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praxeological principles—e.g,, that voluntary action always involves
an exchange of what the agent wants less for what the agent wants
mote—ate not “provisional” or “approximate,” for although they
abstract from concrete human reality, they do so non-precsively, and so
do not “idealize” or “falsify” the concretes from which they were
formed. Higelian internalism treats all abstractions as thongh they were
idealizations.® .

On this issue, Hayek and Rand are both squarely in the Aristote-
lan rather than the Hegelian camp. Both believe that, metaphysically,
only concretes exist; thus they reject Platonism.”" But both are also
concerned to defend the validity of abstraction. Metaphysically they
are on the side of the giants, but epistemologically they are on the
side of the gods. Hayek sees the internalist cult of concreteness as
irmplicitly totalitarian, and explicitly identifies Hegel as his antagonist
on this issue: '

[A]bstract concepts ate 2 means to cope with the complexity
of the concrete which our mind is not capable of fully
mastering. . . . Abstractness [is] the basis of man’s capadity to
move successfully in a world very imperfectly known to
him—an adaptation to his ignorance of most of the patticu-
lar facts of his surroundings. . . . We never act, and never
could act, in full consideration of all the facts of a particular
situation, but always by singling out as relevant only some
aspects of it. . . . The rationalist revolt against reason, if we
may so call it, is usually directed against the abstractmess of
thought. . . . Although the use of abstraction extends the
scope of phenomena which we can master intellectually, it
does so by limiting the degree to which we can foresee the
effects of our actions, and therefore.also by limiting to
certain general features the degree to which we can shape the
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Tt is the over-estimation of the powers of reason which leads
to the revolt against the submission to abstract rules.
Constructivist ratiopalism . . . deceives itself that reason can
directly master all the particulars; and it is thereby led to a
preference for the concrete over the abstract, the particular
over the general. . . . [Tlhe very over-estimation of those
powers of reason of which man is conscious has led him to
hold in contempt what has made reason as powerful as it'is:
its abstract character. It was the failure to recognize that
abstractions help our reason go further than it could if it
tried to master all the particulars which produced 2 host of
schools of philosophy inimical to abstract reason— philoso-
phies of the concrete, of %ife’ and of ‘existence’ which extol
emotion, the particular and the instinctive, and which are
only too ready to support such emotions as those of race,
nation, and class. (Hayek 1973, 29-34; cf. Hayek 1976, ch.

7)

Discussing Comte, whom he regards as Hegel’s spiritual sibling,*
Hayek writes: ' ,

Comte and many others regard social phenomena as given
wholes . . . contending that concrete social phenomena can
be understood onky by considering the totality of everything
that can be found within certain spatio-temporal boundaries,

- and that any attempt to select parts or aspects as systemati-

cally connected is bound to fail. . . . Having been led [to] the
view that the individual is “a pure abstraction” and society as

a whole a single collective being, [Comte] is of necessity led

to. . . a totalitarian view of soclety. (Hayek 1979a, 103, 354)

wotld to our liking. . . . Perhaps nobody has seen this
connection between [classical] liberalism and the insight into
the limited powers of abstract thinking more clearly than that
ultra-rationalist who has become the fountain head of most
modern irrationalism and totalitadanism, G. W. F. Hegel. ...

In short, Hayek recognizes the connection between totalitarian
_concreteness-worship, metaphysical internalism, and the tendency to
treat all abstraction as precisive and therefore falsifying.™

- Rand, like Hayek, sees absttaction as a means of reducing
ognitive complexity: “[I]he range of what man can hold in the
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focus of his conscious ‘awareness at any given moment, is limited.
The essence, therefore, of man’s incomparable cognitive power is the
ability to reduce a vast amount of information to a minimal number
of units—which is the task performed by his conceptual faculty™*
(Rand 1990, 63). _

Of course, the Hegelians too can claim to endorse abstract aids
to cognitive economy—but only as precisive idea]jzation§ and
provisional approximations. For Rand, however, abstraction 1s zo7-
precisive and thevefore does not falsify: “If a child considers a match.,_ a
pencil and a stick, he obsetves that length is the attribute they have in
common, but their specific lengths differ. . . . In order to form the
concept Gength’ the child’s mind retains the attribute and omits its
particular measurements. . . . Bear firmly in mind that the term

‘measurements omitted” does not mean, in this context, that measure-
ments are ed as non-existent; it means that meassrements exist, but
are not specified. . . . 'The principle is: the relevant measurements must
exist in some quantity, but may exist in ary quantity” (11-12).

Rand regards abstraction as contextual, but by this she does #or
mean that it is provisional, to be overturned as one’s context of

knowledge broadens. On the contrary:

[AJll conceptualization is 2 contextual process; the context is
the entire field of a mind’s awareness or knowledge at any
level of its cognitive development. . .. If [a person’s] grasp is
non-contradictory, then even if the scope of his knowledge
is modest and the content of his concepts is primitive, & will
not contradict the content of the same concepis in the mind of the most

advanced sciemtists.

The same is true of definitions. A4 definitions are contexinal,
and a more primitive definition does no? contradict 2 more
advanced one; the latter merely expands the former. (43)

Rand was not always on the opposite side of the fence fro
Hegel on this issue. In keeping, perhaps, with her dialecticall
oriented education, Rand had an early suspicion of abstraction and
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- preference for concreteness; in a journal entry for 15 May 1934, she
writes:

There have been too many philosophical abstractions, too
much intellectual “afebra™. . . . What we need is an “arithme-
47 of the spirit. . . . [I]t is only the individual and the

" particular, concrete problem that counts. Algebrai¢ con-
structions are only a convenience. In practice, they have no
use, unless the proper arithmetical content is inserted into
the formula. . . . This . . . has to be the cornerstone of my
philosophy—proving the supremacy of artual living over all
other considerations. . . . [M]y “arithmetic” of philosophy
has to be philosophy brought #p to the realm of actual living.
(I say intentionally brought #p to it, not down.) . . . That
philosophical “algebra™ is, to my mind, the greatest crime of
metaphysics. . . . Itis the result of that underying error of
human thinking—which forgets the distinction between
abstraction and reality, thus denying reality. For abstractions
are only a convenience, not 2 fact. (Rand 1997, 71-72)

This attitude toward abstraction is almost diametrically opposed
to Rand’s mature views. Two decades later, in 2 journal entry for 6
January 1952, she-would write that “the root of all philosophical
errors” 1s “to substitute for an abstraction one of the concrete
applications of that abstraction, and at the same time make that
concrete contradict and invalidate the abstraction” (640). Whereas
before the great mistake was to substitute the abstract for the
concrete, now the great mistake is to substitute the concrete for the
abstract. This is because the mature Rand no longer regards
absttactions as 2 mere “convenience,” but rather as indispensable to
all knowledge: “[Wlithout abstract ideas you would not be able to
deal with concrete, particular, real-life problems. You would be in the
sition of 2 newbom infant, to whom every object is a unique,
iprecedented phenomenon” (Rand 1984, 5). In 1934, Rand was
ying that the validity of abstractions depends on which concretes
plug info them, which “arithmetical content is inserted” into the
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aloebraic formula. But her mature view is that an abstraction, ifitis
valid at all, is valid rzgardless of which concretes one plugs mto it.
Employing the algebraic metaphor once again but to an opposite
putpose, she explains: “The relationship of concepts to their
constituent particulats is the same as the relation of algebraic symbols
to numbers. In the equation 22 = z + a, any number may be
substituted for the symbol ‘7 without affecting the truth of the
equation. . . . Let those who try to invalidate concepts by declaring
that they cannot find ‘manness’ in men, try to invalidate algebra by
declaring that they cannot find ‘z-ness’ in 5 or in 5,000,000 (Rand
1990, 18).

This is not to say that Rand gave up her eatlier view that one
must always be able to relate one’s abstractions to the concrete; by no
means. But her matore view is that if you can’t relate your abstraction
to the concrete, you haven’t successfully formed the abstraction in the
first place. In a journal entry for 4 May 1946, she writes:

In order to think at all, man must be able to perform this
cycle: he must know how to see an abstraction in the
concrete and the concrete in an abstraction, and always relate
one to the othet. He must be able to derive an abstraction
from the concrete [and] then be able to apply the abstraction.
... Example: a man who has understood and accepted the
abstract principle of unalienable individual rights cannot then
go about advocating compulsory labor conscription. . . .
Those who do have not performed either part of the cycle:
neither the abstraction nor the translating of the abstraction
into the concrete. The cycle s #nbreakable; no part of it can
be of any use, until and unless the cycle is completed. . . . A
broken electric drcuit does not function in the separate
patts; it must be unbroken or there is no current. (Rand
1997, 481)

We don’t have the abstraction and zhex see if we can apply it to the E
concrete; rather, the ability to apply it to the concrete is parf of having
the abstraction® It follows as a corollary that “Hoating abstractions
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are not really abstractions, just as counterfeit money is not a kind of
money. Hence we never have to worry about having an abstraction
we don’t know how to apply (though we may have to worty about
thinking we have an abstraction when we don’t).

For Hegel, Comte, and Marx, the two good things—concreteness
and the collective—go together, as do the two bad things—abstrac-
tion and the individual®” Those individualist thinkers who were
influenced by Hegel—e.g, Kierkegaard, Stirner, Nietzsche®—
accepted his preference for the concrete over the abstract, while
reversing his preference for the collective over the individual; and so
their views about what goes with what altered accordingly. Whereas
the Hegelians had dismissed the individual as abstract and extolled
the collective as concrete, these proto-existentialists dismissed the
collective as abstract and extolled the individual as concrete. It is
perhaps a testimony to Rand’s early Nietzschean phase that she
initially found herself in this camp. In 1934, Rand associated
abstraction with collectivism and concreteness with individualism:
“Algebra—spiritually—is too much of the mob, of the masses, the
collective, being too general. The individual is the arithmetical quantity
of the spitit” (71). But in the 1970s, she was making precisely the
opposite association: to the “concrete-bound, anti-conceptual
mentality,” the chief imperative is “/yalty fo the growp,” and its
consequent manifestations are tribalism, racism, and xenophobia
(Rand 1982, 39—45). Rand ended up reversing both of Hegel’s
evaluations, whereas the proto-existentalists had reversed only one,
and so now concreteness and collectivism went together again, but as
partners in sin rather than partners in virtue. In liberating herself
from both the Hegelian and the proto-existentialist versions of the
‘cilt of concreteness, Rand had migrated firmly from the proto-
existentialist to the Aristotelian camp. ' '

. We’ve seen that Hegel and the dialectical tradition he inspired
regard all abstraction as precisive and therefore as falsification, and
-recognize its utlity only as a provisional idealization. Hence they
ieve that nothing is real or comprehensible apart from the whole,
nd so are committed to a metaphysics of internal relations.”
Aristotle, Hayek, and Rand, by contrast, all recognize the possibility
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of non-predsive abstraction, and so have no inherent bias toward

internalism. And this brings me, at last, back to Sciabarra.

Epistemologizing Internal Relations

Scizbarra sees that the Hegelian tradition and the Arstotelian-
Hayekian-Randian tradition disagree about internalism, and he thinks
* he is taking the side of the latter against the former. Indeed, he
thinks that Rand in particular has offered a solution to the problem
of internal relations. o
Traditionally, internalism is both 2 metaphysical and afl
epistemological doctrine. It holds that, metaphysically, all of X’s
relations are essential to it, and zhergore, epistemologically, X cannot
be understood apart from the totality of its relations. (In its extreme
form, which Sciabarra calls strict organicism, internalism bolds that
an isolated X cannot be understood 4 ¢/ more moderate forms of
internalism grant that an isolated X can be understood through
provisional and approximate abstractions.) Internalism makes all
relations essential; externalism makes them all accidental®® But
Sciabatra points out that, for Rand, essence is epistanologic.:al rather
than metaphysical, and so which of X's relations are essential to it 15
now an epistemological question rather than a memphysical_ one. BuF
if, as Rand holds, the essence of X is relative to our epistemic context,
then which of Xs relations are internal and which external is likewise
a matter relative to our epistemic context.

This darification of the internalism/externalistm issue is not new
to TF, in retrospect we can see that it occurs in every book of the
trilogy, though progressively more clearly each time. In MHU,
Scigbarra rejects a “utopian, synoptic compeehension of the totality”

in favor of “a contexctual identification of the totality that reflects the.
RR, Sciabarra’
likewise rejects the internalist position that “since everything is

limited, historical state of our knowledge” (20-21). In

intrinsically essential, no definition is fully valid because it is partial,
rnaintaining that both “the internalist and the externalist foafs o
essence as a metaphysical category divorced from the contestuality ©

knowledge” (175-76). Finally, and most dleatly, in ’If, Sciabarra
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writes: “By defining ‘essence’ contextually, Rand transcends the
pitfalls of internalism and externalism. Whereas the advocates of
internal relations are apt to see every characteristic as essential to the
nature of an entity, the externalists provide virtually no criteriz by
which to distinguish between the essential and the nonessential. The
former leads to an organicism that sees no differentiation. The latter
leads to an atomism that sees no integration. . . . Since the task of
drawing boundates is contextual, our understanding of relations as
internal or external will reflect this fact” (TF, 138).

So by epistemologizing what was originally a2 metaphysical
distinction between internal and external telations, has Sciabarra
successfully extricated himself from metaphysical internalism? And
has he correctly applied Rand’s theoty of contextual essence in doing
so? I think the answer to both questions is no.

If a relation’s status as internal or external is relative to epistemic
context, then as our epistemic context expands, telations will shift
from external to internal:

Our abstractions cannot stand alone, for each is imbued with
meaning when placed in its larget context. . . . Abstraction
necessatily entails the selection of some aspect of a totality
to the exclusion of other aspects. But as our inquiry widens,
it may become crucially important to consider those ex-
cluded aspects as well. . . . The process of abstraction, then,
requires a concomitant process of integration. (IF, 181)

‘This seems to answer to Rand’s theoty of definitions. When we first
‘form the concept fish, we do not need to make any reference to the
act that it is cold-blooded or has gills or lays eggs in order to define
ts essence; “limbless aquatic animal” is probably enough. Being cold-
looded and so forth are exzernal to being a fish. But once we find
sut about whales, our earlier definition no longer suffices to distin-
ish fish from other creatures in our epistemic context, and so we
wst refine our definition. Now cold-bloodedness will become part
e definition ot essence, and so will become Zmternal to being a
ishi: That doesn’t mean that before we refine our definition, whales
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count as fish; Rand makes it clear that definitions are merely condensa-
tions of information, designed to distinguish the kind of thing in
question from other things we know about, and how precise our
definition needs to be will depend on how much else we know.

Hence, what features of 2 thing are to be regarded as internal or
external is also a contextual matter. So farso good.

But now we must consider a crucial question. Will expanding out
epistemic context always convert external relations into internal ones?
If we knew everything, would we have to specify 2/ the properties of
fish—including their relational propetties, like the property of being
referred to in this essay by me right now—in order to distinguish
them from non-fish? That does not seem likely. The only relations
that will need to become internal are those that are needed in order
to distinguish their possessors from other things. But when Sciabarra
talks about needing to treat more and more relations as internal as
our epistemic context expands, he gives the impression that these
relations will be needed in otder to understand or explain the relata, not
just to classify them; and so his view of essence does not seetn to be
precisely the same as Rand’s."!

Moreover, Sciabarra seems to think that from 2 synoptic view,
wete one possible, all relations wox/d be internal. In discussing how
human beings come to understand large-scale systems, Sciabatra

stresses “the crucial importance of specifying and grasping scope in
a form that is humanly perceptible.” Once that has been. accom-
plished, “we can begin to grasp its unity.” So such large-scale systems
will always have a vnity to grasp? “In such specifiable wholes, one

" can grasp the nature of the parts as units that gain their meaning
through their relations with other units” (TF, 41). So every specifi-
able whole will always have parts that gain theit meaning through their
relations? How does Sciabarra know this? Isn’ this just the doctrine
of internalism? If so, then Sciabarra’s “contextual” solution is more
Hegelian than Randian; abstractions are merely provisional approxi-
mations to be discarded as our epistemic context expands toward
greater concreteness.

In a passage in MHU, Sciabarra seems 't.o distance himself from -

the kind of interpretation I've just been suggesting, at least if we
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assume that Sciabarra is on Hayek’s side against Blanshard: “[U]n}ike
Blanshard, and unlike many internalists, Hayek emphasizes certain
strictures on out ability to know. Blanshard admits that internalists
‘asually . . . hold that everything, #f we &new enough, would tumn out to
be internally related to everything else’ . . . Hayek never assumes that
we can know precisely the relational constitution of a social whole.

. - . For Hayek a recognition of systemic interdependence does not
culminate in Absolute Idealism. ‘Such a recognition does not imply
that one can grasp exhaustively the specific nature of constituted
relations” (MHU, 28).

But what Sciabarra says here is ambiguous. What exactly are
Hayek and Blanshard disagreeing about? What epistemic limitation
is Sciabarra endorsing? There are two salient possibilities: 2) We can
never know enough to see all relations as internal; b) We can never
know enough to know whether, if we knew enough, we would see all
relations as internal. The problem with (a) is that it does not
contradict Blanshard’s thesis; the problem with (b) is that it does
seem to contradict what Sciabarra says in TF.

_ But there is a more seticus problem with Sciabarra’s position.

- The terms “essence” and “essential” are traditionally ambiguous; so
let us distinguish between a guidditative essence and a modal essence.
An entity’s quidditative essence is what the entity most fundamentally
and distinctively is; it is what explains and integrates the greatest
number of the entity’s properties. An entity’s modal essence, by
' contrast, is the set of all those properties the loss of which the entity
could not survive. In the Adstotelian tradition, “essence” tmeans
quidditative essence, not modal essence; hence Aristotle says that
although having internal angles equal to 180° is a necessary property
of a triangle (part of the modal essence, in my terminology), it is not
_part of what /e calls the essence, because it is merely a necessary by-
product of, and is thus explainable in terms of, the (quidditaﬁvely)
.essential feature of three-sidedness (Mesaphysics 1025230-32). By -
‘contrast, when contemporary philosophers speak of essential
roperties they usually have modal essence in mind. But when Rand
talks about essences, she is pretty clearly thinking, like Aristotle, of
-something like quidditative essences.
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Now although I disagree with Rand’s un-Aristotelian view that
quidditative essence is epistemological rather than metaphysical, I
certainly do not think that Rand is theteby committed to endorsing,
ot would have wanted to endorse, the claim that modal essence is
epistemological as well, ie., that which changes a given entity can sHrvive 1s
relative to one’s context of knowledge. For suppose that modal
essence were indeed contextual in this way. Then a change that
would count as a mere alteration of X in one context of knowledge,
would count as the destruction of X in another context; and so it
would be 2 contextual matter whether or not a certain object still
counts as the referent of our concept of X. But Rand stresses that
while a concept’s definition will change with context, the concept’s
referents will not (as Sciabarra, too, affirms at RR, 176). So modal
essence cannot be relative to context.

When internalists speak of all of X’s relations being part of X’s -

essence, they usually mean “essence” in both the quidditative and the
modal sense. That they mean it in the quidditative sense is shown by
their claim that X cannot be #nderstood apart from its relations. That
they also mean it in the modal sense is shown by their claim that X
cannot exist apart from its relations. Now when Sciabarra speaks of
relations internal to a thing’s essence, he appears to have in mind not

only quidditative but also modal essence. For one thing, he cites -

favorably Roy Bhaskar’s statement that “an element A is internally
related to B if B is a necessary condition for the existence of A” (TF,
154). For another, Sciabarra writes: “We need to relate every
specification of an internal or external relation to the cognitive tasks
athand. And since context is the defining characteristic of dialectics,
it is the context of our analysis that will help us to distinguish those
relations that are essential —or nonessential— to an object’s contin
ued existence and reproduction” (182-83).

Here Scisbarra seems to be saying that which relations are

essential to X’s existence is relative to our epistemic context—which

sugpests that one and the same object will count from one perspe

tive as having survived, and from another pe.rspectiv;e as having

perished. If Sciabarra takes this to be 2 Randian solution, he is s
mistaken, since such a solution is incompatible with a metaphysic
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entities. Eithet X can survive the loss of its relatdon to Y, or it
cannot. If it can, then the relation is (modally) external, and if not,
then it is modally internal, regardless of epistemic context. Sciabatra seems
to have fallen into what he elsewhere calls the “epistemic fallacy” (57
n. 12} of reducing statements about what is to statements about our
knowledge of what is. :

' Whether a thing exists or not is #o¢ relative to epistemic context.
So if all reladons were modally internal from the synoptic vantage
point, then all relations would be modally internal from erery vantage
point, and all external relations would be metely provisional approxi-
mations. If this position is to be avoided, then we must grant that
some telations would be modally external even from the synaptic viewpoint.
We also have no good reason to deny that some relations will be
quidditatively external from the synoptic viewpornt as well. But once
those two claims are granted, then when we ate investigating some
item we have no reason to suppose that @/ its relations will be

- relevant. Some aspects of the context will matter and some won’t.

And this conclusion weakens the claim of dialectics to be superor to
other methodological orientations.

Atomism is “ax origntation toward analysis by separation and isolation of
a system’s components” (156), dualistn is “ax orientation toward analysis by
sgparation of a system’s components into two spheres” (166), and so forth.
But surely any one of these approaches might be just the rghs
approach for a particular subject-matter. It is the rigid adherence to

- one at the expense of all the others that is objectionable. Now of
course Sciabatra will doubtless respond by agreeing: dialectics looks

o-the context to decide which approach is most appropnate to the
opic in question. “[Dlialectics, as an odentation, seeks to encompass
the best elements that each of the different dispositions has to offer,
y embedding these in a specific context of meaning” (174). But in
yractice, Sciabarra seems to respond with instant suspicion whenever
1e: finds atornistic, monistic, or dualistic aspects in a given writer’s
ought. For example, Sciabarra writes: “Ultimately, for all his
lectical insights, Kant suffers from philosophical schizophrenia:
espite his grasp of organic unity, he seems to accept a dualistic
taphysic that fractures the 4 prior? and the 2 posteriori, the analytic
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and the synthetic” (57). Kant’s views may be wrong, but the mere
fact that he accepts some absolute dichotomies does not show this.
There is a difference between being alert to the danger of one-
sidedness and fearing that one-sidedness must be lurking in evety
distinction.

Despite Sciabarra’s claim that dialectics, unlike other methodo-
logical orientations, is free of cosmological commitments and
preconceptions, the dialectician always seeks to analyze things in
terms of their “systemic and dynamic relations™ to other “compo-
nents within a totality”; and such an orientation presupposes that
such connections to a broader context will always be relevant {cf.
184). But why should they be? If some relations are genuinely
external, then there will be some aspects of reality that can best be
identified and understood on their own, apart from any wider totality,
and the dizlectical insistence on bringing in context will simply muddy
the waters. (Sciabarra insists that “context-dropping . . . guarantees
a loss of objectivity” (186), but that depends on whether precisive or
non-precisive abstraction is at issue.)

When Sciabarra grants that each of the rival otentations is valid
in its context, he does not mean simply that one should apply
whichever orientation is approptiate to the subject in question; for
that claim would not privilege dialectic. Rather, he means {or so it
seems to me) that different orientations will be appropsdate to
analyzing the very same subject, given different contexts. And since these
orientations ascribe mutuaily incompatible properties to their objects
of study, this claim once again echoes the anti-Aristoteltan view of
abstractions as merely provisional. This is further evidence that
Sciabatra is still, in some sense, a metaphysical internalist.

We have seen that Sciabatra’s theory blurs two distinctions:
between the epistemic and the metaphysical, and between precisive
and non-precisive abstraction. I think it also blurs the distinction
between the logical and the causal. Internal relations, as Sciabarra
conceives them, appear to encompass both logical and causal
relations;” at any rate, he cites, with apparent approval, Blanshard’s
remark that each thing “is what it is in consequence of lines of
determination—causal, logical, or both—running out into an
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llimitable universe” (MHU, 25). But he does not always distinguish
clearly between the two kinds of relation. For example, Sciabarra
claims that the master-slave dialectic in Hegel’s Phenomenology is an
application of Aristotle’s insight that master and slave are correlative
terms, each implying the other.” Now the relation Aristotle has in
mind is a logical one; a master by definition is a master ¢ slave, and
a slave by definition is a slave gfa master. (Other correlative pairs are
parent and child, double and half, creditor and debtor.) The logical
relation between being 2 master and being a slave is, thus, internal—
both quidditatively and modally. Note, however, that the logical
relation between masters and slaves themselves is not internal. If 1
am a slave (or a niastet), it follows that I have a master (or a slave),
but it does not follow that I cannot exist without a master (or a slave).
I cannot exist gua slave without a master (or gua master without a
slave), but that just means that the connection is internal to my
slavehood (or. mastethood) rather than to me. Note also that the
relation is not causal If my master leaves me to you in his will, then
you become my legal master the moment he dies, even if you are in
a distant country and do not find out about the bequest for many
months.

Consider, by contrast, Hegel’s master-slave dialectic -as inter-
preted by Sciabarra:

Itis supposed that lords are masters of their own fate, but in
essence their sustenance requires the labor of bondsmen.
And it is supposed that bondsmen are fully dependent for
their survival on the lord, but their production is what keeps
the lords alive. . . . When seen on one level, the relationship
seems wholly dominated by the lord. When seen on another
level, the so-called independence and self-sustenance of the
lord is unveiled as a sham. . . . [T]he master’s dependence on
the slave is revealed as a form of slavery, and the slave’s
dominance over his objective conditions is fevealed as a
form of mastery. (TF, 71-72)

This Hegelian story differs from Aristotle’s in a number of
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important ways. The relationship is causal rather than merely logical:
the master depends on the slave for his szmival, so causal interactions
between the two are crucial, and it is not merely the master’s
continued existence g## master but his continued existence guz
anything that is at stake. The relation is also asymmetrical; the master
depends on the slave but not vice versa. All these features contribute
to Hegel’s desired intent, which is to undermine the legitimacy of the
institution. The mere fact that a master must have a slave, by
contrast, does no more to undermine slavery than the fact that 2 half
must have a double setves to undermine doublehood. In short,
Aristotle’s remarks about master and slave being logical correlatives
have nothing to do with Hegel’s master-slave dialectic; the two are
concerned with entirely different topics. This confusion is none of
Sciabarra’s coinage; it is cleatly present in the passage from Robert
Heilbroner cited at TF, 71. But it shows how the dialectical quest for
unity can go astray if it is not tempered by an attention to careful,
rigorous distinctions.

In any case, dialectics by its very nature cannot be a full-blown
methodological orentation, because such an orientation would be
self-stultifying. For if it stresses dialectics to the exclusion of rival

approaches, then it is one-sided and so, to that extent, no longer fully

dialectical. And if it does #of stress dialectics to the exclusion of rival
approaches, then once again it is no longer fully dialectical A one-
sided obsession with avoiding one-sidedness is a non-starter. Hence,
dialectical considetations can (and, I think, should) inform a method-
ological orentation, but they cannot constitute it.

A defender of Sciabarra might object** that what a dialectical

methodology counsels is not to “avoid one-sidedness™ but rather to -

“avoid one-sidedness when, and only when, one-sidedness leads to
distortion.” But this is a description of a desired reswl, not of a
methodology. 1t is on a par with saying “add more butter whenever
doing so will produce a tastier cake, but not otherwise.” One cannot
make success a defining feature of 2 methodology.

What should a proper methodological orientation look like, then? |
If it is to combine dialectical with non-dialectical aspects, and the-
dialectical aspects are those that lock for internal relations and seek -
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to transcend distinctions, then the complementary aspects should be
ones that look for external relations and seek to draw distinctions. If
dialectics is synthetic, then its complement should be analytic. I
suggest that the ideal methodological orientation will be one that
combines the integrative instincts of the dialectical tradition with the
precise conceptual tools of analytic philosophy.*

Sciabatra is no enthusiast for the analytic tradition, which he sees
as undialectical.*® Explaining that he wishes to avoid “impugning
more than a hundred years of Anglo-American analytic philosophy,”
however, Sciabarra concedes that while “analytic philosophy may not
be, in its essence, dialectical . . . this does not mean that there are no
dialectical elements to be found among its chief representatives” (105
n. 42)

Now it is an interesting question whether or not analytic
philosophy is essentially dialectical. On the one hand, it was born, in
part, as a rebellion ggainst the Hegelian, internalist version of dialectics
as it was practiced by the British Idealists, and its founders initially
rushed (though only temporarily) to the opposite extreme of strict

- externalism {cf. Hylton 1996). On the other hand, one could see its
birth as an attempt at a dialectical transcendence of the false alterna-
tives of J. S. Mill’s psychologistic empiricism and the British Idealists’
rationalistic holism. If’s worth noting that both analytic philosophy
and Austran economics had their start as revolts against what I've
been calling the cult of concreteness—Frege vs. psychologism,

Russell and Moote vs. internalism, Menger vs. historicism, and Mises

. vs. empiricism. Famously, Hegel and Frege both warn against trying

to “jump out of one’s own skin™; but they mean almost opposite

- things by this warning. For Hegel, we are trying to jump out of our

own skin if we think of our concepts and categories as uncondition-
ally valid rather than as. relattve to a speclﬁc histoncal context (TF,

logical or historical context in such a way as to limit their validity, as
if we had access to some external perspective from which our
thought could be weighed and found wanting (Frege 1997, 204).4

¢ In any case, whether analytic philosophy is dialectical or not,
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Sciabarra makes the questionable assumption that analytic philosophy
1s valuable only if, and to the extent that, it is dialectical But if not all
relations are internal, then externalist analysis is as much needed as
internalist synthesis. Pechaps it is precisely the #ndialectical aspects
of analytic philosophy that the dialectician most urgently needs. As
Edmund Burke writes:

Mr Locke very justly and finely observes of wit, that it is
chiefly conversant in tracing resemblances; he remarks at the
same time, that the business of judgment is rather in finding
differences. . .. [A] perfect union of wit and judgment is one
of the rarest things in the world. . . . The mind of man has
naturally a far greater alacrity and satisfaction in tracing
tesemblances than in seatching for differences . . . [[n
making distinctions we offer no food at all to the imagina-
tlon; the task itself is more severe and irksome, and what
pleasure we derive from it is something of a negative and
indirect nature. . . . And it is upon this principle, that the
most ignorant and barbarous nations have frequently
excelled in similitudes, comparisons, metaphors, and allego-
ties, who have been weak and backward in distinguishing and
sorting their ideas. (Burke 1998, 69-70)

Dialectical thinking is the wit, but analytical thinking is the judgment,
of 2 successful methodological orientation. Scizbarra’s thoroughgo-
ing dialectical otientation explains why he has been able to successfully
identify genuine similarities, connections, and correlations that less
dialectical thinkers have missed; but it also explains why, e.g., his
triad-detector has a hair-trigger. Analytical and dialectical thinkers

alike stress the need for both differentiation and integration; but '

analytic thought seems to do better at differentiation, and dialectical
thought seems to do better at integration; hence the need to make use
of both approaches rather than privileging one over the other. (And
when I say that we need both analysis and synthesis, I don* mean it in
the Hegelian sense where one later synthesizes together what one
earlier differentiated. Rather, we need to connect what reality has
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connected, and, to distinguish what reality has distinguished.) A
purely analytic approach tisks losing. sight of the forest; a purely
dialectical approach tisks losing sight of the trees.*

Culture and Anarchy In Defense of Rothbard

Sciabarra’s one-sided emphasis on dialectical synthesis, and his
inattention to the crucial distinctions a morze analytic otrientation
would afford, vitiate to some extent not only his handling of the
internalism issue but also his critique of Rothbard. As we’ve seen,
Sciabarra finds two undialectical flaws in Rothbard’s system: the
state/market dichotomy, and the lack of attention to cultural
preconditions of liberty. But what exactly is wrong with the
state/market dichotomy? After all, as I have argued, the mere fact
that something is a dichotomy is not by itself sufficient reason to

reject it At TF, 239, Sciabarra criticizes any state/market dichotomy

defined in terms of an opposition between designed order and
spontaneous ordet, since sotne aspects of the state arise spontane-
ously while some market institutions are designed; however, this
criticism would apply more to Hayek than to Rothbard, since for
Rothbard the state/market dichotomy is defined not in terms of
kinds of order, but rather in terms of coercive vs. voluntary relation-
ships. Sciabarra objects (222) that this latter way of defining the
dichotomy is inconsistent with Rothbard’s recognition elsewhere that
the state maintains its power primarily through ideological acceptance
(2 voluntary relationship) rather than through force. But this
objection does not go through. If the state zever agpressed against the
unconsenting, then Rothbard would have no objection to it (nor, in
his view, would it still count as a state). The fact that it does so
aggress is perfectly consistent with its enjoying widespread support.

Another distinction may be useful here. Suppose you force me
at gunpoint to do something that I wouldn’t have done otherwise.
And suppose I think, sadly, that you have a right to go around
imposing such demands, and so I oppose any effort to bring you to
justice. Then your power rests on my consent even though your
exercise of that power counts as coercive aggression.
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Sciabarra also ctiticizes Rothbard for assuming that the relation-
ship between state and market is asymmetric. As Sciabarra describes
Rothbard’s view: “[Tlhe state, by its essential nature, is internally related
to the matket, because it could not be what it is, in the absence of
that relationship. And by its essential nature, the market is ot
internally related to the state, because it conld exist—and flourish—
without the state” (243). But if that is what the state/market
dichotomy ‘amounts to, it seems unexceptionable. “State” and
“matket,” as libertarians understand those terms, are not concepts of
comparable specificity; “market” refers to any and all networks of
voluntary exchange, while “state” refers to a spedfic historical
institution: the tetritorial monopoly of coercion, or of law, or of
coercive law. ‘Throughout history, there has never been 2 human
society without market relations, but the state, so defined, is by no
means a5 ubiquitous.® Hence Rothbard’s claim that the market can
exist without the state but not vice versa seems little more than a
truism. (Of course, Rothbard also claims that the market does better
without the state than with it. That is a distine claim,” and obviously
2 much more controversial one; but it is also 2 claim that needs to be
assessed on the basis of the arguments offered for it, not simply
dismissed as 2 “dualism™ or “monism.”) Sciabarra’s claim (262) that
“the market has a/ways existed within the parameters of state involve-
ment” is simply false. (It would be truer to say that the market has
always existed within the parameters of /», but that would be no
criticism of Rothbard, who, like Hayek, distinguishes between legal
institations in general and the specific monopolistic form of legal
institution known as the state.™)

Sciabarra sometimes writes as though the mere existence of
cotnplex reciprocal interactions between state and matket (interac-
tions that Sciabarra admits Rothbard recognized and indeed stressed)
wete a counterexample to Rothbard’s state/market dichotomy.

Indeed they would be, if the dichotomy asserted the absence of such
interactions; but Sciabarra has given us no reason to suppose that it .-
does. The fact that X has an effect on Y does not show that Y’s:.:

relation to X is part of Y’s essence (whether that essence is under-

stood quidditatively or modally—or, for that matter, metaphysica]ly
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or epsitemologically).

Sciabarra’s internalist assumption that external relations will
always become internal ones as the epistemic context expands
misleads him into another inapposite crticism of Rothbard’s
state/matrket dichotomy:

Rothbard’s persistent desctiption of the state as an “exter-
nal” intrusion, however, obscures the “multiplier effect” of
state interventionism. Since each intervention engenders
another, having multiple, and often unforeseen, social and
historical consequences, it seems extremely difficult, if not
impossible, causally to trace every consequence to ether the
market orthe state. No theotist has such an omniscient view
of social evolution. (262)

Once agam the spectre of omniscience is being invoked, inappropri-
ately, against distinctions that are no# gpistemic. As Rothbard points
out,® there is a difference between claiming that political and

‘economic factors are distinct in reality, and claiming that we can

always know which are which in any given case. The distinction

between the metaphysical and the epistemic is again being blurred.

Sciabarra’s other chief criticism of Rothbard’s system is its lack
of attention to the cultural preconditions of liberty. Sciabarra sees
Rand’s approach as superior to Rothbard’s in this respect, praising
het focus on the “organic links” among society’s “ethical, psychologi-
cal, cultural, political, and economic dimensions” (382-83). “Tracing
the reciprocal relationships between racist collectivism and the
sustenance of an oppressive statist social order, Rand saw an
inextricable connection, requiring far more than 2 political revolution
to alter it”” (219). By contrast, Sciabarra charges, Rothbard’s system
isolates the political from the cultural: “Rothbard . . . did not deny
the importance of morality or culture, but he argued that it was
itrelevant to politics and to libertatianism. . . . ‘Libertarianism is an
intellectual ideology,” he emphasized, and it ‘will get nowhere untl we
ealize that there is and can be no Tibertaran’ culture.’ . . . This
cigition obstructed Rothbard’s understanding of the preconditions
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and effects of freedom™ (348). In particular, Scizbarra argues,
Rothbard treats the libertarian principle of nonaggression as though
it were compatible with any and all moral and cultural values:

Rothbard assumes that the concept of “nonaggtession” is all
that is requited of a libertarian society. He applies the
libertarian ethos to a variety of cultural contexts to show that
it is consistent with diverse moral positions . . . so long as the
people who hold these positions do not use coercive means
of implementing them. But this is a huge proviso. It may be
that a libertarian ethos is not sustainable without specific
personal and psychological convictions, cultural values, or
historical circumstances. To use the nonaggression principle
as a self-evident axiom, requiting no nourishment from other
specific conditions, is to imply a dualism between the
principle itself and the conditions upon which it may depend.
(217-18)

1 certainly agree with Sciabarra that the non-aggression principle
should not be treated as a “self-evident axiom.” But this description
of Rothbard’s position is misleading. Rothbard does not think of the
nonaggression principle as axiomatic in the way that, say, the Law of
Identity is axiomatic; rather, it is axiomatic within the logical structure
of libertarianism. In other words, it is a presupposition of the system
of libertarian rights, not a presupposition of thought in general. (By
analogy, consider the status of the Law of Inertia as an “axiom”
within Newtonian mechanics.) Rothbard certainly never treats the
prmmple as “self-evident” in the sense of not needing to be agﬂed
for.®

Apart from that point, does Sciabarta offer 4 just criticism of
Rothbard’s isolation of libertarian politics from its cultural context?
That depends on whether Rothbard is to be understood as making a

logical ot a causal claioo here. Itis certainly true that the nonaggression

principle is Jgiaally consisient with nearly every ethical system. In most

cases, one can generate anti-libertarian conclusions from an ethical -

system only with the help of auxiliary premises that are not themselves
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part of the system.” So, interpreted as a logical claim, the isolation
of libertarianism from cultural values makes sense.”®

A cansal isolation of the political from the cultural would be far
less plavsible. The mere fact that libertatianism is equally consistent
logically with, say, two different ethical outlooks does not show that
people holding those two outlooks would be equally receptive to
libertarianism in practice. One set of values might tend to support
libertarian institutions while another might tend to undermine them.

Hence, if Rothbard had claimed that every set of cultural values
logically consistent with libertatianism also makes the success of a
libertarian political system equally £kely, then Sciabarra would have
good grounds for criticism. But Rothbard never made #har claim; as
Sciabarra himself acknowledges, Rothbard devoted considerable
attention to the critique of altruism, egalitarianism, and other ethical
outlooks that, in his view, tend to weaken a soclety’s commitment to

liberty.

Consider Rothbard’s treatment of utilitarianism. Rothbard
recognizes that one can embrace lbertatian conclusions for utilitatian
reasons, since a utilitarian can believe—righty, in Rothbard’s view—
that libertarianism is the system most likely to promote peace,
prosperity, and so forth. But Rothbatd thinks utilitarianism 1s less
reliable, less stable, than natural rights as a basis for libertatianism,
becanse the utilitarian will always be open to cettain sors of arguments
for restricting liberty that will leave a natural-rights libertarian
unmoved:”’ “To say that a utilitatian cannot be ‘trusted’ to maintain
libertatian principle in every specific application may sound harsh, but
it puts the case fairly” (Rothbard 1994, 27).

So Rothbard certainly did not treat all cultural values as equally
hospitable to libertarianism. The grain of truth in Sciabarra’s critique,
howevet, is that Rothbard did regard libertarian political institutions
as practically realizable and sustainable in a much wider varety of
cultural contexts than, say, Rand would have. Rather than trying to

~move society toward one specific set of cultural values, Rothbard
oaintained that libertarian positions were implicit in most people’s
everyday morality and could win the support of what Rawls (1993)
calls an “overapping consensus” of different ethical viewpoints.®
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himself argues, libertatianism cannot be sustained in a system
where “altruistic humanitarianisto™ becomes a pretext for
authoritarian sodial relationships. Given the Rothbardian
critique of “antimarket ethics,” any universal application of
the nonaggression axiom is deeply problematic. (TF, 218)

This position is not obviously objectionable. As I have written
elsewhere:

Some libertarians (particulatly, but not solely, Randians)
think that a libertarian society cannot survive without a very
specific cultural base. If this were true, then the prospects
fot libertarianism would be dismal indeed, since widespread
cultutal uniformity is hard to maintain without government
intervention.

But this criticism betrays two confusions. The first is 2 failure to
distinguish between zhe principles one ought 1o follow in one’s own conduct
and the principles one is Bkely to succeed in gesting large numbers of pecple o
Jollow in their conduet. The fact that the latter varies with cultural
context does not show that the former does. The second is the
notion that holding a moral principle as universally applicable
regardless of context requires omniscience. This ignores the algebraic
nature of abstracton. As Rand insists, abstractions cover o instances,
known and unknown.”

Sciabarra considers Rothbardian anarchism unrealistic because 1t
advocates 2 competitive legal system pius a “Libertarian Law Code,”
as a package, without considering whether such a combination is
practically viable. But anarcho-capitalist theory can be seen as a form
of constitutional design. In framing a constitution, it is not enough
simply to decree that the government shall do this and shall not do
that; one must specify a political structure (division of powers, checks
and balances, etc.) that gives individual participants an incentive to act
as the constitution specifies. The right incentive structure may well
“be able to counteract long-standing cultural prejudice;*’ as Kant
observes in Perpetual Peace, the best political constitution is one that
would work reasonably well even for a society of demons.. Yet, the
importance of structure is not a reason for refusing to articulate any
general principles or guidelines; articulated principles and incentive
structures supplement each other, jointly rendering the success of the
system more probable than either could do in isolation. (Hence, for
example, the U.S. Constitution contains bozh structural provisions azd
a Bill of Rights.) Rothbard can be seén as doing the same thing: he
regards a competitive legal system as more likely to provide incentives
-t0 maintain freedom than would a monopolistic one, but he.also
seeks to supplement that incentive structure with a Libertarian Law

I think this scenario is too pessimistic. Even if there is just
one set of ideas that correctly identifies the reason that
libertarianism is the best political system, a libertarian society
can stll survive if there is widespread agreement zhat liberrar-
ianism is best; there need not be a consensus on why it is
best. (Compare: contemporary statist society survives
because most people think it best, though they too do not
agree on why.)

I agree, then, that a free nation will prosper only in a favor-
able cultural context. But such a context can be a constella-
tion of quite diverse and even incompatible sets of ideas; it

need not be a single monolithic package. (Long 1999, 11)

Making one specific cultural framework a precondition for libertarian-
ism is truly utopian, since cultural pluralism is here to stay. If the
triumph of libertarianism has to wait till everybody prefers Aristotle
to Kant, Victor Hugo to John Grisham, and A#les Shrugged to the
Bible, we shall have a very long wait indeed.

Sciabarra also criticizes the nonaggression principle on epistemic
grounds:

[The nonaggression] prnciple is contingent on 2 kind of
omniscience. It is universally applicable regardless of the context
within which it is embedded or applied, whether or not
people understand it or accept it as such. But as Rothbard




436 The Journal of Ayn Rand Studies Vol. 2, No. 2

Code.
As for Sciabarra’s worry that cultural forces “can constitute a

form of institutional oppression” that “does not require state
enforcement” (217), Rothbard never claims that state coetcion is the
only evil in the world. What he does claim is that only those evils that
involve coercion may legitimately be fought by coercive means; other
evils must be fought by voluntary, peaceful means.®

Is Rothbard a less dialectical thinker than Rand and Hayek?
Arguably, yes. Rothbard is not trying to answet as broad a range of
questions as Rand and Hayek are, and so he leaves out many
considerations that they discuss. I agree that in some ways this makes
Rand and Hayek more interesting and fertile thinkers than Roth-
bard.? But that does not make Rothbard’s theories invalid, since a
non-precisive abstraction of part from whole is, as we have seen,
perfectly adequate in itself.

Whither Sciabarra?

Sciabarra argues that Rothbardian anarchism is dualistic and that
dualism is bad, so one might expect him to draw the logical conclusion
that Rothbardian anarchism is bad. But he stops short of this conclusion,

_suggesting only that Rothbardian anarchism is problematic. “My goal,”
he writes, “is not to judge the substantial validity of Rothbard’s work
or to evaluate his various definitions . . . Rather, I aim to examine
Rothbard through the lens of methodology” (14). It seems odd for
Sciabatta to invoke a dichotomy between substance and methodology
here. Rothbard’s anarchism is a substantive position, yet Sciabarra

also treats it 2s symptomatic of a dualist methodology. Yet, surely it

can’t be the case that Rothbard’s case for anarchism is bozh entirely
successful and methodologically flawed. We have seen that Sciabarra
is committed to opposing any attempt to “divorce method from
content” (364).

Sciabarra is clearly suspicious of anarchism.® But he is also

cleatly reluctant to reject it out of hand. He tells us: “Tt was under

[Rothbard’s] influence that I went through a bona fide ‘anarchis
phase. To this day, I continue to struggle with many of the issues
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raised by my involvement with Rothbardian anarchism . . . (13).
Whether the fortunes of Sciabarra’s anarcho-capitalist heritage are
rising or falling in this struggle remains to be seen. Toward the end
of TF, Sciabarra cites a multitude of ctiticisms, varying greatly in
cogency, of hbertarianism in general and anarcho-capitalism in
particular, while leaving it rather unclear how much of this hostile
_commentary he himself means to endorse (though clearly Jess than 2l
and more than nome). But by articulating these critiques without
comment, he leaves his own assessment quite unclear.
"This omission is not inadvertent on Sciabatra’s part. As he warns
the reader, he is offering us “not a full-blown social theory, but a
- metatheoretical foundation upon which to build such a theory” (15),
and accordingly it is not his intention to “defend any particular school
within libertarianism” (364). Stll, we may hope that in his future
work Sciabarra will make good this omission and present his own
positive version of dialectical libertarianism.

Conclusion

In this review essay, I have said much that is Jaudatory and much
 thatis critical. The reader may fairly ask whether the final balance is
posittve or negative. My answer is that it is overwhelmingly positive.
Yes, I think Sciabarra misses some distinctions. And they’re the sorts
of distinctions that an analytic philosopher like me is obviously going
to fuss about at length. But Sciabarra’s purpose is not to construct
-2 comprehensive philosophical system, but rather to call libertarian
theorists in general to an awareness of contextual and dialectical
dimensions they are all too apt to ignore—as well as to bring
ibertatianism and the academic left into a dialogue from which both
ides can only benefit. (Sciabarra’s previous work is already beginning
¢ bear impressive fruit along both those lines;. the unprecedented
carrent explosion of academic interest in Ayn Rand, for example, is
ue in large part to his efforts.) Sciabarra is dragging libertarianism
kicking and screaming if need be—out of its neglected corner and
o the center of contemporary social thought, where it belongs. In
hese respects, Tatal Freedom, along with the trilogy of which it forms
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a part, may well prove to be among the most important libertarian
works ever written.

Notes o

1. Many of the speculations in RR concerning Rand’s education m
dialectics have since been confirmed by historical research, including the discovery
of Rand’s college transceipt; see Sciabarra 19992; 1999b. 1tis to be hoped that this
new information will be included in a second edition of RR. _

2. See, for example, Sciabarra’s website, where dialectics is deﬁnefl in terms
of “five basic characteristics: holism, abstraction and integration, systemic mtefna]
relations, dynamic internat relations, and, as an implication of these, a r.evolt against
formal dualism™ <http://www.oyu.edu/projects/ sciabarra/tad/OnlineReviews/
rossres.html>.

3. Iam not myself convinced that it & a defect; there are many concepts
for which a definition in terms of what Wittgenstein called “famnily resf.mb]ances”
may be more appropaiate than a definition in terms of genus and differentia. “We see
a complex network of resemblances ovedapping and crossing one another. ... And
the strength of the thread does not lie in there being perhaps one fibre that runs
through its whole length, but rather in there being many fibres that c_)ve:lap one
another” (Wittgenstein 1998, 32; §§66—67; translation minc). Wittgenstein famousty
uses “game” as an example; “dialectics” might well be another. (There are also some
concepts—in addition to Rand’s axiomatic triad of “existence,” “identity,” and
“consciousness”—that seem to have no genus; see Hansen 1992, 8384, for a
plausible example.}

4. “[A] relation is internal to an object f it is part of that object’s nature or
essence to be related in that way; if it is accidental or not a part of the object’s innex
nature to be so related then the relation is external” (Hylton 1992, 54; of. TF, 154).

5. Sciabarra’s use of the terms “intemalism™ and “externalism™ has no
connection with the meaning of these terms in contemporary analytic philosophy. 1
shall be following Sciabarra’s usage throughout.

6. See the reviews of MHU and RR collected or excerpted on Sciabarra’s
website: <http:/ /www.nyu.edu/projects/sciabarra/ mhu/mhudialog. htral>;
<http:/ /www.nyu.edu/projects/sciabarra/ rad/ randrevus.html>.

7. 1f Hayek and Rand are both good dialectical libertarians, that shows that

it is possible for good dialectical libertarians to disagree with each other on a great
many fundamental issues. Sciabarra’s sympathies with both Hayek zand Rand are

evident, but it is not dear how he thinks we should go about adjudicating their points
of disagreement. It is to be hoped that Sciabarra will revisit this issue in future work.

8. Sciabarra grants that internalists can recognize asymmetry too, but for

the asymmetric internalist, while one sphere may be eraphasized or given priority, the .
relations between the spheres will still be internal in both directions (TF, 169; cf. ¢
MHU, 71; RR, 132). Scizbarra sees Marx’s views on. base and superstructizre s’

asymmetrically internalist rather than monistic.
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9. Given that dualism and monism, as defined by Sciabarra, appear to be
mutually exclusive, it is not dear how Rothbard’s view on the relation of state and
market can count simultaneously as dualistic and as monistic. Since Rothbard
believes the market can exist without the state &u? mof vice versa, “monism® seems 2
more accurate characterization than “dualism.”

10. For a radically different—and, for most of us, I suspect, a far more
congenial—view of the culture appropriate to a libertarian future, see Postrel 1998.
(Postrel’s philosophical foundations strike me as rather weak, however; see, ¢.g., her
breezy dismissal of free will and objective morality at one fell swoop on page 166.)

11. Among libertartan appropriators of the “discourse ethics™ approach
1 would also include Shearmur 1996.

12. See, eg., Long 1998. In general, I have difficulty sharing Sciabarra’s
enthusiasm for Marx. The anarcho-socialists, whom Marx denigrated as “vtopians,”
I find, for the most part, a good deal more philosophically interesting than Marx
himself, and their prognostications about how state socialism would work in practice
were certainly far more realistic. (See the prescient criticisms of Marxian dictatorship
in Bakunin’s Station and Anardyy, and Marx’s terrifyingly naive and dismissive replies:
Tucker 1978, 543—46.) In Marx’s defense, Sciabarra writes: “One need not accept
any of the categodes or the substantive theories entailed in Marxs inquiry to
appreciate the fact that he advanced dialectics by applying it explicitly to social
analysis. . . . Even if one rejects many of Marx’s theories about capitalism or sodalism,
as I do, even if one believes that he has misidentified certain key aspects of reality,
one can only marvel at his ability to trace interdependencies among seemingly
disconnected elements” (TF, 89). Now if Marx is tracing really existing inter-

" dependencies among readly existing elements, then his achievement is worthy of such

admiration; but to the extent that the elements or the relationships or both exist only
in his own mind, as Sciabarra seems to concede, it is less dear why we should marvel
Must we give Marx high marks simply for his good dialectical intentions, even if other
thinkers who made fewer dialectical-sounding methodological pronouncements
actually produced better theores? As Sciabarra writes in another context:
“Ultimately, one cannot divorce method from content, and the intellectual tendendies
that prove worthy will be those that yield sufd substantive conclusions” (364).

13. T do find it unfortmnate, however, that Sciabarra continually speaks of
“the kbertarian Right and the socialist Left” (see, e.g., TF, 164). If there is any false
dichotomy that dialectical libertarians should seek to transcend, it is above all the
dichotomy of “Left” and “Right” What is the libertarian Nolan Chazt if not a
dialectical tool for challenging the false alternatives of the left-right political spectram?
As Rothbard once argued (before his conservative phase, obviously): “Libertarians
of the present day are accustomed to think of socialism as the polar opposite of the
libertarian creed. But this is a grave mistake, responsible for a severe ideclogical
disorientation of libertarians in the present world. [Historically,} conservatism was the
polar opposite of liberty; and socialism, while to the leff of conservatism, was

- essentially 2 confused, middle-of-the-road movement. . . . Socialism, like [classical]
" liberalism and against conservatism, accepted the industrial system and the Eberal goals

of freedom, reason, mohility, progress, higher living standards for the masses, and an

rend to theocracy and wag but it tried to achieve these ends by the use of
-incompatible, conservative means: statism, central planning, communitarianism, etc.”
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Rothbazd 1979, 6-7. Sciabarra himself admits the problematic natute of his
terminology (TF, 193 n. 8), but does not explain why he then continues t0
characterize libertadanism as part of the “Right” (I also think Sciabarra (203)
concedes too much in granting that lbertarians value equality less than socialists do.
Libertagans simply place primary value on eguality in authority—the denial that some
people have the sight to tell other people what to do—while socialists are generally
willing to sacrifice equality in authority in order to secure the kind of equality Zbey
value: equality of economic condition.)

14. As I have written elsewhere: “[BJourgeois virtues are not enough. If
a free nation is to survive, it must also possess a healthy admixture of boherian
virtues—virtues involving skepticism toward and rebellion against established
anthority. Otherwise it could become all too easy for a society of dutiful worker bees
to acquiesce in the emergence of some fiew form of oppression” (Long 1999, 14).
I would also add that liberty might not be worth fighting for if it came at the cost of
an intolerant, authoritaran culture.

15. “Sometimes . . . the force of culture does not require state
enforcement . . . Culture itself can constitute a form of institutional oppression
against individuals 45 individuals, or 45 women, or as ethnic and religious minosities™
(IF, 217).

16. Some of these mischaracterizations occur in summaries of others’
views, but they are worded in such 2 way as to suggest Sciabarra’s endorsement of the
characterizations. Figuring out how seriously to take such apparent endorsements in
Sciabarra’s discussions of others’ views is a recwrring problem in reading TF.
(Incidentally, it is unfortunate that Sciabarra does not make more use of Foucault,
whose later work in particular exhibits a dialectical, anti-utopian radicalism that
attempts to synthesize Marxian and Hayekian concerns.)

17. The book also shows signs of hasty editing. One such sign is the
frequent tension between Sciabarea’s footnotes and his text. For example, he quotes
Rothbard’s opinion that “it is a happy accident of history that a great deal of . . .
common law is libertarian™ (TF, 349), only to assert in 2 footote on the same page
{349 n. 62) that “Osterfeld . . . agrees-with Rotbbard that . . . it was no accident that
the common law was larpely libertarian.” If Rothbard thinks it was an “accident,”
then Osterfeld’s view that it was “no accident” hardly counts as an agreernent with
Rothbard. Additionally, in a number of places, Sciabarra makes a claim in the text,
acknowledges severe qualifications to this claim in a footnote, and then proceeds in
the text as though the qualifications had never occusred.

18. Sciabarra even says (65 n. 31) that because waltz music is in three-
quarter time and so “has a triadic feel . . . [fJhe ‘waltzing’ metaphor is quite literal”
when applied to dialectic. (Apparently the metaphorical/literal distinction js another
of the false dichotomies that the dialectical pesspective must overcome.) Should we
look forward to a volume on Magids: The Aunstrafan Radical?

19. After writing this sentence teasing Sciabarra about Charfe’s Angels, 1

discovered that Sciabarra had already beaten me to the punch by penning 2 self- - -

parody on the same subject; see Sciabarra 1999c. At least I zhink it’s a parody. . . . °
20. If only that information about Hermes Trismegistos had come from
Ningteen Initiates, Sciabarra would never have given it credence.
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21. cf. TF, 11: “The very meaning of the concept is open-ended. It can
be grasped only by a consideration of the dynamic and systemic contexts within
which it has been embedded.”

22 ) It is true that Aristotelian dabkktiké involves reasoning from exdoxa, or
“retpl_.ltable beliefs”; cf. Long 2000. And since these, on Aristotle’s view, include the
opinions of both the “many” and the “wise,” the practice of diak&siké will in fact
involve an attempt to reconcile and transcend opposites. Bat this is not because
dialektiks is Sciabarran dialectics, but rather because Asistotle applies Sciabarran
dialectics to every aspect of his thought, including diakksks

) 23. In addition, in his history of dialectics, Sciabarra once again falls too
quickly for superficial connections; he tries to demonstrate the fundamental
compatibility and continuity of Adstotelian dialectic with Hegelizn-Marxian dialectic,
but his manner of doing so consists largely in showing that Hegelian and Marxist
thinkers said various nice things about Arstotle,

24. As Sciabarra notes (TF, 61), interpreting Hepel i5 2 tricky business, but
the reading I offer here is the one that seems to me toegbi the bec?supported by
Hegel's texts. More importantly, it is the outlook that was embraced by most of those
who followed in the Hegelian tradition, inchuding Marxists, idealists, phenomenco-
logists, and others.

25. More precisely: If all abstraction is falsification, then any account of
X tl?at leaves out (abstracts from) some of X’s properties (including whatever
relational properties X has) will be a falsification, and so any corect understanding
of X must include all those relational properties, thus rendering them internal
(because they are necessary for X to exist and be comprehended).

- 26. Adistotle grants that universals “exist,” but only in a metaphosical or
m sense. Only particulars exist in the strict sense, while universals are, strictly
speaking, nonexistent. (Mefaphysics 1071a17-24). However, jast as we can call 2 meal
ha.lth}r, meaning not that it possesses the property of health (something only living
organisms can possess) but rather that it contdbutes to health, so we can call
universals existent, meaning not that they exist in their own right but that they are an
aspect of the existence of particulars (1003a33-b11). Aristotelian essences, on the
other hand, do exist, but these are particulars, not universals.

27, The fathire to distinguish between precisive 2nd non-precisive
abstraction arguably also underdies recent claims that “the laws of physics lie”; of
Cartwright 1983,

B 28. Hence, the Objectivists are on the mark in identifying the perfect-
compettion model as “Platonic.” See Reisman 1968,

. 29. Austrian economists need not oppose idealized models per se (TF, 279
o 1?)—though unlike their neoclassical counterparts they do prefer toll’aircscm(::iz:ﬁ'om
comfingent characteristics rather than necessary ones!

' .30. Oune might expect Mandst and neoclassical economists to be on
opposite sides of the methodological fence here—the Marxists with their suspicion

- ‘of abstraction vs. the neoclassicals with their idealized models—but in fact Mar, like
- Hegel, views abstractions 2s idealized models to which reality may approximate to 2
| greater or l_esser degree. For Marx, real-wodd capitalism “does mot correspond
+ precisely to its concept” bt only approximates it; however, “this approximétion is the
- “greater, the more developed the capitalist mode of production” (TF, 258).
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31. “Strictly speaking only the real is concrete—it always possesses Tore
properties than we know; and everything menial is abstract compared with the real”
(Hayek 1969, 330). “[Ulnits do not exist gua units, what exists are things, but #nits are
things viewed by a conscionsness in certain existing relationships” (Rand 1990, 7).

35 And of course Comte, like Hegel, was an important influence on Marx

33. Incidentally, the writings of Leonard Peikoff are arguably apother
instance of this connection. Peikoff is fond of quoting Hegel’s dictam that “the true
is the Whole.” and he has insisted that every part of Rand’s philosophy is equally
essential to it; both claims seem to exalt internal relations and to treat abstraction as
falsification. “[Ejverything in reality is interconnected,” Peikoff (1991, 122-23)
writes. “Bvery entity is related in some way to the others; each somehow affects and
is affected by the others. Nothing is 2 completely isolated fact, without causes or
effects; no aspect of the total can exist ultimately apat from the total” Kelley (1990)
has documented the concrete-oriented, anti-conceptual (and therefore anti-ghstrac
nature of Peikoffs approach to Objectivism, as well as its tendency toward totalitacian
intolerance. This suggests that Hayek is correct in seeing this cluster of ideas as held
together by mutual affinity.

34, Rand prirarily stresses the zole of abstractions as substitutes for a mass
of concrete informarion we have acquired but cannot hold in our minds 2ll at once,
while Hayek primarily stresses the role of abstractions as substitutes for a mass of
concrete information we are never in a position to acquire in the first place. 1 regard
this as mote 2 difference in emphasis than in substance.

35. of Hayek (1979b), 28: “I.regard it as indeed the great advantage of the
mathematical technique that it allows us to describe, by algebraic equations, the
general character of a pattern even where we are ignorant of the numerical values
determining its particular manifestation. Without this algebraic technique we could
scarcely have achieved that comprehensive picture of the mutual interdependencies
of the different events in the market”

36. cf. Wittgenstein 1976, 191: “What use of a word characterizes that
word as being 2 negation” . . .Itisnotaqu&sﬁonofou:ﬁrstbmdwgnegaﬁon,andthen
asking what logjeal laws must hold of it in order for us to be able to use it in a certain
way. The point is that using it in a certain way is what we mean by negating with it.”

37. I rely heavily hese on Sciabarra’s interpretation of Macx. “ITjn Marx’s
theory, the past is the abstraction, the whole is the concrete” (MHU, 132 . 5).

38, The extent of Hegel’s influence on Nietzsche is insufficiently
appreciated. In his autobiography Ecz Homo, Nietzsche identifies his own Birth of
Tragedy as more Hegelian than Schopenhauerian; and the distinction between master
morality and slave morality in the deeply dizlectical Genealagy of Morals is an attempt
to turn Hegel’s master/slave dialectic on its head. :

39. When I say “hence” and “so,” | am indicating only logical relations,
ot causal ones. 1 am showing how this cluster of ideas hangs together conceptually.
1 am not taking any stand on how the Hegelians came to adopt these views. Suppose
A entails B, and you believe both. Maybe you believed A first, and so found yousself

committed to B. Or perhaps instead you found B plausible, and so looked aronnd

for an argument for it and thus came to A. These are biographical questions, not
philosophical ones. .
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40. “[Bloth the internalist and the externalist deny Axistotle’s distinction
between essence and accident” (RR, 60). “Blanshard concludes that ‘every character-
counts, but not all characters count equally.” He is erucially aware of the need to
assign greater significance to certain factors within the whole so as to avoid the
problems of strict organicity” (MHTU, 25).

41. Of course there is an explanatory component to Rand’s theory of
essence as well: not just any distinctive features will count as essential, but only the
ones that explain the most about the item being defined. Still, on Rand’s view, we do
n.ot‘.nee:-i to go on adding more and more explanatory features once the job of
distinguishing the item from other things has been accomplished.

42. Some unclarity about the relation between the logical and the causa,
however, is generated by Sciabarra’s recognition of a category of relation that is,
apparently, neither logical nor causal “Asymmetric internality is aof logical
degendence. It is ot 2 strictly causal relationship. It is an intemal relationship in
which there is some reciprocity between factors, even though the relationship is
fundamentally skewed toward one of the factors that is primacy” (MHU, 71; cf. RR,
132; TF, 169). Sciabarra cites Gould (1978) for dlarfication, but where Sciabarra
apparently affirms that asymmetric internality is reciprocal while denying that it is
causa},Gcnxld seems to say just the opposite, affirming that it is causal while denying
that it is reciprocal (88-93).

43. “[{Adstotle’s] enunciation of the dialectical conjunction between master
ﬁiilave ;r;ic‘lj be revisited centuries later— in the works of such theorsts as Hegel,

an | —as a means of undermining th s
o AT B 15 5 e very concept of slavery” (TF, 42;

44. As, in fact, an anonymous referee does.

45. One might object that my solution is itself a dialectical one and so
concedes tl?e supedority of dialectic. {See Machan’s (1998) charge that dialectics is
?tself c:ne—s%ded, and Sciabarra’s response (TF, 174 n. 62) that Machan’s criticism is
: nse_ff dialectical; cff. also TF, 184 n. 84) On the contrary, the fact that my solution is
a d{alectlml one is precisely my point: the dialectical method itself leads to placing
!mnts on &fe employment of the dialectical method. Hence such a response, as I see
it, cuts against Sciabarra, not against me (or Machan). ’

46. .Sdabaxra’s attitude is shared by Rand, whose suspicion of analytic
philos?phy dmves from the fact that her first contact with it was during the heyday
; of logical positivism and linguistic analysis, when its entire odentation was deeply
- alien to her own. (Though even during that era she could have benefitted from the
- work of thinkers like Frege, recognition of whose crucial distinctions is gladngly
. absent_ from Rand’s theory of concepts.) To Rand, the fine distinctions and logic-
chopping of the analytic philosophers were simply an absorption in trivia divorced
from all concem \m.th the problems of real life; she did not see how, through their
ong cultivation of tigor and precision, the analytics were laying the foundations for
the dramatic philosophical progress of the past few decades. Rand’s critique of
analytic philosophy “comes o’er us with our wilder days, not measuring what use we
made ?f the?m”——or, to pass from Shakespearcan to Nietzschean metaphor, the
posmv:st peziod was an illness 25 pregnancy is ax ilness. In the field of psychology,
(;ampbdl (1999, 11417} has shown how Rand took the appearance of B. F. Skinner’s
book Beyond Freedom and Dignity as evidence of the hegemony of behaviorism, when
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in fact behaviorism was already on the wane. Rand’s cultural pessimism affected her
assessment of the philosophical field as well. During the 1970s, when Rand was
denouncing analytic philosophers as though they were all logical positivists, the entire
field had already begun to move in Rand’s philosophical direction. The new anti-
conventionalist theories of reference pioneered by Kripke and Putnam were
overturning the last remsnants of the positivist approach; Rawls (for whom Rand had
only contempt) was driving utlitacianism from its former preeminence on the
grounds of its incompatibility with individual rights; Nozick was articulating 2 moral
defense of free markets and the minimal state; and a revival of Aristotelian and
eudaimonistic approaches to ethics was well underway. But Rand was either unaware
of these trends or regarded them as insignificant.

47. For similaritics between Frege’s warning and Mises’ coitique of
polylogism, see Long (unpublished).

48, 1 do not mean to mle out a possibility raised by an ancmymous referee:
an intellecaal division of labor, with some theorists focusing on the forests and
others op the trees. But it would then be important for each group not to lose touch
with the other’s contributions.

49. “Whereas statist dualism sees the market as dependent on the state for
its survival, libertarian dualism views the state as dependent on the market for its
sustenance. . . . Libertasian dualism argues that the market can exist without the state,
but that the state cannot exist without the market. The state presupposes some form
of material production from which it expropriates wealth for its survival” (MHU, 23).

50. For 2 bibliographical survey of stateless and quasi-statcless regimes
throughout history, see Bell 1992 and Loan 1992,

51, Toast can exist without butter; hence toast’s relation to butter is merely
“external” But from this it does not follow that toast is better without butter. (Not,
of conrse, does it follow from rhat claim that it & better without butter.)

52. It is unfortunate that Sciabarra continually uses the phrase “state of
nature” to mean the absence of sodety or community, which is certainly not what it
means in the Lockean tradition.

53, “Itis not always easy to detect the net subsidized in practice, but this
caste can always be conceptually identified” (Rothbard, quoted in TF, 270).

54. “If the central axiom of the libertarian creed is nonaggression against
anyone’s pexson or property, how is this axiom arrived at? ‘What is its groundwork
ot support? . . . Roughly, there are three broad types of foundation for the libertatian
axiom . . .” (Rothbard 1994, 26).

55. Por example, utilitarianism rules out bertarianism only if we assume
that promoting the general welfare requires coercive aggression; Rawlsianism rules out
libertarianism only if we assume that helping the least fortunate requires coezcive
aggression; divine command ethics rules out libertarianism only if we assumne that
God has commanded coercive aggression; and so on-

56. Sciabarra characterizes utopianism 25 “an abstract mode of thought .
that sepasates its progressive goals from the sociohistorical context on which they

genetically depend” (TF, 4; ¢ MHU, 117). But of cousse such abstraction is utopian
only when it is precisive. ' :
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57.‘ In Rothbard’s example, if a virulently prejudiced majority seeks to
execute an unpopular minority, someone whose libertarianism rests on utilitarian
grounds alone might be tempted to support the executions because “the social cost
is ncghgi})le” and “the sodial, psychic benefit to the rest of society is great,” while a
natura.}-ng'hts libertarian, feeling no such temptation, will “staunchly and
unequivocally oppose the executions” (Rothbard 1994, 27).
| i 58, “Strands and remnants of Ebertarian doctrines are, indeed, all around
us, in farge parts of our glodous past and in values and ideas in the confused present.
BL.'lt only libertarianism takes these strands and remnants and integrates them into a
mighty, logical, and consistent system™ (Rothbard 1994, 321).

o 59. If nonaggression were a comsequentiakist principle, then of course its
apphmnon_ would be relative to cultural context; but Rothbard is not a
consequentialist. Indeed, the fact that consequentialism relativizes moral principles
to paztmula.r contexts is Rothbard’s chief oljectior to consequentiakism, since such
relamnzanon would license the sacrifice of justice to expediency. This has of course
been the principal charge against consequentialism ever since Plato’s Repubfi, see
Long 2000, 42-52.

60 AsIbave written elsewhere: “The Blood Feud—hardly a libertarian
mstitution—was a central and pervasive feature of medieval Northern European
socleties during the early stages of their development; yet over time many of these
societies . . . began to move toward a more peaceful and humane restitution-based
practice s a result of the economic incentives inherent in their competitive legal
system. Taming the Bltc;;d Feud was no easy task, and its accomplishment in this
instance 15 testimony to the power of political structure to prevail agai -5
cultural norms” (Long 1995, 10). i wguinen decprsesed

) 61. quahba:d also claims, of course, that such evils would be easier to
combat in a libertarian society, where oppressive forms of conduct would be deprived
of government assistance and subjected to the discipline of market competition; for
a defense (;;ithlqualiﬁcaﬁons) of such a claim sec Long 1998, 341—49.

. I find this to be true even though my political i
to Rothbard’s than to Rand’s or Hayek’s. PR conchisions s close
63, Sciabara’s suspicion of anarchism is shared by Rand. When Rothbard

_ﬁrst introduced Rand to the notion of competing protection agencies, Rand’s
mem response was “You mean, as in civil war?” (Branden 1999, 230). ‘The o
sequitar of such a response would be obvious if, in response to Rand’s defense of
govemrment, Rothbard had analogously responded, “You mean, as in dictatorship?”
Either answer confuses the genus with one of its spedies, and so commits what Rand
elsewhere describes as the fallacy of “substitutfing] for an abstraction one of the
concrete applications of that abstraction” and “makfing] that concrete contradict and
mvalx_iatc the a.bsu.ac:ion” {Rand 1997, 640). One could argue that Rand’s kneejerk
hf)@]ﬁ:y to ana:ch'mm reflects her personal backgronnd: she berself lived theough a
civil war in Russza and so sew aparchy at worst But that is hardly 2 sufficient
explanation, since she also lived through the Communist dictatorship that followed,
a.nd. $O saw government at its worst as well. (For arguments in defense of anarcho-
capitalism, see my articles catalogued at <http://www.freenation.org>.) Of course,
Rothbard was entirely capable of making the corresponding exror of treating all
anarchy as good, as when he hailed the fall of Saigon as 2 positive development.
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