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Articles

Nietzsche: The Myth and Its Method
Fred Seddon

As the number of Objectivist oriented academic philosophers continues to increase, the
lenses under which the philosophy will be examined will undoubtedly grow more
powerful. Likewise, Objectivist scholarship will become rigorously more intensive;
forgoing the entertaining broadside for the well documented and exacting examination.
As examples of this development, witness David Kelley’s The Evidence of the Senses and
Allan Gotthelf’s and James Lennox’s anthology Philosophical Issues in Aristotle’s
Biology, to name but two recent efforts. I wish I could include John Ridpath’s article
"Nietzsche and Individualism," printed in Vol. 7, ##1 and 2 of the now defunct 7he
Objectivist Forum, as another instance of this trend, but alas, I cannot. The reasons for
my reservations constitute the body of this essay. What follows is divided into three parts:
(1) a recapitulation of Ridpath’s exposition of Nietzsche’s philosophy along with a
running commentary suggesting alternative interpretations, (2) a short catalogue of
Ridpath’s errors of scholarship, and (3) a short list of reasons for devoting time to the
study of Nietzsche’s thought.

Exposition

Why did Ridpath choose to author an article on Nietzsche? It was, Ridpath tells us, in an
effort to ascertain whether Nietzsche is on the side of individualism.

The purpose of this article is to examine Nietzsche’s philosophy in order to
ascertain which side Nietzsche is really on. Based on a study of the complete
corpus of Nietzsche’s works, this article will present Nietzsche’s general
philosophical outlook and then use this as the context for understanding his
social views, and for judging whether or not he is a defender of individualism.
{d, 9. All quotations from Ridpath will be given in part-page format, i.e. .9
means part [, page 9.)

Before commencing the actual examination of the entire Nietzschean corpus, Ridpath asks
"What is individualism?" We obviously cannot know whether Nietzsche is on the side of
individualism until and unless we know what is meant by that term. After a short historical
survey of the term, Ridpath exposes its deeper philosophical meaning.

Individualism has other, deeper, philosophical roots. The crux of individualism
is free will. Acknowledging the presence of free will in each man knocks the
metaphysical props out from under any claim that the individual is merely
subordinate to, or is a fragment of, some higher collective entity. The accep-
tance of free will is the basis for seeing the individual as a sovereign, inde-
pendent being. This, in turn, is the first step in the defense of rationality,
egoism, and an individualist society. (I,10)
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I said a question or two - the second question pertains to Ridpath’s claim that
Nietzsche, his denials to the contrary notwithstanding, had a philosophical system.
Ridpath’s claim is based on the notion that "[p}hilosophy [i.e. metaphysics and epistemol-
ogy], either explicitly or implicitly, is inescapable, and applies even to those, such as
Nietzsche, who deny it." (I,11) Ridpath does not prove, or even attempt to prove this claim,
a claim that which, according to Richard Taylor, "[n]othing could be sillier."! (Taylor does
try to prove his claim). By "philosophical system" Ridpath means, in essence, a metaphys-
ics and an epistemology. Take metaphysics. To test Ridpath’s statement vis-a-vis meta-
physics it is crucial to know exactly what Ridpath and Nietzsche mean by metaphysics.
Metaphysics is the study of ultimate reality. It is the "study of existence as such or, in
Aristotle’s words, of ‘being qua being’..." For Rand, existence can only be defined
ostensively; it is something one could literally wave one’s arm at.> Leaving aside the
amount of agreement or disagreement between Aristotle and Rand on this point and
focusing on her notion of existence, one can say with a certainty normally denied one
engaged in Nietzsche exegesis, that this is definitely #nof what Nietzsche had in mind when
he used the term "metaphysics." He invariably meant the two world variety that he
attributed to Parmenides, Plato, Christianity and Kant to name but four. For Nietzsche,
metaphysics is the study of the "real" world, i.e. the realm of Being, heaven, or the thing
in itself. I suggest that one of the reasons for Nietzsche’s aversion to systematic philosophy
is this identification of metaphysics with the other worldly variety. When Rand sweeps
her arm and calls that "existence," I think Nietzsche would agree, although he might simply
call it the physical world.® You cannot sweep your arm at heaven.

If one keeps Nietzsche’s meaning in mind, then Ridpath’s assertion that metaphysics
is inescapable translates into the claim that a "two world metaphysics" is inescapable -
and that is simply wrong on Objectivist’s grounds. If Rand is right, any two world view
is amistake and definitely escapable. Ridpath’s case against Nietzsche is based on a simple
equivocation. If one makes the issue very specific, i.e. whether a one world or two world
view is correct, then both Nietzsche and Rand are in agreement. If, and this "if" is much
more questionable, a one world metaphysics is a necessary condition for individualism,
then Nietzsche passes this test with flying colors. ‘

To return to exposition. After telling us that "everything he wrote later is based on
the metaphysics and epistemology contained in the Birth of Tragedy,” Ridpath proceeds
to explicate the text. Curiously, this explication is done away from the text itself. Notes
17 to 54 covering 1, 12 to II, 5 contain only one direct reference to BOT. Leaving aside
the advisability of explicating a text one hardly consults, what are Ridpath’s findings?
Nietzsche is an eclectic. An unholy marriage of Hegel, Schopenhauer and Heraclitus (and
Kant). (See I, 12, and cf. 11, 4 where we are told that "Nietzsche is, in regard to philosophic
fundamentals, an explicit and even militant Kantian.")* From Hegel, (who is not even
mentioned in BOT), Nietzsche got Heraclitus. From Heraclitus, who makes only three
more or less parenthetical appearances in BOT, "Nietzsche took," according to Ridpath,
"the view that the universe is a random process, a flux, a becoming, out of which specific
things emerge, temporarily, and then are reabsorbed." (I,12) Firstly, according to Kirk and
Raven,’ the flux doctrine is a misinterpretation of Heraclitus due to Plato (and Aristotle
followed his master on this point) insofar as it overlooks Heraclitus’ emphasis on the
"logos" which governs all becoming. If one accepts Kirk and Raven’s analysis, then
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Christian variants). Objectivism rejects this view of entities also.” An entity, for Nietzsche,
is the sum of its effects and behind these effects there is no mysterious and unknowable
matter, substratum, thing-in-itself, Vmoxegipuévov or what have you.

And finally a brief word about Schopenhauer, who is mentioned eight times in the
original edition of BOT.® From Schopenhauer Nietzsche got Hegel and Heraclitus!
"Schopenhauer also had, in essence, a Heraclitean-Hegelian view of reality” (I,12). Poor
Schopenhauer, whose hatred for Hegel equaled Rand’s hatred of Kant, and who spent a
lifetime spewing his worst invective on Hegel only to be pictured by Ridpath as a
transmission belt for "the ponderous and witless Hegel." One of Schopenhauer’s reasons
for despising Hegel is due to latter’s attempt to destroy (or at least to autheben) the
distinction between phenomenon and the thing-in-itself, a distinction Schopenhauer
cosidered Kant’s greatest achievement. Since Schopenhauer is, according to Ridpath, a
recapitulation of Hegel and Heraclitus, we may safely ignore him and press on.

If we grant to Ridpath that BOT contains a two-world metaphysics, however devi-
ously derived, we next have to deal with the assertion that Nietzsche never altered that
metaphysics. According to Ridpath, Nietzsche simply "took that metaphysics one step
further" (1,13) by replacing the will of Schopenhauer (which, according to Ridpath was
Schopenhauer’s transformation of Hegel’s Spirit which was Hegel’s transformation of the
Kantian thing-in-itself) with the will to power.

But how then do we explain that much commented on section of The Twilight of the
Idols (hereafter TOI), which bears the title "how the “True World’ Finally Became a Fable"
and subtitled "The History of an Error." The error Nietzsche is referring to is any and all
two world metaphysics, whether Platonic, Christian or Kantian. And what is left when we
hear the cockcrow of positivism (here taken to mean a one world, this world view) on the
morning when this two world "ideal" can no longer even obligate? The apparent world
perhaps? Nietzsche asks. No, he replies, not even that. The "true” and apparent worlds
live or die together. At last. Man can love this earth, this world. There is no counterworld
against which this world could be unfavorably compared.’

If this interpretation is accurate and TOI (cf. also BGE §§10-11; GS §54; esp. HAH
§ 9, 10 & 18) not only does not contain a two world view but actively denounces such a
position, then we are left with the following alternatives: either Nietzsche did change his
metaphysical view from BOT to TOI or he never held a two world view at all. On either
alternative, Ridpath’s reading of the "metaphysics" of Nietzsche is extremely problematic.
That is, either Ridpath is in error in claiming that Nietzsche never changed his two world
metaphysics from BOT until the end or Nietzsche never held such a view.

What of this former possibility? What especially of Ridpath’s claim that the meta-
physical vision in BOT is dualist? Since he directly quotes BOT only once, it may be more
revealing to see what the dualist interpretation of Nietzsche in general does to Ridpath’s
ability to read BOT itself. Kaufmann used to "wonder how The Birth of Tragedy could
ever have been so thoroughly misconstrued."”® Approaching BOT with the two-world
intrepretation in hand, Ridpath was almost compelled to see Apollo and Dionysius as
antagonists representing the phenomenal and noumenal (to use Kantian language) realms
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Thus these two art drives must unfold their powers in a strict proportion,
according to the law of eternal justice. Where the Dionysian powers rise up as
impetuously as we experience them now, Apollo, too, must already have
descended among us, wrapped in a cloud; and the next generation will probably
behold his most ample beautiful effects. (§25 Emphasis mine).

Approaching the text with a preconceived notion about Nietzsche’s two world metaphys-
ics prevents Ridpath from seeing what the real conflict, the real issue, is in BOT, viz.,
tragedy vs. rationalism. Since they cannot be fitted into the vertical metaphorics, a
metaphorics that Ridpath seems unable to do without, he fails to notice, simply because
he lacks the instrument, the horizontal images Nietzsche puts into play throughout BOT.
Apollo/Dionysius!! are twin roots of Attic tragedy; likewise Dionysius/Socrates form a
pair of more or less equal participants in a struggle for the Greek yoy€ and no member
of either set can be understood as more fundamental, at least not in the base/superstructure
sense of fundamental.

What is Nietzsche trying to accomplish in BOT? Let the author himself have the last
word. It was, he tells us an "attempt to assassinate two millennia of antinature and
desecration of man..." Thus spake Friedrich Nietzsche.

Ridpath begins part II of his article by exposing Nietzsche’s view of man. He claims
that for Nietzsche feelings, not reason, constitute the essence of man. Since the issue of
feelings vs. reason will be examined at length in the Grammar Switch section of part I1,
I will say no more about Ridpath’s version of Nietzsche’s philosophical anthropology.

What of Ridpath’s interpretation of Nietzsche’s epistemology? After a short para-
graph listing "certain positive things" Nietzsche has to say about reason and its efficacy
(IL,2-3), Ridpath proceeds to consider the dark side of Nietzsche’s view of reason. But
Ridpath’s recognition of Nietzsche’s positive appreciation of reason is only apparent, for
a mere two pages later he tells us the "Nietzsche’s “praise’ of reason is zotally undercut
by his view of what reason is." (IL,4. Emphasis mine). And if we take this word "totally"
with seriousness - if not with gravity - Ridpath’s Nietzsche is a total irrationalist.

There is no truth, no correct awareness of the facts, Nietzsche tells us, because
in a Heraclitean world of flux without entities ‘there are no facts’. We are only
deceiving ourselves when we think ‘there would be a world left over once we
subtracted the perspectival.” This is known as Nietzsche’s doctrine of perspec-
tivism, or his doctrine of illusion. The intellect, out of its own need for facts
and structure, subjectivity creates within itself the world it requires. In this, it
engages in what Nietzsche approvingly refers to as ‘lying in the extra-moral
sense’ - creating the illusion of an external worlds of things, facts, identity,
causality, laws, and the like - when actually all of this is fantasy, ‘articies of
faith.” ... The whole external world of facts, structure, necessity are inside the
human mind... Nietzsche in fact prided himself in going one step further than
Kant by holding that even the theory that knowledge is subjective is itself a
completely subjective and arbitrary theory. (II,3. Emphasis mine).
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intrinsicism, a Nietzsche who rejects subjectivism, a Nietzsche who grants that knowledge
of the world is possible. Where is the downside to this Nietzsche?"?

But one might object that the Nietzsche I find in the texts is almost too good to be
true. He sounds like a man who has read, if not Atlas Shrugged, at least the first edition
of We the living.!* Perhaps I overextend to Nietzsche the principle of charity. To this
charge I can only plead guilty. With Nietzsche’s text, the principle of charity is especially
important since, given the poetic nature of his writings and his doctrine of masks (in which
the surface meaning of the text can actually mask the real meaning, which may even be
the opposite of what was said) we can never be sure that "something precious and
vulnerable" may appear "rude and round as an old green wine cask with heavy hoops" to
a superficial reader.!

Finally, before we turn to Ridpath’s scholarship, let us look at his summary of
Nietzsche’s ethics. Ridpath seems to make two contradictory claims about the ethics of
Nietzsche: (1) that he is "an amoralist" because he is "opposed to principles as such” and
since ethics is a set of principles to guide one in the art of living well, Nietzsche cannot
have an ethics (I1,5); (2) that Nietzsche has an ethics, but it is elitist, not individualist.
(I1,8-9). Let us examine these charges in order, ignoring the fact that they cannot both be
true.

Certainly Nietzsche thought himself to have a morality. In a draft of a letter to Paul
Rée dated 1882 he wrote "...She told me herself that she had no morality - and I thought
she had, like myself, a more severe morality than anybody..."!¢ If Ridpath is correct in
identifying morality with the adherence to principles, and if Nietzsche does indeed have
a morality, we need to ask about the principles upon which he bases his moral conduct
and theory. One such principle is "self-overcoming," a concept we find throughout his
corpus.!” A person who acts on whim or the range of the moment is amoral, whereas a
person who acts on principle may be immoral (if the principles are life negating) but not
amoral. The strength (or will to power) to overcome one’s impulses is the mark of a moral
man for Nietzsche. And the faculty that enables one to overcome one’s impulses is reason.
Reason is the highest faculty man possesses, not simply because we can form concepts,
"but because these skills enable it to develop foresight and to give consideration to all the
impulses, to organize their chaos, to integrate them into a harmony - and thus to give man
power: power over himself and over nature...reason gives men greater power than sheer
bodily strength. Foresight and patience, and above all ‘great self-mastery’..."!3

While this is certainly not conclusive, it does seem to cast doubt upon Nietzsche as
an amoralist. As for those passages where Nietzsche calls himself an "immoralist," they
are typically contexts in which he identifies morality with Altruism or Christianity. The
gist of his message is "if this be morality, then I am an immoralist.""

As to the second charge, that Nietzsche’s morality is not individualist but elitist -
what can be said? It is certainly true that Nietzsche writes of masters and slaves, of
overmen and last men, of creators and those who cannot create - but even these last can
give birth to future creators.? This last notion must not be lost sight of despite Nietzsche’s
talk of "breeding" and "blood."*!
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but once in all of WTP, viz. in §1041 on p.536 of the Kaufmann edition. Since p.330 is
cited again by Ridpath at n39, he might have misread his notes, or perhaps it is nothing

by a typo.

THE MISDIRECTION: By misdirection I mean the citing of a secondary source that
has itself quoted Nietzsche without giving the passage in the original text of Nietzsche. If
one does this infrequently, little scholarly fuss should be made. But Ridpath does this 42
times out of 87 quotations! In fact, the very first quotation is a misdirection. Upon turning
to nl, one reads "Quoted in What Nietzsche Means, G.A. Morgan,...p.116." Observe what
this does. It directs (and hence misdirects) attention away from what Nietzsche said and
causes the reader, or at least the curious reader, to ask whether Morgan has a particular
ax to grind. Does he know Nietzsche and how well? Is he a philosopher? Did he do his
own translations and, if not, whose did he use etc? An obvious solution, and one used by
careful scholars, is to cite the primary as well as the secondary source. After all, it is
Nietzsche that we are really interested in, not Morgan. Ridpath surely knows this practice
since he does use it, once, at n25 where the secondary source happens to be an unpublished
Ph.D. dissertation. In that case he references Ecce Homo (EH) as well as the secondary
source.

A particularly dangerous form of misdirection occurs when the secondary source
material is a collection of essays and Ridpath does not indicate who the author is. Ridpath
takes 12 of his 42 misdirections from R.C. Solomon’s Nietzsche, a collection of 21 essays
by various authors. Since these dozen quotations are from five authors, we never know
who is speaking and Ridpath never gives the individual author’s names. What is so bad
about this? Since there are various and contradictory interpretations of Nietzsche’s
thought, one can easily make Nietzsche say whatever one wants. For example, when
Ridpath wants to make Nietzsche into a mini-Kantian, he quotes the essay by Hans
Valhinger, a famous Kantian (in fact he founded the journal Kant-Studien)*’ with a definite
ax to grind.?® Using this method one could make Nietzsche into an existentialist by quoting
Jaspers or Heidegger from the same volume. Prefer a phenomenological twist? Try the
Scheler. Analyst more to your liking? Then there’s Danto. Meanwhile, we have forgotten
Nietzsche. And all because we lack the primary sources.

And even if one happens to have the Solomon collection, the problem of checking
the original is compounded by the fact that different authors use different editions and
translations of Nietzsche’s work. For example, Danto, whom Ridpath cites four times,
does his own translating of WTP and hence does not cite the Kaufmann English transla-
tions but rather the three volume Schlechta German edition. In the latter work, no dates
or other possible ways of correlating the passages cited to the Kaufmann are provided.
And even if one has the Schlechta, as I do, this is little help when a different author (Ivan
Soll, author of "Reflections on Recurrence: A Reexamination of Nietzsche’s Doctrine,
die Ewige Wiederkehr des Gleichen," and listed as article 17 in the Solomon collection,
comes to mind), uses another German edition. Most readers get bored with this hunting
and checking and give up, relying on Ridpath’s (and who knows how many others”)
scholarship. That this is a risky intellectual gamble is the thrust of this essay. [While we
are on the subject of WTP, a brief explanation of this work is necessary. The WTP is not
a work but rather a collection of notes that Nietzsche penned from about 1883 to 1888 -






Reason Papers 13

And do you know what "the world” is to me? Shall I show it to you in my
mirror? This world: a monster of energy, without beginning, without end; a
firm, iron magnitude of force that does not grow bigger or smaller, that does
not expend itself but only transforms itself...a becoming that knows no satiety,
no disgust, no weariness: this, my Dionysian world of the eternally self-
creating, eternally self-destroying, this mystery world.

This little passage contains three grammar switches: (1) the four dots after the "itself”
should be a semi-colon followed by three dots since the sentence does not end here as
Ridpath’s punctuation implies; (2) the capital "A" at the beginning of the quotation should
be lower case - this is not a new sentence; and (3) the period after "world" is not to be
found in the original.

But this is mild and perhaps excusable since the meaning has not been greatly
affected. But the next grammar switch does dramatically alter the meaning of Nietzsche’s
text. Ridpath is trying to develop the thesis that, according to Nietzsche, our feelings are
tools of cognition, that they are "the voice of a ‘higher truth’" and that Nietzsche would
have us trust our feelings instead of our reason. Ridpath tells us that according to
Nietzsche, we should "trust our feelings...[because (sic)] that means to obey one’s
grandfather and one’s grandmother, and their grandparents" (II,2). Now this grammar
switch is also a misdirection. n34 directs us to the Solomon collection, specifically to an
article by Mitchell Ginsberg on "Nietzschean Psychiatry" and the words themselves are
from §35 of a work by Nietzsche entitled Morgenréte which Kaufmann translates as The
Dawn (D) while Hollingdale, in his translation of the same book, employs Daybreak.
Anyway, Ginsberg is quoting §35 because, according to him, Nietzsche is warning us
NOT to trust our feelings at the expense of our reason - the exact opposite of what Ridpath
is claiming. Ridpath has managed, I contend, to misunderstand both Ginsberg and
Nietzsche. This will become clear if we consider Ginsberg’s context. Before Ginsberg
quotes from D, he writes the following:

Nietzsche’s belief that the person, viewed as a total organism, will evolve to
health (freedom sic.) to the extent that he/she reverses the social training of
self-sacrifice...starts from the notion that man has been crippled by what is now
approvingly called "socialization." Morality, the key to society...crushes self-
reliance... It is for this reason and others that Nietzsche realizes that one cannot
simply...trust one’s feelings...: “To trust one’s feelings - that means to obey
one’s grandfather and one’s grandmother and their grandparent’s more than
the gods which are in us: our reason and our experience’ (Dawn 35 sic.)32

Isn’t Ginsberg’s meaning clear? Could not Objectivists agree that "the social training of
self-sacrifice” is something that one must reverse if health is to be achieved by the
individual?

What about Nietzsche’s own context? D is an aphoristic work in which many
aphorisms stand alone whereas others may (or must) be read as connected. As an example
of the disconnected variety one could instance §267 which is about the difference between
a noble and common character and which is followed by an aphorism on the difficulty of
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Note also that Ridpath commits the same four grammar switches on his secondary
source for this quotation, Ginsburg, i.e. Ginsburg quoted Nietzsche correctly and Ridpath
manages to destroy the intention of both his primary and secondary source.

Go back and read Nietzsche’s original. Isn’t his meaning clear? Misunderstanding
Nietzsche is one thing; getting it exactly backwards is an accomplishment that requires
real effort. Or no effort. Just inattention.

Before proceeding to our final category, I did promise to say a few words concerning
the sections preceding §35. What makes Ridpath’s interpretation of §35 even more inept
is the fact that the section is preceded by (at least) two aphorisms that bear on the efficacy
of feelings and hence whether we should trust them or our reason. §35 differentiates
between moral feelings and moral concepts, the latter, according to Nietzsche are usually
nothing more than rationalizations of actions performed on the basis of moral feelings,
the latter being derived from apelike imitation of the "inclinations for and aversions to
certain actions" which children have observed in adults. In reading the entire aphorism,
it is clear that Nietzsche is critical of this method of picking up a morality. The section in
full reads as follows:

Moral feelings and moral concepts. - 1t is clear that moral feelings are
transmitted in this way: children observe in adults inclinations for and aver-
sions to certain actions and, as born apes, imitate these inclinations and
aversions; in later life they find themselves full of these acquired and well-
exercised affects and consider it only decent to try to account for and justify
them. This ‘accounting’, however, has nothing to do with either the origin or
the degree of intensity of the feeling: all one is doing is complying with the
rule that, as a rational being, one has to have reasons for one’s For and Against,
and that they have to be adducible and acceptable reasons. To this extent the
history of moral feelings is quite different from the history of moral concepts.
The former are powerful before the action, the latter especially after the action
in face of the need to pronounce upon it. (Hollingdale trans.)

But §33 (too long to quote in full) is even more explicit on the point that one "has to be
suspicious of all higher feelings, so greatly are they nourished by delusion and nonsense."
These higher feelings derive from a fear of the supernatural as well as contempt for the
law of causality. The whole aphorism deserves to be studied along with Rand’s essay on
"Causality Versus Duty."** In this aphorism, Nietzsche lambasts what he calls the morality
of custom (cf. obeying one’s grandparents etc. from the last sentence of §35) because,
under its spell, "man despises first the causes, secondly the consequences, thirdly reality,
and weaves all his higher feelings...into an imaginary world: the so-called higher world."
In fact, the title of the aphorism is "Contempt for causes, for consequences and for reality."”
Nietzsche is trying to tell us that if we replace the contempt with respect for those three
we will hardly need either a morality of custom nor the supernatural realm which provides
it with "support.” All of this casts a shadow of doubt on whether Ridpath ever read either
§§33 or 34, especially if one remembers that he found the quotation from §35 in a
secondary source, Ginsberg, and never provided pagination in the original.






Reason Papers 17

Nor is this the only instance of context-dropping in Ridpath’s study. It is the rule
rather than the exception. He has a penchant for taking three or four word phrases from
Nietzsche’s works and stringing them together with his own words to make a paragraph;
such a practice, while not in itself context dropping, can easily lead to it. So as not to
belabor the point, let us consider only one last example. n23, which is flanked by an "*"
tells us that "[t]he translation in the edition cited may differ slightly from that quoted
herein.” n23 reads "The general character (total nature) of the world is chaos to all
eternity."* At this point, it will come as no surprise to the reader that this quotation is also
a grammar switch. Again we must ask: What is Nietzsche’s context? What is going on in
the section from which this half sentence has been ripped? If Ridpath had merely continued
the quotation he would have seen what was going on. "The total character of the world,
howeyver, is in all eternity chaos - in the sense not of a lack of necessity but of a lack of
order, arrangement, form, beauty, wisdom, and whatever other names there are for our
aesthetic anthropomorphisms." Nietzsche is warning us against crude-all-too-crude an-
thropomorphisms. The entire section (§189) is written as a series of warnings - a set of
three "let us beware of"'s. The first sentence of the first paragraph reads, "Let us beware
of thinking that the world is a living being." The second paragraph, from which Ridpath
"quotes," is, in the main, a warning against imposing aesthetic judgements on the universe.
"None of our aesthetic and moral judgements apply to it." The third and last paragraph
warns us against the beliefthat creation is going on in the world. "Let us beware of thinking
that the world eternally creates new things." And then Nietzsche asks, "When will all these
shadows of God cease to darken our minds? When will we complete our de-deification
of nature?"

After quoting Nietzsche, Ridpath then asserts that "[flor man, life in this sort of
mind-numbing world has to be terrifying" (1,12). But given our restored context, we must
ask if Ridpath would really prefer the deification of nature? Do aesthetic anthropomor-
phisms provide metaphysical comfort necessary for man to survive? It seems appropriate
to quote from the aphorism immediately before the one we have been examining, in which
Nietzsche says "[g]od is dead; but given the way of men, there may still be caves for
thousands of years in which his shadow will be shown. - And we - we still have to vanquish
his shadow, too."*

I would like to conclude this study with a few brief remarks concerning the value of
Nietzsche for Objectivist philosophers. First, and here I am simply elaborating on
Heidegger’s point alluded to in n5, that in order to know and appreciate the philosophical
relationship between Rand and Nietzsche (and here I am speaking ahistorically) one must
have an intimate knowledge of their ideas. Second, there is a question of historical
influence. How much did Rand read and understand of Nietzsche’s corpus? Since this
question has a large historiographic component, it would undoubtedly require the services
of someone with an equal competence (and interest) in history, biography and philosophy.
Third, although Ridpath explicitly downplays Nietzsche’s style (and surely the plural
"styles" is warranted here) he remains, with Plato and Rand, as one of the greatest writers
in the history of philosophy. There are aspects of his writings that, on the sense of life
level are, quite simply, Objectivist.*’
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Endnotes

NB: All abbreviations are as in Ridpath’s original article. All translations from the German
are by Walter Kaufmann unless otherwise indicated.

1. Richard Taylor, Metaphysics, Englewood Cliffs, Prentice Hall, 1963, 1.

2. Ayn Rand, 4An Introduction to Objectivist Epistemology, New York, New American
Library, 1979, 53. This monograph originally appeared in The Objectivist from July 1966-
February 1967. The quoted material is from Philosophy: Who Needs It, New York,
Bobbs-Merrill, 1982, 3.

3. Cf. Nietzsche’s Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks, trans. M. Cowan, Chicago,
Henry Regnery, 1962, 51. For additional reasons why Nietzsche eschewed a "systems"
approach, see the chapter "Nietzsche’s Method" in Walter Kaufmann’s Nietzsche: Phi-
losopher, Psychologist, Antichrist, New York, Meridian Books, 1956. Also cf. Danto’s
"When he uses the term ‘metaphysics’ he often has in mind only a philosophy that speaks
of a reality which is higher and purer than the one we are seemingly acquainted with
through the senses." (Nietzsche as Philosopher, 81)

4. This is a problem for those who see, say, Kant and Hegel as antipodes on crucial areas
of metaphysics and epistemology. For example, if the existence of a noumenal world is
distinctive of Kant, then Hegel was certainly seen by Ayn Rand as a member of the "major
line of philosophers [who] rejected Kant’s ‘noumenal’ world..." (For the New Intellectual,
p.34). In this respect, if Nietzsche is a Kantian in his metaphysics, then he can’t be an
Hegelian. If the latter, then not the former. Ridpath can’t have his Kant and eat his Hegel
too. As for epistemology, see Kelley’s pro-Hegelian n45 on p.39 of his The Evidence of
the Senses where he refers to p.31 of the Baillie translation of Hegel’s Phenomenology of
Mind for the latter’s criticism of Kant’s view of mind as a distorting medium of knowledge
which can nevertheless critique itself without distortion. Here Nietzsche is close to Hegel
when he writes in §486 of WTP "...a critique of the faculty of knowledge is senseless;
how should a tool be able to criticize itself when it can use only itself for the critique?"
§473 is equally appropriate in its obvious anti-Kantian tone.

5. Kirk, G.S., and Raven, J.E., The Pre-Socratic Philosophers, Cambridge, Cambridge
University Press, 1969, 187. Alexander Nehamas makes the same error on p.43 of his
book on Nietzsche and cites BOT, 8 here Nietzsche pours his new wine into Schopen-
hauerean bottles. If BOT 7 represents a break with, at least, the language of Schopenhauer,
BOT 8 marks a temporary return to the idioms of the great pessimist. Cf. Kaufmann’s n2
to BOT 8. I obviously have weighted heavily Nietzsche’s comments against Schopen-
hauer in both §6 of the "Attempt at a self-criticism" section of BOT and §§1,2 of the
EH-BOT to which the reader is gently referred. In defence of Ridpath, most commentators
on Nietzsche see little in the influence of Heraclitus except the "flux" doctrine. One may
add the names of Kaufmann and Danto to Nehamas’ - Jaspers is the exception among this
quartet. Cf. pp.209 and 350 of the paperback edition of his Nietzsche: An introduction to
the Understanding of his Philosophical Activity, Chicago, Regnery, 1969. Finally a word
about Heidegger on Heraclitus. He hardly mentions the "flux" doctrine and calls
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various Dionysian art forms, e.g. harmonic music, dithyrambic poetry and ecstatic dance.
When used in contrast to Socrates, Nietzsche means that "equally Dionysian and Apol-
linian form of art - Attic tragedy." (BOT, 1) For more on this see Kaufmann’s Nietzsche,
Ist ed. p.109. Even more interesting albeit less convincing is Kaufmann’s notion on p.108
that although Nietzsche does not extol either god, he favors Apollo if he favors any!

12. What has to be guarded against (and this is especially true in cases where one is taking
three or four words out of context) is accusing a thinker of subjectivism where he is
attacking the intrinsic; or accusing a thinker of intrinsicism where he is attacking the
subjective. At this point in the evolution of Objectivist theory, subjectivism appears to be
the more villainous of the pair since our age is one of rampant subjectivism. Cf. The 4yn
Rand Lexicon where only three small anti-intrinsic excerpts are cited versus four+ pages
against subjectivism.

13. For additional discussion of Nietzsche’s perspectivism see Nehamas’ "Untruth as a
Condition of Life" chapter as well as Danto’s "Perspectivism" chapter from his Nietzsche
as Philosopher, especially pp.81-2. To quote just two sentences from each chapter to give
the flavor of their commentaries, consider "What is seen is simply the world itself...from
that perspective.”" (Nehamas, 50) "Depreciation of the body motivates depreciation of the
senses, and the opposition between sense and reason has its origin in this distrust. Such
theories of reason, not reason as such, are the target for Nietzsche’s antirational attacks."”
(Danto, 81) These two quotations should not be taken to suggest overall agreement
between these writers. In fact, one significant area of disagreement concerns the pragmatic
theory of truth usually attributed to Nietzsche - Danto yes, Nehamas no. For more on
Nietzsche defence of reason see the discussion of his ethics below.

14. I specify the 1936 edition because a careful reading of both editions suggests that the
earlier is, in a sense approximating Ridpath’s understanding as evinced in his article (and
in that sense incorrect), more "Nietzschean" than the 1959 edition.

15. Cf. §40 of BGE, as well as Kaufmann’s note 22 and the references contained therein
to Jaspers on this very topic.

16. Walter Kaufmann, The Portable Nietzsche, New York, Viking, 1959, 102.

17. For an early work cf. D§6, for a middle work, TSZ, Second Part, "On Self-Overcom-
ing," and for a late work, TOI, "On the ‘Improvers’ of Mankind" and from the notes see
WTP, 382-388. All of these passages are commented on by Kaufmann in the chapter
"Morality and Sublimation" from his Nietzsche, to which I am indebted and cannot
improve.

18. Kaufmann, 199. Cf. TOI IX, 14. Ridpath’s ignoring of the concept of self-overcoming
probably goes a long way to explaining his misunderstanding of the overman. (He
discusses the overman at 11, 6-9). For more on the relationship betweel self-overcoming
and the overman, see Kaufmann’s Nietzsche, ch. 11; Danto’s Nietzsche as Philisopher,
ch. 7 and Nehamas’ Nietzsche: Life as Literature, pp.158-9, to name only three.
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29. WTP, p.97 n15.
30. Ibid. Especially notes 1063 and 1064.
31. See especially the punching episode in The Early Ayn Rand, p.376.

32. Ibid. The Ginsberg quotation is to be found on p.302 of the Solomon collection and
the lines from Nietzsche are, of course, from §35 of the Dawn.

33. The research for this paper was done before I bought the Hollingdale translation. His
translation and the original from Nietzsche is provided for comparison.

Feelings and their origination in judgements. - ‘Trust your feeling!’ - But
feelings are nothing final or original; behind feelings there stand judgements
and evaluations which we inherit in the form of feelings (inclinations, aver-
sions). The inspiration born of a feeling is the grandchild of a judgement - and
often a false judgement! - and in any event not a child of your own! To trust
one’s feelings - means to give more obedience to one’s grandfather and
grandmother and their grandparents than to the gods which are in us: our reason
and our experience.

Gefiihle und deren Abkunft von Urteilen - "Vertraue deinem Gefiihle!" - Aber
Gefuhle sind nichts Letztes, Ursprungliches, hinter den Gefiihlen stehen Ur-
teile und Wertschitzungen, welche in der Form von Gefiihlen (Neigungen,
Abneigungen) uns vererbt sind. Die Inspiration, die aus den Gefiihle stammt,
ist das Enkelkind eines Urteils - und oft eines falschen! - und jedenfalls nicht
deines eigenen! Seinem Gefiihle vertrauen - das heifit seinem GroBvater und
seiner GroBmutter und deren GroBeltern mehr gehorchen als den Géttern, die
in uns sind: unserer Vernunft und unserer Erfahrung.

This is from Werke in Drei Binden, edited by Karl Schlechta, vol. 1, 1037.

34. This essay was first published in The Objectivist, Vol. 9, #7, July 1970 and later
reprinted in the collection Philosophy: Who Needs It.

35. The translation is by Hollingdale. The interested reader should also consult §10 for
more on the antipodal relationship between custom and causality.

36. Debts to The Ayn Rand Lexicon of which see p.105 for complete quotations and
additional references.

37. Ibid.

38. (II, 9) This quotation always reminds me of the discussion in which Keating tells
Toohey that Roark is "a maniac on the subject of architecture. It seems to mean so damn
much to him that he’s lost all human perspective...He’d walk over corpses. Any and all
of them. All of us. But he’d be an architect." p.254; pb.239.
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Reply to Critics: Ayn Rand: The Russian Radical - A Work
in Progress'

by Chris Matthew Sciabarra

Nothing quite compares to the exhilaration that an author feels when his work is being
noticed. With over two dozen published and electronic reviews, and hundreds of Internet
messages debating the value of my book, Ayn Rand: The Russian Radical (Penn State
Press, 1995), I now face the challenge of replying to some of my critics more formally,
here, in the pages of Reason Papers. 1 want to thank Tibor Machan for giving me this
opportunity. For the purposes of this brief article, however, I will focus only on the broad
issues sparked by this debate - on the nature of scholarship, historiography, and social
science method.> Those who would like to read more pointed discussions of specific
critiques of my work should acquaint themselves with my website:
http://pages.nyu.edu/~sciabrrc.

My study of Ayn Rand remains a work-in-progress, both in content and in method.
My conclusions have been based on an incomplete historical record. Indeed, my historical
research continues, and I hope to publish, at a future date, the fascinating results of my
ever-deepening investigations into Rand’s Russian roots. The provisional nature of the
early research, however, does not invalidate my thesis; it merely demonstrates a principle
enunciated well by David Gordon (1993), that it is extremely difficult to establish lines
of influence in intellectual history. In most cases, he tells us, one cannot provide any more
than a suggestive hypothesis; on that basis, "no historical interpretation is apodictically
true..." (6-7).

My book is also a work-in-progress in the literal sense. It is part of a trilogy that began
with Marx, Hayek, and Utopia (SUNY Press, 1995) and that will culminate in my
forthcoming volume, Total Freedom. The trilogy is my attempt to provide a foundation
for dialectical approaches to neoliberal social theory. My next book will be far more
explicit in its emphasis on the totality of systemic connections between social problems
(hence, "total") that beckon toward fundamentally libertarian solutions (hence, "free-
dom"). Marx, Hayek, and Utopia and Ayn Rand: The Russian Radical are prolegomena
to that foundation. In my view, both Hayek and Rand exhibit - in diverse ways - a
dialectical sensibility, a concern for the organic unity of, and internal relations among,
many disparate factors within a specified context. These thinkers inspire neoliberal
scholars toward a research programme that does not abstract and reify the political as
something separate from the social, cultural, historical, economic, ethical, epistemic, or
psychological. My aim is not simply to recycle a tool from the abandoned ideological
backyard of Hegelians and Marxists.? It is to reclaim dialectics as a methodological-re-
search orientation (MRO), fundamentally Aristotelian in its origins, in the name of reality,
reason, and radicalism.

My goals here are somewhat less ambitious. By examining criticisms of Russian
Radical across historical and methodological dimensions, this paper is, ultimately, an
invitation to further dialogue.
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have abstained from the give-and-take of scholarly discourse. But as Andrew Collier
reminds us:

No philosophy exists in a vacuum; there are always particular opposing
philosophies which coexist in any historical period, and every philosophy
engages, implicitly or explicitly, in controversy with its opponents. Philosophy
may seek truth, but it seeks it in an adversarial as well as in an investigative
manner. (1994, 70)

Making Rand relevant to the categorical distinctions that exist, I have adapted her message
to what Hayek has called "given climate[s] of opinion" (1960, 1). And through this critical
hermeneutic, further implications in Objectivism are revealed in a manner that no one -
not Rand, nor her followers, nor her critics, nor I - could have possibly foreseen. The
discourse itself is productive of these unintended theoretical consequences.

Now, this does not mean that I am a "deconstructionist,” with all the pejorative
connotations of that word, for I believe that it is possible to judge the validity of a text by
reference to reality or to its explanatory power. My book is reconstructive, not decon-
structive. It aims to reconstruct the Randian project so as to optimize the dialogue. Some
might argue, however, that something has been lost - or worse, distorted - in the translation.
But in my view, something has been gained. For in using such an established category as
"dialectics" to describe Rand’s MRO, I am simultaneously undermining its connection to
those on the left who have long claimed a monopoly on contextualized, systemic, radical
theorizing.

The Problem of History

The philosopher Barry Smith explains that, in our attempts to grasp lines of intellectual
influence, historians must deal with

the problem of how much credence one ought to award to self-interpretations
when seeking an assessment of the nature and significance of a given thinker’s
achievements. For self-interpretations are very often flawed because their
authors naturally give prominence to the detailed differences between their
own ideas and the ideas of those around them; they pay attention, in other
words, to what is original, quirky, or odd. That which they take for granted,
and which they have imbibed from their surrounding culture, is thereby no less
naturally and inevitably ignored. (1990, 264)

I could not agree more strongly with Smith’s assessment. If we were to pay attention
to Rand’s "self-interpretations," we would be left with a limited view of her influences.
She asserts that Aristotle made the biggest impact on her philosophically. From a literary
standpoint, Hugo is mentioned as a chief source of inspiration, though Dostoyevsky, with
all his dialectical savvy, is occasionally cited as having affected her literary methods. As
for Nietzsche, Rand admits only a youthful fascination with his work, a fancy which she
claims to have fast outgrown.
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as such, undermines my central thesis (13). Oyerly concurs; he states that "to describe a
book as a historical speculation is a contradiction in terms" (1996b, 11).1submit, however,
that if we were to accept this dismissal of such speculative hypotheses, we would be
compelled to dismiss most studies in intellectual history. Considering that not much
documentation of Rand’s Russian years is extant, are we to simply close off all inquiry
into this crucial period of her development?

What is bothersome to many critics is that my historical thesis - that Rand’s thought
is as much defined by what she accepted, as by what she rejected, from her Russian past
- seems to suggest a kind of cultural determinism. I argue that, even as Rand self-con-
sciously rejected Russian mysticism, collectivism, and statism, she appears to have tacitly
absorbed the dialectical methods of her Russian forebears, modes of inquiry that stressed
the analytical integrity of the whole. But in a letter to Stanley Greben (October 15, 1950),
Rand maintains:

A man’s ideas are the cause which determines every aspect of his life and
character...I am not a product of my "environmental history"...the best advice
I can give you is never to regard yourself as a product of your environment.
(1995b, 482- 3)

Surely Rand is overstating her case here. One need not be a cultural determinist to
admit - as Rand did - that her early work was designed to get Russia out of her system.
With her We the Living and Anthem, for instance, Rand suggested that she "wasn’t
taking...revenge on [her] background." Still -

It-was my intention to wipe out that kind of world totally; I mean I wouldn’t
want to include Russia or have anything to do with it. My feeling toward Russia
at that time was simply an intensified feeling that I’ve had from childhood and
from before the revolutions. I felt that this was so mystical, so depraved, rotten
a country that I wasn’t surprised that they got a Communist ideology - and I
felt that one has to get out and find the civilized world. (1995a, viii-ix)

Rand’s recognition of the power of that background, of its ability to shape and alter
the destiny of individuals, is most apparent in her letter to Jean Wick (October 27, 1934).
Rand explains that in her novel, We the Living, the background, the context, is the story.
Without this background,

there is no story. It is the background that creates the characters and their
tragedy. It is the background that makes them do the things they do. If one does
not understand the background - one cannot understand them. (1995b, 17)

Granted, Rand is speaking here as the novelist - the god - the creator of characters
who act in ways that she wills. But it is interesting to note that the "background" of this
story is Russia; Rand was supremely aware of how the "airtight" environment of Soviet
oppression had destroyed genuinely uman existence. So much in Rand’s corpus relates
to these early experiences - her grasp of the organic link between mysticism and statism,
her virulent anti-Communism, her distrust of the masses. And this should not be too
surprising. Rand reminds us that consciousness is consciousness of something, and that
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I have engaged in an empirical investigation with a dose of judicious speculation. I
have made observations about Russian culture, Rand’s early life, and her system of
thought. As an historian, it was incumbent upon me to relate these factors and to present
the best explanation I could on the nature of the relationships between them, given the
evidence that I had at my disposal. If Rand had been born in sixteenth-century England,
or nineteenth-century Germany, or twentieth-century Ethiopia, I would have been just as
fascinated by English or German or Ethiopian culture and history in my attempt to grapple
with her intellectual legacy. Not because I am a cultural determinist, but because I
fundamentally accept Rand’s observations about the role of culture in shaping human life
- including the life of Ayn Rand.

Hegel once wrote that "No one...can escape the substance of his time any more than
he can jump out of his skin" (1985, 112). Of course, Hegel was implying that every
individual was but a determined expression of Spirit, a manifestation of a particular
moment in the march of the Absolute.” Yet, if viewed less metaphysically, Hegel’s dictum
might give poetic form to a Randian insight on the tenacity of culture. Rand’s radicalism
extends to her demand that human beings work ceaselessly to shift what Polanyi has called
the "tacit coefficients" of cultural meaning toward greater articulation and, hence, toward
greater command over the products of human interaction. But we are not omniscient; we
can never gain a synoptic vantage point on culture or history. We are as much the creatures
of our context as we are its creators.

My view that Rand absorbed a dialectical sensibility from the "intellectual air" of her
Russian youth is, then, entirely consistent with Rand’s own cultural theory. The dialectical
techniques to which Rand was exposed were employed regularly by Russian thinkers
across all disciplines, in literature, social criticism, philosophy, and history. They were a
given, constituting a dominant paradigm that intellectuals took for granted in all of their
literary and theoretical studies. When I refer to "dialectics,” in this context, I do not mean
Soviet "dialectical" materialism, a formulaic historicism that was thoroughly imbued with
Marxist ideology. Rand rightly rejected this irrationality. But this is not what I mean by
"dialectics" - as will soon become apparent.

That my book focuses on the Russian milieu within which Rand matured does not,
in any way, diminish the impact of other influences on her life. Some critics are correct
to note that Russian Radical does not pay enough attention to Rand’s debt to Hugo, as
Oyerly (1996a) has argued, or even to Rand’s Hollywood years, as Shelton (1997) has
argued. Indeed, recent discoveries in St. Petersburg indicate that Rand wrote several
manuscripts on the American film industry while she studied at the State Institute for
Cinema Arts. Her work, Hollywood: American Movie-City, was published by the Soviets
without her knowledge or permission. She, herself, published a monograph in Leningrad
and Moscow on the silent film star Pola Negri. I welcome further research into these areas
of study. I acknowledge in my book that my own approach is one-sided in its emphasis
on Rand’s Russian-dialectical roots. Mine is not the only legitimate perspective on
Objectivism. There is a need to shift our vantage points on Rand’s development, to bring
into focus the many facets of her thought.
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utilize it as a guide to research questions in the exploration of philosophic, theoretical,
and social problems.

Only dialectics can transcend the a priori assumptions of such false MRO alternatives
as strict atomism and strict organicity, dualism and reductionist monism. But as Aristotle
suggests, dialectics is not demonstration. It does not assert facts and is not "testable." (It
can be validated, but this goes beyond our current scope.) It provides direction to our
inquiry and urges us not to treat any issues in isolation, but as part of a wider systemic
and dynamic context.

Kelley has objected that my conception of dialectics "cover[s] so many forms of
inference and analysis that it no longer denotes any specific school of thought" (1996, 11).
But since MROs are broad, they will manifest themselves across disciplinary lines.

In my view, Rand is an exemplary dialectician. In her literary methods, she sees her
own novels as "organic wholes" with characters and plot integrated to a central theme
expressed in each of its units. For Rand, "A STORY IS AN END INITSELF...It is written
as a man is born - an organic whole, dictated only by its own laws, and its own necessity
- an end in itself, not a means to an end" (1995b, 157). Rand grasps the dialectical necessity
to write in "‘tiers’ or layers of depth" (1995b, 7-8). She notes that in her novels, meaning
is contextualized on four interrelated levels of generality - the literal, the connotative, the
symbolic, and the emotional (Branden and Branden 1962, 136-40).

Philosophically, Rand refuses to disconnect any branch of philosophy from any other
branch or from the totality that they jointly constitute. Each branch is a microcosm of -
and a differential vantage point on - the whole. In rejecting every conceivable false
alternative, Rand traces the mutual implications and reciprocal interconnections between
metaphysics, epistemology, aesthetics, ethics, and politics.

In regard to social theory, Rand highlights the internal relationships between and
among many disparate factors, from politics and pedagogy to sex, economics, and
psychology. Ultimately, she views all social problems - and all social solutions - as
preconditions and effects of one another. Her critique is fundamentally transformative;
like Marx before her, Rand recognizes the inextricable connections between the personal
and the political, the theoretical and the practical.

Noting the essential correctness of my interpretation, Bissell argues that my exposi-
tion tends to stress dialectics as a revolt against dualism, but that Objectivism is just as
much a foil to monism (1996, 83).1 agree. But there are two issues that need to be addressed
here: First, Rand is almost always engaged in explicit dichotomy-busting, seeing her
resolution as a rejection of false alternatives. My exposition echoes this bias. Second, it
must be recognized that no thinker in intellectual history falls into one MRO category or
another. Any thinker we analyze will exhibit a predominant MRO tendency, even though
each may internalize tensions between different MROs. As I explain in such chapters as
"Reason and Emotion" and "History and Resolution," Rand herself occasionally slips into
a kind of monism. But many of her successors are working diligently to erase these
monistic vestiges from Objectivism.
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Endnotes

1. My thanks to Roger Bissell, Murray Franck, Ellen Moore, and Barry Rosenthal for their
comments and suggestions along the way. The usual caveats apply.

2. Focusing on the forest does not mean that I am oblivious to some problems in my book
that are more on the level of the trees - or the leaves on the trees. Ross (1996) for example,
points to some small imprecisions in my presentation of Rand’s thoughts on perception
and measurement omission. While I take full responsibility for any imprecisions in the
exposition, I do not believe that these constitute "glaring errors” or any inability on my
part to grasp "the essential characteristics of Rand’s account of conceptual thought" (10).
In most cases, when viewed against the wider context, the imprecisions disappear. But in
other instances, the imprecisions that Ross points to, lie in the Objectivist literature itself.
In my role as a journalist of sorts, I report what I find in Rand’s writings and lectures -
both published and unpublished - and in the writings and lectures of her associates. Some
of this material contains conflicting formulations on such topics as the definitions of
"concept” and "reason,”" and the applications of Rand’s intrinsic-objective-subjective
trichotomy. In any event, I will address my own ambiguous formulations in an appendix
to the second edition of Russian Radical, when the time comes. It should be noted however,
that Ross poses important questions with regard to the definition of "dialectic" - and I
address this issue in the body of the current article.

3. I owe the metaphor to Finnish TV journalist, Anna Kaca.

4. Brad Aisa, "David Kelley: Lightning Rod for Rabble," alt.philosophy.objectivism (07
March 1996).

5. Interestingly, Shelton (1997, 227) also discusses the 50th anniversary edition of Anthem,
"[e]dited by another inner-circle member and still-active disciple, Leonard Peikoff..."
(emphasis added). This would suggest that Shelton sees me, too, as an "inner-circle...dis-
ciple" of Rand, which would be news to me, Peikoff, and Ridpath (whose critique I discuss
herein).

6. And I mean no disrespect to Madonna - I enjoyed "Evita," and like dancing to her music.

7. In this regard, I am co-editor, with Mimi Reisel Gladstein, of a forthcoming anthology
entitled Feminist Interpretations of Ayn Rand (Penn State Press) that focuses on the
parallels and distinctions between Rand and feminism.

8. Hunt (1995) and Bradford (1996) are notable exceptions; both recognize that my
detective work on the Rand-Lossky relationship has been significant, even though they
disagree in their evaluations of my conclusion.

9. Interestingly, in his study of the history of philosophy, Hegel recognizes the need to
examine the original authors directly. By contrast, in political history, "historians are the
Jfountainheads, which again have as sources the deeds and sayings of individuals; and the
historians who are not original have over and above performed their work at secondhand
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Land and Human Endowments!
Damon J. Gross

Robert Nozick has been taken to task yet again for his entitlement theory of justice. Stated
very roughly, Nozick’s entitlement theory of justice is the following. Supposing that we
have an adequate principle of justice in acquisition and an adequate principle of justice in
transfer, any distribution of goods that actually results from any number of repeated
iterations of just acquisitions and just transfers will itself be just. Any claims that the state
may make for the sake of distributive justice on any of the goods we have so acquired are
unjustifiable. We are entitled to our holdings absolutely.? Barbara Fried has crafted an
ingenious argument against this theory by using the notion of "surplus value," which is
"that portion of market price that reflects scarcity rents, whether accruing to land or other
natural resources, financial capital, market opportunities, or natural talents."® She argues
that Nozick’s justice in transfer "smuggles the problem of surplus value out of the ‘justice
in acquisition’ portion of his argument, where it rightly belongs, without ever resolving
it."* Fried does not analyze "the problem of surplus value" directly, but by comparing two
examples: the first, a famous one of Nozick’s about Wilt Chamberlain; and the second,
an example of Fried’s pertaining to the appreciation of land. She claims to find these two
examples to be exactly analogous.

In the process of Fried’s (indirect) analysis of "surplus value," she raises doubts that
are apparently quite general about "the justice of market-based distribution,"’ the view
that "people have a right to the exchange value of their labor or property," and the view
that "we can derive a buyer’s right to keep what she gets in a market exchange from the
seller’s right to give it to her."” Indeed, it would seem that the point of discussing "the
problem of surplus value" in terms of the comparison Fried uses is just to generalize such
doubts as far as possible. Moreover, Fried argues from within the framework of a "Lockean
labor theory of ownership." Fried’s analysis is both surprising and important because,
both the views that she challenges, and the Lockean framework within which she argues,
are apparently held by Nozick and others, as she notes.’

Fried’s analysis of the problem of surplus value is also important because her idea
that there is such a problem, and that it is one problem and not several diverse problems,
has gained a great deal of currency in the literature.!” The terms "surplus value" and
"scarcity rent" are to be found frequently and even the term "economic rent" has come to
be used synonymously with "scarcity rent." If there is a general problem with surplus
value, and if that problem undercuts one’s right to the exchange value of one’s labor and
one’s property, then surely Nozick’s entitlement theory of justice is irremediably mis-
taken. However, if "the problem of surplus value" is not a problem or is more than one
problem, then it might turn out that something like Nozick’s entitlement theory of justice
could be salvaged, even if, in its present form, it does not deal properly with surplus value.
I will therefore leave Nozick aside, except for his Chamberlain example, and refer to him
only briefly later in my paper. I will concentrate my attention not on Fried’s charge that
Nozick mishandles surplus value but on her analysis of surplus value by means of her
comparison between the examples of Chamberlain and land appreciation. Thus I will
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becomes entitled to whatever the market will pay him for exploiting that
talent.

And yet again:

But at least in theory, we could tax him [Chamberlain] on the value of that
income-earning potential at the moment of birth, with appropriate adjustments
each year to reflect changes in its value. Such a tax, which economists and tax
theorists call an endowments tax, would be exactly analogous to a tax levied
annually on appreciation in the value of WC’s land.

Fried hastens to add that "there are many reasons why no sane person would seriously
suggest levying such an endowments tax on human capital... Perhaps the most serious
[such reason] is the libertarian concern that when we tax people on the full market value
of their assets if put to their highest market use, we indirectly pressure them to put those
assets to such use."!” Despite her disclaimer that it would be a bad idea to tax natural
talents, Fried maintains that from the point of view of a labor theory of ownership the
moral justification for such a tax would be exactly on a par with that for a tax on the
appreciation of land. Surplus value is surplus value. Scarcity rent is scarcity rent. In this
view Fried takes her cue from "the Fabian Socialists and British New Liberals [who]
generalized the Ricardian attacks on land rents to all factors of production, to conclude
that any factor that was in short supply - land, labor or capital - could command a scarcity
rent, a moral captured in their ‘law of three rents.’"'® While the Fabian Socialists were
surely right in contending that any factor that is in short supply can command a scarcity
rent, it does not follow from this alone that the public has exactly the same justification
for a claim on all forms of scarcity rents. There may be other differences between and
among land, labor, and capital besides scarcity that are relevant to the legitimacy of any
claim on any one of them that the public may entertain. Those differences, if such there
be, must, of course, be identified and their relevance argued for. I will identify and argue
for just such a difference between land and natural talents. My only point here is that the
mere identification of a certain portion of income as "scarcity rent" does not go very far
in telling us what claim the public may justifiably place on it.

What, then, is Fried’s argument that natural talents are analogous to the appreciation
of land? Fried structures her argument as a disagreement between her Right Locke and
her Left Locke, presumably to give a Lockean labor theory of ownership, in some _form
or another, a fair run for its money. I will follow her lead. In the case of WC’s land, Fried’s
Right Locke "would say that because WC bought the house with the fruits of his labor
(85,000 in earnings), he owns it absolutely, as against any claims by the state."! Notice
the shift in the example. Less than a page earlier, when Fried introduced WC’s purchase
it was "vacant land." 1 take this to mean "bare" land, that is, no buildings or other
improvements on it. Now it has a house on it. Of course the difference makes no difference
for Fried because, for her, scarcity is scarcity. However, that is just what is in question. I
will therefore hold Fried to her first statement of her example. Doing so does not prejudice
the case against Fried except for one point, which I shall note, and it greatly simplifies the
exposition. But Fried’s Right Locke is not the one who deserves most attention at this
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peculiarly strong demand for spectacular basketball playing, and the natural scarcity of
talent to supply it at this level."*! This is taken to be exactly analogous to the value WC
can receive for his land on account of the peculiarly strong demand for land within
commuting distance from New York City and the natural scarcity of such land. Thus Fried
has made her case, that, for Left Locke, Chamberlain is no more entitled to what the market
will pay for his talent than WC is to what the market will pay for the land he holds.*?

On Fried’s analysis, whether one takes the Right Locke view or the Left Locke view,
the appreciation of land and Wilt’s remarkable earning power belong in the same category.
Either society has a legitimate claim on neither or on both. It must be kept in mind that
Fried is not defending either Right Locke or Left Locke®, but she is committed to the
analogy between the appreciation of land and Chamberlain’s earning potential, and that
is exactly what I will investigate. I must first make three preliminary comments.

Comment One. Initially, from a perhaps superficial point of view, one wants to say
that Wilt Chamberlain earns his $250,000 by providing a service with his labor whereas
WC does not so earn his $250,000, even minus the $5,000 he spent to buy the land (and
a fair return on the $5,000), by providing a service. For what service could WC possibly
be providing merely by virtue of holding the land? The land was there eons before he came
along and will still be there eons after he is gone. As to its appreciation, WC could have
spent the twenty years he held the land lying in bed and the land would have appreciated
just as much as it did. This is unlike the case of Chamberlain who at least must exercise
his talent to get paid. To rest the case at this point, however, would not do, because it
would be simply to ignore Fried, rather than to confront her argument.

Comment Two. Consider the appreciation of the land. Fried’s Left Locke would say
that the public has a legitimate claim on WC’s $250,000 minus the $5,000 WC paid for
it and a fair return on that $5,000. Why not the entire $250,000? The value of land is
entirely appreciation. There is no cost of production whatsoever. Its entire value is "surplus
value."* The only answer I can think of is that WC earned the $5,000 he paid to the
previous holder of the land. But if there is a reason to say that the public has a claim on
the $245,000 that the land has appreciated after WC bought it, then that reason would
surely be as good a reason to say that the public has a claim on the $5,000 that it appreciated
before WC bought it, unless the mere transfer of the land somehow quits the claim that
the public has on its appreciation. But to say that the transfer of land has this consequence
would surely be to covertly vest in the principle of transfer a power that requires a principle
of acquisition, the very thing Fried accuses Nozick of doing. If the public has a legitimate
claim on the appreciation of land, then the public has that same claim on the entire value
of land.

Comment Three. For any amount of "capital" I have, say $1,000, there is a corre-
sponding income stream that I can derive from it, say $100 per year (assuming an interest
rate of 10%). For any income stream that I have, say $100 per year, there is a corresponding
amount of "capital” that it is worth, $1,000 in this case (again assuming an interest rate of
10%). $1,000 is the "capitalization" of my income stream. The $250,000 value of WC’s
land is a capitalization, but the $250,000 that Chamberlain takes in is an income stream.
To make a fair comparison, either one would have to compare the value of WC’s land to
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Scenario 1: On a sunny Sunday afternoon a friend and I take a walk in Hartman Nature
Preserve, a public wilderness area near my home. We come upon a stand of apple trees
that are loaded with ripe apples. There are more apples within our easy reach than the two
of us put together could eat in a month of Sundays. Since there is no prohibition against
picking apples in Hartman, I pick one and eat it. By eating this apple I deprive my friend
of the liberty of eating that identical apple. However, I do not deprive her of equal liberty,
because there are plenty of apples left for her to pick, and she and I are indifferent with
regard to any differences that may exist among the many apples within our reach. My
picking and eating the apple does not deprive my friend of equal liberty.

Scenario 2: The same as Scenario 1, except that almost all of the apples are out of
the reach of either of us. I spot one that is within the reach of both of us, pick it, and take
a bite out of it. My friend quickly sees that there are no more apples at all within the reach
of either of us and entreats me, "No fair! You got the last one! Let me have a bite!" Suppose
that I do not heed the entreaty of my friend and consume the entire apple. My action has
deprived my friend of equal liberty. She could have done what I in fact did, enjoy the
apple, had I not done it. To be sure, there are still plenty of apples to be picked if my friend
is willing to risk skinning her knees climbing a tree, or spend her time going to get a ladder,
but this is not equivalent to the liberty I enjoy. Her right to equal liberty has been
compromised. Bear well in mind that my friend’s right to equal liberty has been compro-
mised by my picking and eating the apple that I did, even though there is still a
superabundance of apples for her to pick.

Scenario 3: My friend (if she still is my friend) and I go to the Nature Preserve as in
the previous scenarios. However, in this scenario she is considerably shorter than I am,
and there is an abundance of apples within my easy reach and none within hers. I pick one
and eat it. By picking and eating this apple have I deprived my friend of equal liberty?
No. I have not deprived her of doing anything that she could have done had I not been on
the scene. Indeed, my friend may be glad I am there, because my presence on the scene
actually increases the number of options my friend has. For now, in addition to the options
of skinning her knees or fetching a ladder, she has the option of asking me if I would please
pick her an apple, or even the option of offering me some sort of compensation in return
for my picking her an apple.?” To drive the point home let us turn the tables. Let us suppose
that my friend can, and sometimes does, write beautiful poetry. I can, and sometimes do,
write poetry, but not beautiful poetry. Neither her ability to write beautiful poetry, nor her
actually writing it, deprives me of equal liberty or of anything else. This should make
clear, I hope, what equal liberty is and what it is not.3®

Now for a general point about property. In any system of property that I can think of,
to say that A owns X is to say that there is a particular bundle of rights that A has with
respect to X and in some cases correlative duties that all other persons have to A with
respect to X. In the case of private property one of the rights in the bundle that A has if
he owns X is the exclusive right to use X. Correlative with this exclusive right of A to use
X is the duty of everyone else nof to use X without, at the very least, the permission of A.
I need not trot out the rest of the analysis of private property rights, as it is readily available
in the literature® and exclusive use is the only right among those in the bundle that I will
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non-identical, liberty of anyone else. However, when even the first parcel of land in the
whole world that comes to have value, does in fact come to have value, we are immediately
thrust into Scenario 2. A parcel of land simply cannot come to have market value unless
its use offers some relative advantage, or perceived relative advantage, over land that can
be had for free. Land comes to have value by coming to be the low hanging fruit, so to
speak. But in Scenario 2 my use of the low hanging fruit to the exclusion of my friend
deprives her of equal liberty. So it is with land. As soon as any land has any value its
exclusive use by one person conflicts with the equal liberty of other persons.

Consider WC’s land. Imagine the land that WC now holds sometime in the distant
past before it had any market value. It could have had no market value only because it
provided no advantage over land that could also have been had for free. Supposing that
someone at that time held the land WC now holds, he could not have been depriving
anyone else of equal liberty by excluding others from using the land he held because other
equally advantageous land could at that time have been had for free. But suppose that
some time later, demographic changes began to give even the slightest advantage to being
in the location where WC’s land is. Notice that this does not require anything like
exhuastion of all land. It could just be that WC’s land is within half an hour’s commute
to New York City and the best land still available for free is at least thirty-five minutes’s
drive from New York City. At this point, the holder of WC’s land is, by his exclusive
holding of it, depriving those who do not hold such land of the equal liberty that any one
of them could have had if the holder had not held it. The equal liberty of which the non-
holders are deprived is the liberty of getting to New York City five minutes more quickly.
To the extent that WC’s land has any value at all, its value is a result of someone’s
deprivation of liberty. There is no need for land to be exhausted or in imminent danger of
being exhausted for the value of land to be representative of deprivation of equal liberty.

Of course there is a very long and indefinite list of factors that might give land value,
from its actual tangible characteristics and spatial relations, to the suspicion that the
mineral deposit that was discovered a mile away might be rather widespread or the mere
rumor that a new high school will be built nearby. How do we estimate how much the
non-holder of WC’s land is being deprived of by the holder’s exclusive holding of it? We
philosophers do not estimate. We do not need to. The market does that job for us. Through
the exchanges that actually occur, the market value of land is the estimate of the
participants themselves of what it is worth not to be deprived.

Despite what has been said so far about land, there are very strong, perhaps compel-
ling, reasons that people should be allowed exclusive use of parcels of land. For example,
it is unlikely that holders of land will put their land to the best use if they do not have the
assurance that they can exclude others from stepping in and taking over what they have
put their work into. Or to be really primitive, as soon as I and my closest neighbor have
accumulated enough material things that we cannot carry all of them with us on our persons
we need places to put our possessions where they will not get mixed up. There are many
other reasons. I will not rehearse the entire litany here. The real Locke, who repeats the
slogan "God gave the earth to all mankind in common" like a mantra, seemed particularly
vexed by the difficulty of preserving any semblance of a labor theory of ownership without
allowing exclusive rights to the land that one’s labor is "mixed with."* Locke was
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deducible from the law of equal freedom. We see that the maintenance of this
right necessarily forbids private property in land.

And we find lastly, that the theory of the co-heirship of all men to the soil, is
consistent with the highest civilization; and that, however difficult it may be
to embody that theory in fact, Equity sternly commands it to be done.

Whatever one may think about the practicality of Spencer’s proposal, it is clearly an
attempt to solve Locke’s Dilemma.

The fourth such attempt was by Henry George. His proposal comes down to much
the same thing as Spencer’s from the point of view of equity, but without the nightmare
of the state taking over ownership of land and leasing it out. He proposed simply that the
rent of land be collected by the state in taxation, without the state interfering with the
present tenure of land.% The only place in all of his writings where Henry George
explicitly mentions Locke is (coincidentally?) in Chapter IV of the book George wrote
about Herbert Spencer.”” That George’s land tax proposal was an attempt to solve Locke’s
Dilemma is abundantly clear from a reading of the entirety of this chapter. I will quote
just a portion.

As to land that has no value, or, to use the economic phrase, bears no rent,
whoever may choose to use it has not only an equitable title to all that his labor
may produce from it, but society cannot justly call on him for any payment for
the use of it. As to land that has value, or, to use the economic phrase in the
economic meaning, bears rent, the principle of equal freedom requires only
that this value, or economic rent, be turned over to the community. Hence the
formal appropriation and renting out of land by the community is not necessary:
it is only necessary that the holder of valuable land should pay to the community
an equivalent of the ground value, or economic rent; and this can be assured
by the simple means of collecting an assessment in the form of a tax on the
value of land, irrespective of improvements in or on it. In this way all members
of the community are placed on equal terms with regard to natural opportunities
that offer greater advantages than those any member of the community is free
to use, and are conseguently sought by more than one of those having equal
rights to use the land. 8

(It must be kept in mind that, since George did not generalize the Ricardian attack on rent
to the other factors of production, when George uses the term "economic rent" he is
referring only to land rent). It seems clear that the great proposer of the land tax, Henry
George, is morally motivated by a concern for equal liberty.”

The point of all this is not to defend Henry George.® The point is to show that what
is at stake, both structurally and historically, regarding a land value tax is equal liberty.5!
The point is that the "problem of surplus value," in the case of land, goes as deep as the
problem of preserving equal liberty within a system of property rights. The land value tax
was proposed to preserve equal liberty without giving up the advantages of holding land
privately.
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The second reason to believe that Chamberlain, with his talent, may be depriving
someone of something is this. If there had been no Chamberlain, then someone else, or
perhaps several someones, would have won the Most Valuable Player Award in the years
that Chamberlain won it. Someone else would have set the rebounding record or the
scoring record, or whatever record you care to name that Chamberlain set. Without having
had to play against Chamberlain someone else might have gone down in history as one
of the greats. At the very least, Chamberlain’s absence would have left a spot in the line-up
of some team, so someone has been deprived by Chamberlain of getting to play in the
NBA.

To counter this reason one must point out that basketball, including all its honors,
records, hoopla, and even the process by which its players are selected, is a game. When
one voluntarily chooses to participate in a game then one is thereby committed to its
outcome, as long as no one has broken the rules of the game. If I choose to play a game
of chess against Gary Kasparov, then I cannot complain that I have been deprived of equal
liberty, or of anything else, when I lose.

The third line of reasoning goes like this. Quite aside from basketball, Chamberlain
and the rest of us are involved in competitive situations. Chamberlain and I may want to
buy the same Rolls Royce, or the same yacht. Because of Chamberlain’s wealth he can
simply outbid me. As Becker puts the point, "in a competitive situation the loss of
competitive equality, or any deterioration of one’s competitive position, is necessarily the
loss of a good." So it does seem to be possible for Chamberlain to deprive me of
something: competitive equality.

Even if one takes this concern for competitive equality seriously it does nothing to
help Fried’s position. Outside of basketball Chamberlain has a competitive advantage only
because he has actually accumulated a fortune and/or has a track record of high actual
earnings. Even if Chamberlain borrows the money with which to outbid me, the lending
institution from which he borrows it will require either collateral or a record of actual past
earnings commensurate with the loan amount. Fried, however, compares Chamberlain’s
talent itself with appreciated land. She argues that an endowments tax, not a tax on actual
income or accumulated wealth, is analogous to a tax on the appreciation of land. Latent
basketball talent alone does not give one a competitive advantage off the basketball court.

The fourth reason that it may be felt that having Chamberlain around might deprive
the rest of us of something is this. It has been argued that when the gap between the (few)
wealthy people, like Chamberlain, and the (many) relatively less wealthy people becomes
too great, then society tends to become unstable. More often than not, when a society
becomes unstable it is taken over by a repressive regime. Therefore allowing the Cham-
berlains of the world to keep their huge incomes without a redistributive tax risks depriving
all of us, including Chamberlain, of any number of our cherished liberties.®

To the contrary, this reason is rather implausible unless taken to an extreme, and we
have seen that the case for a land value tax arises as soon as land has value at all. Second,
and more important, this reason is vulnerable to the same objection that I have made to
the third reason. Even if taken seriously the appropriate response to it would be a steeply
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"Oh no, you don’t understand. Both of my friends are alive and well. I asked
for only two beers because I have given up drinking!"

Some might say that being on and off the wagon at the same time is true of the Foundations
as well.

The first three papers in this symposium, those by Rosemarie Tong, James Lennox,
and Tom Beauchamp, were presented and discussed, with a reply by Engethardt in the
form of a fourth paper, in a session of the American Association for the Philosophic Study
of Society in Atlanta, Georgia, on December 28, 1996. The fifth manuscript, that of Robert
Sade, was first presented and discussed at a symposium, Ethics, Medicine, and Health
Care: An Appraisal of the Thought of H. Tristram Engelhardt, Jr., at Youngstown State
University, September 29-30, 1995.

In her paper, Tong searches for evidence of moral friendship between feminists
bioethics and Engelhardt’s bioethics. Lennox looks at Engelhardt’s underlying epistemol-
ogy, and finds that his understanding of health and disease is overly relativistic and
subjectively based, failing to rely enough on objective biologic fact as the standard by
which to measure health and disease. Beauchamp argues that Engelhardt gives away so
much of morality to individual preference and taste that there is left no foundation at all
for bioethics. Sade finds flaws both in Engelhardt’s philosophical case for the primacy of
the principle of permission and in his understanding of property and ownership. In the
concluding manuscript, Engelhardt attempts to show the manner in which each of his
critics has failed to fully appreciate his position. The extent to which he succeeds in
defending the edifice he has constructed so carefully is left to the reader to decide.

Robert M. Sade, M.D., Institute of Human Values in Health Care, Medical University of
South Carolina.
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(i) Without such permission or consent there is no authority.

(ii) Actions against such authority are blameworthy in the sense of placing a
violator outside the moral community in general, and making licit (but
not obligatory) retaliatory, defensive, or punitive force.

In contrast, the principle of beneficence is somewhat, though certainly not fully substan-
tial; at most, it is quasi- substantial. It states that:

The goal of moral action is the achievement of goods and the avoidance of
harms. In a secular pluralist society, however, no particular account or ordering
of goods and harms can be established as canonical. As a result, within the
bounds of respecting autonomy, no particular content-full moral vision can be
established over competing senses (at least within a peaceable secular pluralist
society). Still, a commitment to beneficence characterizes, the undertaking of
morality, because without a commitment to beneficence the moral life has no
content. As a consequence,

(i) Onthe one hand, there is no general content-full principle of beneficence
to which one can appeal.

(i) On the other hand, actions without regard to concerns of beneficence are
blameworthy in the sense of placing violators outside the context of any
particular content-full moral community. Such actions place individuals
beyond claims to beneficence. In particular, malevolence is a rejection
of the bonds of beneficence. Insofar as one rejects only particular rules
of beneficence, grounded in a particular view of the good life, one loses
only one’s own claims to beneficence within that particular moral com-
munity; in either case, petitions for mercy (charity) can still have stand-
ing. Actions against beneficence constitute moral impropriety. They are
against the content proper to moral life.®

Armed with these two principles, moral strangers can construct what they view as
mutually beneficial and binding rules, principles, systems, and structures. Provided that
they do not act malevolently (malevolence being a state of affairs that Engelhardt
regrettably refuses to specify), and provided that they act voluntarily, moral strangers are
permitted to use or not use medicine in any way they choose. Indeed, Engelhardt is
prepared for there to be as many "medicines" as there are groups of moral strangers and,
for that matter, moral friends. It is just that the medicine of moral strangers will be a
product of human will, whereas the medicine of moral friends will be a product of reason
or faith, or some reality that transcends the limits of human subjectivity and raw self
interest.

Feminist Approaches to Bioethics: The Theory

Feminists developing approaches to bioethics agree with Engelhardt’s description of the
postmodern world: it is a world characterized by enormous diversity, including moral
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remain chained to their oppressive reproductive roles.? In contrast, Gena Corea observed
that reproductive technology is simply the latest means designed to oppress women, and
that the truly liberated women is she who gives birth as naturally as possible. Far from
liberating women, the artificial placenta will render women obsolete: good for nothing
except for their egg which IVF practitioners will "snatch" away from them.? The trouble
with Firestone’s and Corea’s respective viewpoints is that they both assume that there is
one, best way for all women to experience pregnancy - as a curse or, alternatively, as a
blessing. But, as any particular woman will tell you her pregnancy was an experience
unique to kerself. Depending on her race, class, sexual preference, age, marital status,
health status, ethnicity, and so on, a woman may experience pregnancy as nine, agonizing
or nine, wonderful months, the worst or the best experience she ever had. Thus, feminists,
including feminist bioethicists are increasingly eager to identify means that will enable
each woman to do what she regards as the most liberating and most beneficial for herself
without, however, making it difficult or impossible for other women to do the same. In
other words, feminists, including feminist bioethicists are increasingly eager to admit that
what constitutes one woman’s oppression may constitute another woman’s liberation.
What feminists, including bioethicists are not prepared to concede, however, are the two
bottom-line convictions that ground all schools of feminist thought and which Laura Purdy
has articulated as follows:

1 ... women are, as a group, worse off than men because their interests
routinely fail to be given equal consideration.

2 ... that state of affairs is unjust and should be remedied.'*
IL. Applying Engelhardt’s and Feminists’ Theory

One way to better understand a bioethical theory is to apply it to some passionately-
debated bioethical issues. I have selected for analysis two practices: (1) euthanasia and
physician-assisted suicide and (2) female circumcision/genital mutilation. Whereas
Engelhardt’s moral strangers will be inclined to accept both of these practices in one form
or another, most feminists are presently opposed to both of these practices, especially the
second one. Nevertheless, I believe that were a group of non-feminists to enter into
respectful conversation with a group of feminists, both of these groups might at least
modify if not entirely change their respective positions on euthanasia and physician-as-
sisted suicide and female circumcision/genital mutilation. I hold out hope for this meeting
of minds because I am convinced, contrary to Engelhardt, that at least some groups of
non-feminists and at least some groups of feminists are not as morally alien to each other
as Engelhardt fears they are.

A. Engelhardt on Euthanasia and Physician-Assisted Suicide

Engelhardt invites readers to imagine what would happen if a group of people consisting
of Dr Kevorkian, Dr Quill, the president of the Hemlock society, a conservative Roman
Catholic bishop, the president of the American Medical Association, Baby K’s mother,
and Helga Wanglie’s husband were asked to reach a consensus on the morality of
euthanasia and physician-assisted suicide. As Engelhardt sees it, such a group of moral
strangers is more likely to engage in a fist fight than to express a consensus on these
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