
As all of us are well aware, there are a spectrum
of opinions as to how a society should be struc-
tured.  In a prior essay, I argued that the tenets of
Classical Liberalism, or Libertarianism, are opti-
mally suited for promoting a benevolent social
order.  I addressed this argument to the specific
interests of the political Left.  In this essay I will
continue my argument in favor of Libertarianism,
but now I will speak to the political Right.

The Right advocates economic freedom for indi-
viduals and organizations, but tends to be more
recalcitrant with regard to social freedoms.  The
Right recognizes that economic freedom is
necessary for an efficient, fair, and constructive

society, but then errs in believing that a “moral”
society can only, or at least should, be attained by
preventing its members from engaging in ar-
guably harmful (or distasteful) behaviors through
legal channels.

Like the Left, the Right’s agenda goes only half
way toward realizing the truly free society char-
acterized by classical liberalism.  The Right’s
present efforts to produce an ordered and effi-
cient society through restricting social behaviors
(e.g., banning or restricting abortions, drug use,
pornography, and prostitution) via governmental
avenues is no more propitious in fostering a ben-
evolent society than is the Left’s attempt to stifle
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economic freedom.  There are several reasons
why the Right should consider maintaining social
freedom in conjunction with economic freedom:

1. Ideological consistency

The Right abhors state interference in finances
and coercive governmental transfers of wealth.
The Right argues, correctly, that such transfers
are an imfringement of liberty, and that individ-
uals are entitled to full autonomy over their
property.  I would suggest to the Right that by
the same token, individuals are entitled to full au-
tonomy over their physical persons and behavio-
ral choices.  A person’s physical self certainly
belongs to no one else, and his or her choices
with regard to the use of this body should be re-
spected (assuming such choices are freely made).

2. Social freedom promotes collective benefit

In the same way that economic freedom pro-
motes the financial well-being both of individuals
and the larger community, social freedom pro-
motes social and cultural growth and improve-
ment of all the community members.  And even
in the most concrete and material sense, the re-
pression of any particular group or groups will be
disadvantageous to the whole society in that the
social and intellectual resources of the oppressed
groups will not be fully utilized.  It is an extreme
example of course, but the mass exodus/expul-
sion of Jewish scientists from Nazi Germany was
to Germany’s disadvantage and the Allies’ ad-
vantage in the creation of the atomic weapons
which proved to be decisive in World War II.

3. The inherent subjectivity of the definition
of morality

Any consideration of the notion of “morality”
must acknowledge that it is a relative term that
varies by culture and community.  Cultural opi-
nion regarding drug use is one example.  In some
communities, such as among Christian Scientists,
drug use is forbidden, whereas in others, such as
some Native American communities, its use is
not only permitted, but is indicative of spiritual
or prophetic powers.  Similarly, attitudes toward
prostitution, homosexuality, pornography, and so
forth vary widely among communities and time
periods.  For any one group to claim to have the
final say on issues of morality and “proper” be-
havior, then, is to deny the historical reality of
variations in practice, and the enforcement of a
particular vision of morality is tantamount to an

assertion of superiority and the inherent in-
equality of peoples.  The Right’s tendency to at-
tempt to enforce its own moral agenda is thus
nothing short of social imperialism.  To create a
viable heterogeneous society, it is necessary to
permit and respect individual choices, with the
understanding that such choices will not interfere
with the capacity of another individual to make
his or her own choices.

4. Avoiding the unintended consequences of
state intervention

In addition to the more philosophical question of
the relativity of morality, there is also a prag-
matic aspect to state enforcement of a vision of
morality.  Just as state interference in the econ-
omic realm will inevitably produce unintended
(and generally negative) consequences, so will
state involvement in issues of social behavior.
The fiasco of Prohibition in the United States is a
classic example of how the restriction of social
freedom leads to unanticipated consequences
which can be more detrimental than the original
complaint.  Such examples still proliferate today:
the illegality of drugs creates an enormously
profitable underground market, which results in
increased crime to protect or obtain a share of the
profits, and in addition puts the user at the mercy
of (by definition) criminal dealers; the illegality
of prostitution marginalizes prostitutes and in-
creases the risk to their personal safety (as well
as the risk of sexually transmitted diseases); and
the renewed challenge to the legality of abortion
on demand threatens to return us to an era where
many women died due to back-alley abortions.

Because any state involvement in regulating
human life will produce such unanticipated con-
sequences, I would encourage the Right, as I do
the Left, to consider more libertarian alternatives
to state interference in promoting its agenda.
Namely, I suggest that non-coercive reasoning
and persuasion is a more effective (and free)
means of promoting a moral society.

Each human life possesses the opportunity to
realize a unique expression of consciousness.
For this opportunity to be realized, however,
every one of us must be able to pursue our indi-
vidual goals in life: social, intellectual, and emo-
tional, as well as economic.  Libertarianism, in
advocating such a complete freedom, provides
the optimal environment in which each of us, if
we are so inclined, can discover and manifest our
unique individuality.


