts, 

the agonising over motives which permeates this 

volume is misguided. The operation of the “invisible 

hand” does not require selfish motives, but simply 

making decisions according to appropriate criteria. 

As Samuel Brittan correctly suggests in his essay, 

Adam Smith's butcher, brewer and baker need only 

conduct themselves “as if” their acts were guided by 

enlightened self-interest. The maximising strategy 

which capitalism presupposes is compatible with the 

full range of emotional impulses: it can be motivated 

as much by the desire to provide for charity or one’s 

family as by greed.  

Because most of the contributors misunderstand the 

significance of motives, they also fail to see that 

even the purest of motives cannot make bad acts 

good. Contrary to what might be called the “Robin 

Hood syndrome”, stealing from the rich to give to 

the poor is still stealing, and is therefore immoral. 

However worthy the causes they support may be, 

when business managers fund them by taking other 

people’s money (ie, shareholders’ assets), their 

actions are more properly condemned as theft than 

praised as “social responsibility”. Equally, even if 

governments motives could be imagined to be 

wholly pure, they could not prevent governmental 

acts from too often being ignorant or stupid or 

foolish.  

A second major flaw of the book is the mistaken 

assumption that altruism is unequivocally good. An 

altruistic act is simply one done to benefit interests 

other than the actor’s own; it is defined by the “other

(Continued from page 5) 
-serving” nature of the agent's intention, not by any 

thing intrinsic to the act. Accordingly all sorts of 

acts, including thoroughly wicked ones, are 

compatible with altruism. Failing to recognise this, 

most contributors naively identify ethics with 

altruism and misrepresent them both. 

A third set of problems arises because many 

contributors accept the wrong but widely held view 

that ethics must be either some form of 

utilitarianism or of Kantian deontology. This leads 

them to ignore those important moral truths which 

demand a richer, more realistic and more 

substantially grounded explanatory framework. 

Such concepts as merit and responsibility which 

are central to understanding the connection 

between ethics and economics are not available if 

their impoverished view of ethics is taken 

seriously.  

And ultimately, that view leads them to overlook 

one of the most important moral defences of 

capitalism: the fact that the liberty it supports is a 

precondition not only of economic optimisation, 

but of moral responsibiIity itself.  

 

in the evaluation of acts, morality 
depends on objectives and 

consequences 

the purest of motives cannot make 

all sorts of acts, including 
thoroughly wicked ones, are 

compatible with altruism 

““““The task must be to The task must be to The task must be to The task must be to 

banish from mankind’s banish from mankind’s banish from mankind’s banish from mankind’s 

thought the idea that thought the idea that thought the idea that thought the idea that 

anybody has the right to anybody has the right to anybody has the right to anybody has the right to 

use force against use force against use force against use force against 

righteousness, against righteousness, against righteousness, against righteousness, against 

justice, against mutual justice, against mutual justice, against mutual justice, against mutual 

agreements.”agreements.”agreements.”agreements.”    

    Alexander SolzhenitsynAlexander SolzhenitsynAlexander SolzhenitsynAlexander Solzhenitsyn    
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F 
ollowing a call to action by Trevor 

Watkins, I agree that the time is right to 

start work on establishing a libertaria.  

Like him, I see our biggest problem in 

converting ideas into action.  Libertarians are good 

on theory - not so good on implementation.  

Happily there are exceptions (the establishment of 

the FMF for example), and in this instance it is up 

to us to do something.  Ideas not practised are 

worthless. 

I therefore propose and point out the following: 

A research and Libertaria development company be 

established with start-

up capital raised by the 

sale of shares. 

The said company be 

staffed with a small 

dynamic team and be 

charged to undertake 

the following: 

Make contact and liaise 

with any and all other 

s y m p a t h e t i c 

organisations around 

the world. The current 

global  l ibertarian 

population must be large. We need to contact them 

and obtain their interest, involvement and support.  

From them we can draw talent, funds and future 

citizens. 

Raise funds. Without money, nothing will get done.  

Apart from selling shares, we should sell coupons 

of different denominations.  This can be part of a 

system to buy citizenship in advance. 

Obtain sponsorship and support from wealthy, 

influential individuals.  If Soros can fund an 

Institute for Democracy, and if the Biosphere 

Project can be funded by a wealthy individual, and 

if Ross Perot can indulge his fancy in politics, 

surely we can locate someone willing to back a 

momentous step towards human liberty, with the 

opportunity of doing it at a profit? 

Research, locate and later acquire territory. 

Implement and administer the establishment of a 

Libertarian state. 

“Fringe” movements proliferate like mosquitoes in 

summer.  This organisation must be solid and 

enduring.  It must not be another club of “nutters”. 

Establishing a small 

quiet  l ibertar ian 

backwater will be of 

no consequence.  We 

must be ambitious and 

bold.  Our project 

must be profitable and 

self-sustaining.  In a 

matter of decades and 

in a world of slow, 

u n c e r t a i n 

communication, a 

barren rock became 

Hong Kong.  If 

Libertarianism is what 

we claim it to be, we can emulate this. 

Self sacrifice and poverty are not required to 

(Continued on page 16) 

TOWARDS A LIBERTARIA IN 

Geoff Hemm lives and works on a small 

holding in the beautiful Franschhoek Valley 

near Cape Town.  He has been actively 

involved in South African Libertarian 

activities for many years,  and has 

investigated the potential of various islands 

Ideas not practised are worthless. 

surely we can locate someone 
willing to back a momentous step 
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S 
ullivan’s article is a disjoint, rag-bag of 

quotes from George Soros, opinions from 

Sullivan, and advice to the masses. He 

moves from attempting to define an open 

society,  to trashing capitalism, calls briefly on 

quantum mechanics and chaos theory for support,  

and ends by revelling in the advantages of 

imperfection and middle of the road methods.  I 

have not reprinted the article in The Individualist 

because that would be both illegal 

and boring.  If my article makes 

you sufficiently annoyed, find the 

original. 

I read 3 main themes in the 

article: first that there is virtue in 

imperfection, merit in the 

mediocre,  second that the middle 

of the road is the best place to be 

simply because it is the middle of 

the road, and third that laissez-

faire capitalism is a bad thing, 

probably because it rejects the 

first two points above. 

Virtue in imperfection 

Sullivan quotes Soros quoting Popper’s definition 

of an open society as one “where nobody has a 

monopoly of the truth”.  Monopolies are state 

sanctioned and supported operations protected from 

competition by law and by force.  The current truth 

is that set of facts which accord most closely with 

reality after numerous, independent tests.  

Certainly, truth is not subject to monopoly 

ownership.  However, truth is a state of perfection 

to which we, as civilised, thinking human beings, 

have learnt to aspire - most notably in the form of 

scientific reasoning.  To suggest, as Sullivan does, 

that “perfection is unattainable”,  that “it is easier 

to listen to imperfect ideas... when we realise we 

are all imperfect” is to give up the fight for truth in 

the first round.  When you give up on the search for 

truth,  faith, fanaticism and force will triumph. 

The middle road 

Who can argue with a moderate position?  Is there 

not always some truth in both sides of every 

proposition?  “The truth lies in between the swings 

of the pendulum”.  “We would (should) have open 

minds,... would (should) listen to all sides.”  NO!  

Some ideas are wrong - they have 

been proven wrong many times, they 

do not deserve a further audience, 

they only cost us valuable time and 

energy.  The earth is not flat, nor is it 

the centre of the universe.  Natural 

selection accounts for the origin of 

the species, not biblical stories. Free 

markets lead to wealth creation, 

socialism leads to wealth destruction.  

The moderate position on any of 

these and thousands of other issues is 

just as wrong as the extreme 

position.  To quote Jim Harris 

slightly out of context, nobody in their right mind 

has a moderate position on the value of poison in 

the baking flour. 

 

Attack on capitalism 

DEFILING AN “OPEN SOCIETY” 

BY TREVOR WATKINS 

In the Star of Monday, 8th January 1996,  

Peter Sullivan, the Editor of The Star, wrote 

an article entitled “Let’s define an open 

society”.  Terry Markman faxed this article to 

me with an attached note saying, “Attached 

article will hopefully make you sufficiently 

annoyed to reply”.  Terry succeeded - I was 

sufficiently annoyed to write the following 

reply. 

revelling in the advantages of 
imperfection and middle of the 

nobody has a monopoly of the 
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Most of Sullivan’s article consists of a barely 

disguised attack on capitalism and free markets.  

“We have witnessed the end of the old and rigid 

communism, discarded as much as the old and 

rigid capitalism has been discredited.”  What great 

bastions of capitalism collapsed in 1989?  Where 

are the ruins of capitalist economies?  To what 

alternative systems have America, Japan, Hong 

Kong and Singapore recently turned.  Despite the 

political victory of the so-called communists in 

South Africa,  what economic system do they now 

implement with enthusiasm? 

In Sullivan’s narrow world “wide ties become 

fashionable after narrow ties”.  He does not seem to 

conceive of a world of alternatives to the narrow 

path of his pendulum - a world in which freedom 

could be defined as “no ties”.  If one is convinced 

that perfection is unattainable, why bother 

searching for alternatives? 

Sullivan contrasts freedom to discipline, believing 

that the one is the opposite of the other, and that the 

ultimate solution lies in a little of both.  Freedom 

and self-discipline are inextricably linked. The 

slave has no need or desire for discipline, it is 

provided externally in copious quantities.  But a 

free man must have the discipline to provide for his 

own needs,  to chart his own course,  to sacrifice 

today for the good of tomorrow.  The free market 

has its own rigid disciplines which are flouted with 

peril. Discipline is not an alternative to freedom, it 

is an essential component. 

Soros, according to Sullivan, views laissez-faire, 

libertarianism, geo-political realism and social 

Darwinism as a threat to the survival of open 

societies.  Open societies are defined as 

“institutions... where generally a spirit of tolerance 

and critical thinking prevails”.  By this definition, 

these libertarian concepts, the product of much 

critical thinking,  should be well tolerated in an 

open society, rather than viewed as a threat.  I fear 

that Soros’ and Sullivan’s “open society” would be 

one in which their particular “monopoly of the 

truth” would still be expected to prevail. 

Some obvious errors 

Sullivan accuses Darwin’s system of the survival 

of the fittest as being “a wasteful strategy, 

unencumbered by compassion or civilisation”.  The 

fact that this system has evolved over billions of 

years, is seen to apply  universally throughout 

nature, and appears to lead to the best outcomes 

does not impress this “compassionate and 

civilised” man.  As with governments and markets, 

virtually every intervention in the ecological 

system by well-intentioned idiots results in more 

harm to the system than the laissez-faire approach. 

Sullivan suggests that “a breakdown seems 

inevitable” in the world’s financial systems 

because of the globalisation of markets and the 

absence of a gold standard and an imperial power.  

He ignores the fact that the last great breakdown in 

the financial system came about as a result of the 

restriction of global markets by America,  at a time 

when there was at least four imperial powers, and a 

gold standard.   

Conclusion 

Sullivan concludes his article by stating that this 

mish-mash of errors and imperfections are the 

“precepts that will guide our Star in this new year”.  

One suspects that this celebration of mediocrity 

will more likely suck his organisation into a black 

hole in the future. 

 

(Continued from page 8) 

Freedom and self-discipline are 

a breakdown seems inevitable 

Politically correct Politically correct Politically correct Politically correct 

definition of a socialist:definition of a socialist:definition of a socialist:definition of a socialist:    

    

A capitalismA capitalismA capitalismA capitalism----challenged challenged challenged challenged 

induhvidualinduhvidualinduhvidualinduhvidual    
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A problem has plagued liberal societies, classical 

or modern. Whether the systems of John Locke, 

Adam Smith or John Stuart Mill, or ones favored 

more recently by John Maynard Keynes, John 

Kenneth Galbraith and John Raw; liberalism has 

had problems with morality. It is accused of 

fostering licentiousness, libertinism, hedonism and 

moral subjectivism. Leo Strauss from the right, 

Herbert Marcuse from the left, as well as many of 

their epigones, have made this point repeatedly. 

Defending individual liberty, liberalism hasn't 

much heeded ethics.  

Liberals have usually argued that a society 

organized with individuals allowed to pursue their 

chosen goals is for the best. Via unimpeded self-

interested behavior the overall social good is 

supposed to be most efficiently promoted1. The 

necessary connection between individual 

selfishness and the public good relies on a special 

view of the human individual, one that has recently 

come under severe attack from a group of thinkers 

called communitarians e.g. Robert Bellah, Thomas 

A. Spragens, Jr., and others 2. Yet there is a better 

alternative that deserves to be discussed which is 

what I proposes to do in this essay. 

"EACH INDIVIDUAL IS A UTILITY 
MAXIMIZER" 

 Radical individualism is spelled out first by the 

17th century English philosopher Thomas Hobbes, 

a materialist in whose view human nature does not 

exist independently of social invention and cannot 

be known objectively. His influential metaphysics 

posited a kind of raw, barren - radical or "atomic" - 

individualism: only pure particular material things - 

no general classes - exist in reality.  

The individualism of Hobbes was widely taken to 

be the application of the laws of motion to human 

life. Self advancement would occur most 

successfully if left unimpeded, just as classical 

physics had it. Applied to human social life, 

Hobbes believed, the laws of motion would at first 

lead to conflict, whereupon human intelligence 

would introduce social rules. This would improve 

on the state of nature. Individuals would thereafter 

behave in an orderly fashion. 

 Hobbes's endorsement of absolute monarchy is a 

detail that his philosophical sympathizers later 

dropped. They accepted that societies are made up 

of these unique individuals striving to aggrandize 

themselves to seek their own advantage in every 

way possible. They would only agree to rules of 

social conduct that would guarantee the 

enhancement of their own subjective self-interest. 

But they didn’t believe absolute monarchy served 

this purpose. For example, Adam Smith held that 

the attempt to organize society through mercantilist 

economics was inefficient. Smith, embracing 

TWO KINDS OF INDIVIDUALISM: 
A CRITIQUE OF ETHICAL SUBJECTIVISM  

BY TIBOR MACHAN 

Tibor Machan is currently Professor of 

Philosophy at the US Military Academy, West 

Point, having previously taught at Auburn 

University.  He is the author of many books, 

including Individuals and their Rights, 

Human Rights and Human Liberties, and The 

Pseudo-science of B.F. Skinner, has edited 

such anthologies as The Libertarian 

Alternative and The Libertarian Reader, and 

has contributed to virtually every scholarly 

journal of philosophy. He is also editor of 

Reason Papers. 

This article was reprinted from Philosophical 

Notes No. 29, an occasional publication of 

the Libertarian Alliance, 25 Chapter 

Chambers, Esterbrooke Street, London SW1P 

accused of fostering 
licentiousness, libertinism, 
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Hobbes, held that if we just adopt rules to which 

everyone will agree and let people pursue their self 

interest, overall social prosperity and success will 

result. 

Classical and neoclassical economics, both of 

which embrace liberalism, start from the 

assumption that each person is “essentially a utility 

maximizer in his home, in his office (be it public or 

private), in his church, in his scientific work in 

short, everywhere.” So argued Nobel Laureate and 

Smith scholar, the late George Stigler of the 

University of Chicago, in his famous Tanner 

Lectures. Professor Gary Becker, the 1992 Nobel 

Prize winner in economics, is perhaps the most 

prominent and productive advocate and practitioner 

of this kind of economic imperialism, whereby all 

human affairs are to be studied as instances of 

primarily economic transaction, although Professor 

Gordon Tullock of the University of Arizona is a 

close second. 

AN UNTENABLE MORAL SUBJECTIVISM 

But liberal individualism suffers much because of 

its relationship to this Hobbesian view whereby 

each individual human being is entirely unique. 

Paradoxes arise immediately. First the fact that 

human beings name other groups of things suggests 

something distinctive about them by nature not 

only by convention. Second, entirely unique 

individuals have no natural need for society, nor 

any natural ethical system obligating them to act 

responsibly. Third, the Hobbesian individualism 

finds no easy place for political authority e.g., via 

the “social contract”. What if some individuals 

desire to violate that contract? Nothing is wrong 

with this “by nature”. Nothing well grounded can 

be said to morally object to it. 

Furthermore, radical individualism leads to an 

untenable moral subjectivism which applies to its 

own cherished political principles. A radical 

individualist accepts liberty only so as to promote 

mutual self-interest understood in a purely 

subjective sense. But this really isn't necessary to 

human life and cooperation or required by human 

nature, the way in which fighting an oil fire 

requires certain special methods as a matter of the 

nature of the case. 

So radical individualism’s political values are what 

we have come to agree upon as useful for our 

subjective purposes. (For Hobbes an element of 

objectivism did remain by way of his endorsement 

of self preservation as having ultimate value. But 

liberalism cannot go even that far.) Any judgment 

of morally or politically good or bad, as well as 

right and wrong, comes to no more than a 

preference, a positive or negative feeling of the 

agent, lacking any objective moral import. Is the 

favorite political principle of classic liberals itself a 

mere subjective value? The answer is “yes” despite 

the fact that the right to individual liberty at first 

impression seems to be well supported by this 

radical individualism. But it is only a matter of 

convenience, some thing we have adopted but 

might just as easily not have; we might with equal 

justifiability have adopted something else, say the 

right to equality or security. 

 If this is all true, then people who prefer playing 

golf to defending liberty when the latter is in 

jeopardy do nothing wrong. Also, if someone 

ignores the plight of the hapless or unjustly treated, 

there is nothing to be criticized about this choice. 

Feelings toward one’s community or fellow human 

beings are in no way superior to feelings toward 

another visit to Las Vegas or playing tennis. Since 

there are no objective goods or objective values, 

neither the defense of liberty nor any other course 

of conduct is more important than any alternative. 

THE PROBLEM OF EXPLAINING 
LIBERALISM’S POSITION  

But if a social philosophy cannot justify its own 

defense in terms dictated by its own tenets, it’s 

seriously flawed. Yet there are other problems.  

Often people are pleased that classical liberalism, 

when resting on radical individualism, advances a 

subjective theory of value. Many liberal economists 

believe that if values are subjective then no one can 

justify coercing us to do anything. After all, if what 

they believe is merely subjective, what justification 

would they have for making us do it? None.  

This sounds like a wonderful way to fend off 

interventionism. Yet, suppose the person says: “I 

(Continued from page 10) 
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don’t need any justification to interfere with you, I 

just desire to do it.” Now how is the subjectivist 

going to respond? Not by claiming, truly, that the 

aggressor should not do what he desires to do - 

after all, that claim is but a subjective preference. 

The criminal, tyrant, dictator or government 

regulator wants to force you and you want to be 

free. But neither is an objective value, so it then 

comes down to a matter of power. The alleged 

liberal benefits of subjective (radical individualist) 

value theory are not benefits at all. Indeed, from 

ignorance of what is right nothing follows, not 

even the objection to acting on such ignorance. 

 There is, also, the public relations problem. Here 

what liberalism faces is the problem of explaining 

its moral position vis-a-vis alternative systems, 

some of which have lost their appeal except for 

their self proclaimed moral high ground. I have in 

mind Marxism-Leninism, Marxist National 

Liberationism, Fundamentalist Theocracies, etc. 

Most people reject the subjectivity of values. 

Whether some institution is just or unjust is not for 

them a matter of personal preference. This is no 

mere prejudice. Human beings are well aware of 

moral values, even while they may not be able to 

explain them clearly and convincingly. lt’s similar 

to rejecting the claim by some physicists, e.g., 

Erwin Schrodinger, that there are no solid objects 

since at the subatomic level everything is 

composed of a great deal of empty space. Such 

theories cannot argue reality away. Sound theories 

can only make clearer and deeper our awareness of 

reality.  

The same is true with ethics and morality. 

Skepticism can be intriguing but it has no power to 

actually convince about something as obviously 

true as that there are good and bad things, right and 

wrong ways of acting. At most it can produce 

confusion and hesitation, especially when it comes 

to standing up for one’s values. It can, of course, 

also prompt a measure of caution as against 

arrogance. 

INDIVIDUALISM HAS NOT HAD A FULL 

HEARING  

Clearly, in light of these and related considerations, 

radical (subjectivist) individualism has become a 

target of not just criticism but even moral outrage. 

A good example is a work by Robert Bellah and his 

colleagues, Habits of the Heart: Individualism and 

Commitment in America (1983). Some have 

rejected it - especially as advanced within the feld 

of economics - on simple moral grounds. They say 

the view engenders selfishness, social isolation and 

alienation. Others, following Karl Marx, have 

noted that while it may have had some uses as an 

ideology during the 17th, 18th and 19th centuries, 

it has lost its value in our “post-modern” era. We 

should no longer be concerned with amassing great 

material wealth, something radical individualism 

was supposed to have encouraged, but rather with 

the quality of our lives, its spiritual dimensions, the 

ecosystem, community values, etc. And here 

radical individualism is not just useless but a 

disvalue.  

Need we, then, dismiss individualism and the 

liberalism with which it is so closely aligned? 

Should we embrace a new version of collectivism, 

for example, communitarianism, in order to recover 

us from the consequences of subjectivism?  

I don't believe that is necessary. Individualism has 

not had a full hearing. There are forms of it distinct 

from the version the classical liberal tradition 

inherited. The type of individualism I have in mind 

focuses on individual human beings. This 

humanist, ethical or classical individualism 

recognizes that there is in nature a class of human 

individuals. And their human nature has a lot to 

teach us about social life and personal ethics. It 

seems there are indeed good reasons to classify 

human beings as a distinct class of entities in 

nature. There is, however, also good reason to 

regard their individuality as one of their essential, 

central characteristics. So on the one hand we must 

abandon the radical individualism but on the other 

hand we can firm up the foundation for 

individualism by noting that in the nature of the 

case - by a study of human nature, by a careful 

examination of what it is to be a human being - we 

arrive at the conclusion that one of the crucial 

factors about being a human being is that human 

beings are individuals. In response to this, instead 

of saying, with Hobbes, that there is no human 

essence, we can say in opposition to both Marx and 

Hobbes that the human essence is the true 

(Continued from page 11) 
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individuality of man. 

RECONCEIVING  NATURALISM INSTEAD 
OF ABANDONING IT  

What, if anything, does classical individualism 

have going for it that is lacking in the radical 

individualist tradition?  

A major criticism of the idea of an objective or real 

human nature has to do with the legacy of 

Platonism in both natural law and natural rights 

theories. There is a very serious problem with the 

Platonic view of “the nature of something”. In the 

Platonic tradition the nature of anything had to be a 

timeless, unchanging, perfect form. And certainly 

in Euclidean geometry we may usefully think of 

the perfect circle this way but that is because 

geometry is a purely formal field, concerned with 

measurement and precision, not with substance.  

But when we consider knowing the nature of 

human beings, justice, or governments, can we 

expect what we know is timeless, perfect, 

unchanging, eternal? Hardly. Human beings are 

actual, temporal. We aren’t in a position to 

demonstrate what something is timelessly, 

perfectly, and finally. So Platonism in this area 

leads to skepticism. If we have to come up with a 

final truth to know the nature of man, we simply 

reach an impasse. Such skepticism, of course, 

makes it impossible to rest any sort of stable social 

or political order or conception of a good society 

on human nature, natural law or natural rights. This 

is what Hobbes concluded. We are now left with 

two extremes, the radical skeptical idea which 

issues in nominalism and radical individualism, a 

la Hobbes, and the Platonic alternative of an 

unattainable, hopelessly utopian and ideal 

conception of human nature. Both favor skepticism 

in the end.  

Might we, however, reconceive naturalism instead 

of abandoning it? Yes, and quite promisingly. 

When we talk about the nature of something we 

should have in mind what is reasonably justifiable 

given what we know to be so beyond a reasonable 

doubt. The classification that we are entitled to 

make on the basis of evidence we have gathered - 

limited to the context of our present knowledge as 

that may be (provided that we are consistent and 

reasonably historically complete) - will yield a 

conception of what the nature of something is. And 

that’s firm enough to guide us in our political and 

even our personal lives, as firm as we can expect 

the world to be from our knowledge of history and 

from common sense.  

Actual aspects of the world - its substance - 

shouldn’t be thought of as we think of its formal 

features, e.g., in mathematics and geometry. The 

subject matter of these fields is capable of yielding 

final definitions - although some dispute even that 

because there definitions concern measurement 

devices, not actual objects. But human beings, for 

example, are not mere measurements - they 

actually exist and undergo changes which our 

theory of understanding them must also 

accommodate. Now, when we study homo sapiens 

from the 92,000 years on that they have emerged in 

roughly their current form on this earth, we are 

justified to conclude that they do have a stable 

nature as thinking animals - biological entities that 

are distinctively facilitated to think and depend 

upon exercising this faculty in order to live and do 

well at that task. 

Furthermore, human beings seem to always be 

confronted with the possibility of mishaps through 

their own agency, which accounts for the pervasive 

fact of criticism among them! They can be wrong 

as well as right in what they do, unlike other 

animals, and it is often up to them. And the way 

they can be wrong is by their failure to act in 

accordance with their distinctive human nature - by 

not being in full focus, by failing to pay heed, by 

negligence, evasion, thoughtlessness, imprudence; 

dishonesty, etc. 

THE SOCIAL NATURE OF HUMAN LIFE  

Yet there is also an inescapable individuality to 

human nature, not only common features that give 

rise to certain universal standards. It is by their own 

particular initiative, circumscribed by their family 

backgrounds, traditions, habits, customs, 

environment, opportunities, climate, etc., that 

people must confront living their lives. So they 

must implement or establish their individuality 

every moment of their lives. This also points up the 

social nature of human life - being thinking animals 

implies that their flourishing is interwoven with 

their fellows. They will learn from them, find 

enjoyment and love from them, trade, play and 

carry on all the most exciting aspects of their 

humanity with them. How does all this help us out 

of some of the problems and paradoxes of 

(Continued from page 12) 



The Individualist  January 1996  Vol 19 Issue 3 Page 14 

individualism that I have described earlier?  

For one, with a viable conception of human nature 

we can identify some general principles we could 

count on to guide our lives. These principles, 

al1uded to above, are general enough to apply over 

time, to succeeding generations, even if they aren't 

guaranteed to hold for eternity.  

As Aristotle recognized, the application of the 

general principles that rest on our knowledge of 

human nature will not be identical in different 

situations, at different times. Being honest in the 

20th century probably requires applying the 

principles to telephones, call waiting, fax machines 

and computers. Earlier people didn’t have the 

responsibility to be honest in just this way. So 

honesty, although a general human virtue, will also 

have its individual, regional, temporal and 

culturally related manifestations. And so with 

prudence, justice, etc. 

So how would classical individualism approach the 

points neoclassical economists provide in support 

of the free market?  

Take the claim that in free market exchanges both 

parties necessarily benefit. Classical individualism 

rejects this understanding of market exchange. It is 

quite possible that free exchange will not benefit 

both parties, even neither party. Both could be 

making a mistake. Sometimes one trades good 

money for bad goods or exchanges items that are 

harmful to both parties. Impulse buying or similar 

thoughtless purchases also illustrate this clearly 

enough. (Nor will it do to say, “it seems to be of 

benefit to them”, either, since what seems to be 

would, on occasions, have in fact been possible.) 

Neoclassical economists tend to reject this because, 

if true, they think some central or collective planner 

might have second guessed one or both trading 

parties and ordered them to behave differently “for 

their own best interest”. If it were possible to know 

(objectively) what would benefit people in trade, 

even when they themselves deny this, it may be 

possible to admit to the legitimacy of paternalism 

and authoritarianism and to defeat free trade. 

THERE IS NO SUCH THING AS COERCED 
MORALLY RIGHT CONDUCT  

But does interventionism follow from classical 

individualism, simply because it rejects the theory 

of subjective value? No, not at all.  

A central feature of an objective moral value 

judgment and conduct is that a person must be able 

to choose, that is, initiate his or her conduct. Bona 

fide moral theorists have all understood that one 

cannot force others to behave morally - moral 

conduct must be the agent’s own choosing, 

meaning not that what is right is a matter of choice, 

but that doing it is morally right only if it has been 

chosen freely by the agent.  

So a central feature of morally relevant conduct is 

that it is chosen and if imposed or regimented, its 

moral significance vanishes. Included in the range 

of choices every individual is confronted with is 

the entire array of issues concerned with the bulk of 

community life.  

Classical individualism, furthermore, places before 

us certain stable (enough) principles of community 

life that are necessary for us to even embark upon a 

morally independent or sovereign, peaceful and 

productive social existence. This aspect of the 

social moral nature of human life is a result of both 

one's humanity and one's inherent individuality as 

the author of one's moral character and conduct.  

If one behaved as a good citizen or a charitable 

person simply because one is dreadfully scared of 

the state placing one in jail, one would not be a 

good citizen or person but barely more than a 

circus animal. So it is wrong to confuse conduct 

one should have engaged in of one’s own free will 

with regimented behavior imposed by some 

planning authority, politburo or regulatory agency. 

There is, in short, no such thing as coerced morally 

right conduct. Those aspects of the classical liberal 

polity that concerned individual rights, never mind 

whether they had been founded on the right 

philosophical groundings, have validity here as 

well Within the framework of individual rights, 

however, ample room for uncoerced 

communitarian values remains. 

 

A PRINCIPLED ADHERENCE TO THE 
ULTIMATE VALUE OF INDIVIDUAL 
SOVEREIGNTY 

(Continued from page 13) 
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This position also allows for moral criticism of 

commerce - including the behavior of commercial 

agents from used car sellers to corporate magnates 

- without sanctioning interference in it. Business 

ethics, for example, would be a sub-branch of 

ethics. It would allow for us to say, with full 

justice, that some individuals in the market place - 

some persons or entire firms - are behaving badly 

and shouldn't do so. They might have chosen to do 

otherwise.  

Classical individualism recognizes, as does anyone 

with common sense, that market agents might 

morally misbehave. Yet it has to be their choice 

whether they will or will not do so! That is the only 

way in which a socioeconomic system avoids 

becoming demoralized. Within certain “rules of 

market conduct” that identify for us the borders 

around us - which is where natural rights theory 

comes into the picture - individuals must be left 

free. Their human dignity is thus preserved in a 

commercial setting.  

Of course, classical individualism and its resulting 

polity would not turn a blind eye toward corporate 

behavior with adverse impact in the form of 

violating individual rights. The entire sphere of 

corporate behavior vis-a-vis the environment could 

still be seen, as it is by anti-individualists, as public 

wrong that needs to have legal sanctions applied. 

But these would be construed not in the murky 

fashion of the environmentalist ethics movement, 

as assaults upon nature or intrinsic values but as 

dumping on and intrusions upon individuals, 

violations of their rights. The remedy would also 

shift from the communitarian approach of social 

cost-benefit analysis to the individualist approach 

of giving full protection to those who might be 

dumped on or assaulted by means of toxic side-

effects of production or transportation processes.  

In short, classical individualism satisfies the 

concerns expressed by many anti-individualists 

with the amoralism of the radical individualist 

based liberal social order. But this view retains a 

principled adherence to the ultimate value of 

individual sovereignty based on the moral nature 

(that is, the requirement of self-governance) of 

human individuals in the bulk of their lives. 

ENDNOTES  

1. Bernard Mandeville's motto, "private vice, 

public benefit"  captures this idea best. It has been 

the impetus for a good deal  of economic thinking 

since the publication of Adam Smith’s The Wealth 

of Nations in 1776. When we consider the details 

of  economic theory itself, we find that it is not self

-interested but  so called utility maximizing 

behavior that we are all driven to  engage in; but 

the content of the utility is entirely subjective - thus 

the thesis ultimately comes to be tautological, 

since, of  course, we all do what we do and because 

we do it. By this  “explanation” of human behavior 

no wonder everything is fully  explained, from 

suicide and marriage, to bank robbery and  

multibillion dollar corporate mergers. In all these 

cases people  do what they do because they want to 

do it and the way we can  test the truth of this claim 

is by noticing that, indeed, they are  doing it. For 

why this is no explanation at all, see my  

Capitalism and Individualisrn, Reframing the 

Argument for the Free Society (St. Martin's, New 

York, 1990).  

2. The most ambitious effort to debunk 

individualism on a regular  basis consists in the 

launching of the journal The Responsive 

Community, edited by Amitai Etzioni of George 

Washington  University. See, also his book The 

Spirit of Community  (Crown, New York, 1993). 

Some more subtle efforts in this  direction have 

been made by such philosophical luminaries as  

Richard Rorty. See, e.g., his Objectivity, 

Relativism, and Truth  (Cambridge University 

Press, 1991), especially Chapter 1,  Objectivity 

versus Solidarity", in which the result of a  

pragmatic theory of knowledge abolishes 

objectivity in all  disciplines of human knowledge 

and replaces it with the communitarian ideal of 

solidarity.  

(Continued from page 14) 
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launch a Libertaria.  Marx et al considered them de 

rigeur for their  causes.  We need to approach our 

venture as a business. Not without risk but capable 

of delivering handsome financial returns. 

What are our talents?  Let us assess and marshall 

them.  In combination we have a formidable array of 

abilities that can be used systematically to initiate 

things. 

South Africa is a possible site for a Libertaria, but 

not a promising one.  Memories of “homelands”, 

“volkstate”, and exclusive political enclaves are too 

fresh in peoples’ minds to allow such an idea fair 

consideration.  All options must be researched.  

Should we aim for an island?  Should we buy a piece 

of mainland territory?  Should we build on a 

submerged reef in international waters?  Should we 

develop a Hong Kong like commercial centre to 

service a resource rich third world country?  Can we 

provide a centre which will attract the people, capital 

and talent put to flight by high tax, bureaucratic 

jurisdictions?  What if Hong Kong turns sour after 

30 June 1997.  Interesting historical precedents exist 

- we must examine and learn from them. 

Libertarian ideals are not enough to motivate the 

successful establishment of a libertaria.  Money is.  

Market forces and the opportunity to make money 

must be used to create Libertaria.  Energy and drive 

of countless others will then be directed at building 

Libertaria, far in excess of what we as a small group 

could ever hope to achieve. 

I therefore urge Trevor to re-launch his “Libertaria 

Fund” as Liberty Investments or some such like, 

appoint a small board of directors and pursue a 

wider, global course. 

 

(Continued from page 7) 

TOWARDS A LIBERTARIA 

Should we build on a submerged 

1995  Individualist 

Subscription 
 

 

Subscription to The Individualist and 

membership of the Libertarian Society are 

now bundled together for an all-inclusive 

price of R50 per calendar year.  

Subscription/membership fees for 1996 are 

due from 1st January 1996. 

Please make cheques payable to The 

Libertarian Society and mail to: 

 

The Libertarian Society 
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_________________________________ 
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What makes a libertarian laugh?  Probably a 

pluperfect passive subjunctive sentence without 

a point. However, if you think differently (as 

most libertarians do), send The Individualist a 

sample of your best humour, and share the joke 

with the rest of us. 

 INTERNET INTERRUPTS 

 

Change is inevitable... except from 

vending machines 

 

Don’t sweat petty things... rather pet 

sweaty things 

 

A fool and his money are soon 

partying 

 

Plan to be spontaneous tomorrow 

 

How many of you believe in 

telekinesis?  Raise my hands.... 

 

Everybody repeat after me.... 

“We are all individuals.” 

 

Chastity is curable, if detected early. 

 

Hard work pays off in the future. 

Laziness pays off now. 

 

99 percent of lawyers give the rest a 

bad name. 

 

If at first you don’t succeed, then sky

-diving definitely isn’t for you. 

 

42.7 percent of statistics are made 

up on the spot. 

 

If you must choose between two 

evils, pick the one you’ve never tried 

before. 

 

Don’t be sexist; broads hate that! 
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        SOUTH AFRICA 
        COULD BECOME 

 
 

     UNGOVERNABLE 
 
 

      BY 1996 ACCORDING TO 
      FREQUENT WARNINGS 

 
When the White man settled in South Africa he lit the fuse of an ancient 
bomb. By bringing agriculture, law and medicine to the inhabitants the 
population explosion was created. 
 
Originally the death-rate approximated the birth-rate. By interfering with 
nature the death-rate was reduced and this has made it necessary to 
interfere with nature a second time and reduce the birth-rate. (The poor 
can immediately and permanently raise their quality of life by visiting a 
clinic and having fewer children.) 
 
South Africa does not have unlimited resources in land, water, minerals 
and fuel. Every day there are about 3 000 more people to feed, house 
and employ than there were the day before! Unless this trend is quickly 
arrested there is no possibility of raising living standards, let alone 
providing food and employment for the increasing numbers. 
 
Japan and other Eastern countries have had the courage to face and 
solve this problem. Time is short, but unless this subject is given 
immediate attention the whole fabric of our society will be destroyed. 
 

This advertisement was paid for by P H Moore, 206 Musgrave Rd, Durban 
 

ADVERTS  
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Amagi Ranch PicnicAmagi Ranch PicnicAmagi Ranch PicnicAmagi Ranch Picnic    
SundaySundaySundaySunday    

17171717th Marchth Marchth Marchth March    
All welcomeAll welcomeAll welcomeAll welcome    

Bring your own food and drinkBring your own food and drinkBring your own food and drinkBring your own food and drink    
Talk, tennis, tan, swimTalk, tennis, tan, swimTalk, tennis, tan, swimTalk, tennis, tan, swim    
from 11am onwardsfrom 11am onwardsfrom 11am onwardsfrom 11am onwards    

 
Contact Trevor Watkins on 957 2669 for 
more details. 
 
Directions: 
Take the Randburg/Lanseria offramp from 
the Western Bypass (concrete highway). 
Take the R512 (Lanseria road, extension of 
Hans Strydom) past Ferreiras's North 
Riding Branch. About 10km on, take slip 
road to left (caution: 2 way slip) at the Lion 
Park cafe 4 way stop. Take the 2nd dirt 
road to the left at Festive Chicken farm, 
named Glory Road. Amagi Ranch is on the 
right, at the curved stone wall, 2.6 km up 
the dirt road, just beyond "the little 
restaurant" (which is well signposted). 

ADVERTS  

Libertarian Happy Hour 

 

3rd Wednesday each month 

5.30 pm - all welcome 

McGinty’s  Bar 

c/o Sloane & Meadowbrook, 

below Epsom Downs 

Shopping Centre 

The Libertaria Fund 
 
The Sedgefield Libertaria project 
continues apace.  We have at least 10 
potential investors prepared to advance 
in the region of R150,000 to secure 10ha 
of this beautiful property.  We are in the 
process of forming a company to secure 
the property and the investors’ interests.  
If you would like to be involved, or want 
more information,  contact Trevor 
watkins on (011) 957 2669.  If you would 
like to make a contribution, arrange a 
debit order in favour of : 
The Libertaria Fund 
United Bank, Rivonia branch 
a/c number 7-1279-3880 

Western Bypass 

McGinty’s 

Epsom Downs 
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