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THE LIBERTARIAN CASE FOR SLAVERY

J. PHILMORE

Our property in man is a right and title fo human labor. And where is it that
this right and title does not exist on the part of those who have money to
buy it? The only difference in any two cases is the tenure.!

INTRODUCTION

A prominent economist has quipped that free market libertarianism is
derived from liberalism by taking the limit as common sense goes to zero.
There is an element of truth in this because what liberals take as ‘“‘common
sense’’ often turns out to be only a shared prejudice. The Harvard philos-
opher, Robert Nozick, has carried out this limiting process of taking liberal-
ism to its only logical conclusion: libertarianism.? Nozick’s uncompromis-
ing statement of the libertarian credo represents something of a watershed
in modern social and moral philosophy because of its explicit acceptance of
voluntary contractual slavery.

The comparable question about an individual is whether a free system
will allow him to sell himself into slavery. I believe that it would.?

It seems to be a basic shared prejudice of liberalism that slavery is in-
herently involuntary, so the issue of genuinely voluntary slavery has re-
ceived little scrutiny. The perfectly valid liberal argument that involuntary
slavery is inherently unjust is thus taken to include voluntary slavery (in
which case, the argument, by definition, does not apply). This has resulted
in an abridgement of the freedom of contract in modern liberal society.

Since slavery was abolished, human earning power is forbidden by law
to be capitalized. A man is not even free to sell himself: he must rent
himself at a wage.*
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People are only allowed the temporary security afforded by capitalizing a
portion of their earning power (i.e., by renting or hiring themselves out for
a specified time period), but are denied the freedom of obtaining a maxi-
mum of security by selling all of their human capital. The owners of non-
human capital (e.g., money, machines, buildings, etc.) enjoy the contrac-
tual freedom of either hiring out their capital or selling it, but state interfer-
ence in the marketplace prevents the owners of human capital from exer-
cising the same liberty. And yet the principal difference between selling and
only hiring out an entity is that of selling all or only a part of the services
provided by the entity, i.e., the tenure of the contract.

The labourer, who receives wages sells his labour for a day, a week, a
month, or a year, as the case may be. The manufacturer, who pays
these wages, buys the labour, for the day, the year, or whatever period
it may be. He is equally therefore the owner of the labour, with the
manufacturer who operates with slaves. The only difference is, in the
mode of purchasing. The owner of the slave purchases, at once, the
whole of the labour, which the man can ever perform: he, who pays
wages, purchases only so much of a man’s labour as he can perform in
a day, or any other stipulated time.*

For the worker’s viewpoint, the ‘‘only difference”’ is not just the mode of
selling if the slavery is involuntary, as in the customary juxtaposition of
““free labor’’ and (involuntary) ‘‘slave labor.”” But we are discussing volun-
tary self-enslavement, i.e., people’s sale of their labor by the “‘lifetime”’
(that is, up to some specified retirement age) instead of just by the hour,
day, week, or year.

WARRANTEEISM

Since the voluntary contracts to rent oneself out or to sell oneself differ
primarily in their extent and duration, what are the relative advantages of
the slavery contract? People enter the marketplace with different attitudes
and preferences about the holding of responsibility and authority. In the
colorful but blunt language of George Fitzhugh:

It would be far nearer the truth to say, ‘‘that some were born with sad-
dles on their backs, and others booted and spurred to ride them.’’¢

This needlessly abrasive (and illiberal) formulation of the insight should
be recast in terms of the technical language used by the Chicago school of
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libertarian economics to explain the social function of the wage contract.
People enter the marketplace with risk preference differentials: some are
risk averters and others are risk takers.

This fact is responsible for the most fundamental change of all in the
form of organization, the system under which the confident and ven-
turesome ‘‘assume the risk’’ and ‘‘insure”’ the doubtful and timid by
guaranteeing to the latter a specified income in return for an assignment
of the actual results. . . . The result of this manifold specialization of
function is the enterprise and wage system of industry. Its existence in
the world is a direct result of the fact of uncertainty.’

This specialization in the risk-bearing function is, however, incomplete in
modern liberal societies.

A principal failure of liberal capitalism has been its inability to provide
maximal ‘‘cradle-to-grave’’ economic security to those who desire it. This
failure has been an important force behind the development of welfare-state
capitalism (not to mention socialism), where the state forces everyone to
provide security to those who cannot or will not provide it for themselves. A
standard liberal argument against many free market libertarians is that the
laissez faire market does not provide adequate security for the needy. But
Robert Nozick, by strictly adhering to libertarian principles, has shown that
there is a free market solution to the problem of providing a maximum of
economic security to those who desire it, namely, voluntary contractual
slavery. As any libertarian would expect, the problem may be solved not by
increasing government interference and coercion (as in welfare-state capital-
ism/socialism), but by removing the legal restrictions on the lifetime sale of
labor.

If contractual slavery were legally permitted, then risk averters with little
non-human capital could utilize the free market to obtain lifetime security
by capitalizing all of their earning power. American slavery, in the agnte-
bellum era, was typically not based on an explicit contract. However, some
pro-slavery writers, such as Reverend Samuel Seabury, gave a liberal
contractarian defense of antebellum slavery by interpreting it as being based
on an implicit contract like the implicit social contract of liberal political
theory.

What is a competent consideration for the labor of the poor if it be not
nurture in infancy, maintenance in health, support in sickness and old
age, and a relief from the uncertainty and mental anxieties inseparable
from the lot of those who are compelled to provide for themselves?®
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Reverend Seabury’s liberal arguments are far more sophisticated than the
feudalistic appeals given by George Fitzhugh, and thus Revergnd Seabury
has received far less attention than Fitzhugh from liberal historians of
thought. ‘ ‘

Many pro-slavery writers have emphasized the risk bearing and risk 'fu{ert-
ing roles of the master and slave. Some considered the insurance provisions
to be so central to the institution that they suggested it be renamed ‘‘war-
ranteeism.”’

Slavery is the duty and obligation of the slave to labor for the mutual
benefit of both master and slave, under a warrant to the slave of protec-
tion, and a comfortable subsistence, under all circumstances. The per-
son of the slave is not property, no matter what the fictions of the law
may say; but the right to his labor is property, and may be transferred
like any other property.... Nor is the labor of the slave solely for the
benefit of the master, but for the benefit of all concerned; for himself,
to repay the advances made for his support in childhood, for present
subsistence, and for guardianship and protection, and to accumulate a
fund for sickness, disability, and old age. The master, as the head of the
system, has a right to the obedience and labor of the slave, but the slave
has also his mutual rights in the master; the right of protection, the
right of counsel and guidance, the right of subsistence, the right of care
and attention in sickness and old age.... Such is American slavery, or as
Mr. Henry Hughes happily terms it, ‘‘Warranteeism.’’®

No one would take this seriously as a description of antebellum slavgry,
but recent research'® indicates that the standard histories of the institution
should also not be taken at face value. In any case, since so many people are
slaves to the connotation of involuntariness in the word ‘‘slavery,’’ it may
be better to refer to voluntary contractual slavery as ‘‘warranteeism.’’

SOME HISTORICAL PRECEDENTS

Contractual slavery has existed from antiquity up to the Civil War. In
Roman Law, as codified in the Institutes of Justinian, the self-sale contract
was one of the three legal means of becoming a slave. Jurists also saw some
of the incidents of contract in the other two legal means of becoming a
slave: being taken prisoner of war and being born of slave parentage. If the
alternative was execution, a prisoner might choose instead a lifetime of ser-
vitude in return for his life. And servitude was seen as the recompense to the
master for the food, clothing, and shelter advanced to the children of

slaves. i
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In feudal times, the homage contract was a warranty arrangement where-
by the vassal acquired security and protection in return for lifetime service.

While slavery is widely accepted as being an involuntarily achieved
status (although there were cases of voluntary entry and sales of chil-
dren in ancient and medieval Europe), other forms of what are some-
times called *‘forced labor’’ are the result of voluntary agreement. Re-
cently economic historians have reopened the discussion of whether
European serfdom represented a voluntary exchange—protection for
labor services—or whether it was a form of forced labor imposed from
above. !

In the antebellum South, there were a number of voluntary contractual
enslavements which were secured by the passage of private bills in the state
legislatures. For example, in 1858, the North Carolina legislature passed ‘A
Bill for the Relief of Emily Hooper of Liberia” which provided

That Emily Hooper a negro, and a citizen of Liberia, be and she is
hereby permitted, voluntarily, to return into a state of slavery, as the
slave of her former owner, Miss Sally Mallet of Chapel Hill....':

In the period just before the Civil War, general legislation was passed in
six states ‘‘to permit a free Negro to become a slave voluntarily.””* For
instance in Louisiana, legislation was passed in 1859 “‘which would enable
free persons of color to voluntarily select masters and become slaves for
life.””'* The racist character of these laws—and of antebellum slavery in
general—would have no place in a libertarian society where the freedom to
contractually alienate one’s labor for any time period would extend to
everyone regardless of race, creed, color, or sex.

THE CLASSICAL LIBERAL CASE AGAINST
VOLUNTARY SLAVERY

What are the liberal arguments against voluntary contractual slavery?
There are none which are substantial. The whole subject of voluntary
slavery is usually passed over in an embarrassed silence. When liberal
thinkers do attempt to argue against the permissibility of voluntary slavery,
their arguments are surprisingly superficial and inconsistent with other
liberal tenets. Indeed some ‘‘arguments’’ against voluntary slavery seem
more like special pleas to the effect: “‘Let’s just agree to rule it out for what-
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ever reason.”’ It quickly becomes clear that the general disapprobation of
voluntary slavery is based less on rational argumentation than on gn emo-
tional reaction to the word ‘‘slavery’’ (with its connotation of involun-
tariness). ‘ ‘ |

Many liberal philosophers and legal theorists have argued against vo UI’I-
tary slavery only because they construed slavery as entailing the master’s
power of life and death over the slave.

For a Man, not having the Power of his own Life, cannot, by Compact,
or his own Consent, enslave himself to any one, nor put hlmsglf under
the Absolute, Arbitrary Power of another, to take away his Life, when
he pleases.'*

Locke construes such slavery as a state of war continued betwgen con-
queror and captive. There is no need to evaluate these objections since they
would not apply to a civilized form of contractual slavery where both
parties had certain rights as well as obligations.

For, if once Compact enter between them, and make an agreement for
a limited Power on the one side, and Obedience on the other, the State
of War and Slavery ceases, as long as the Compact endures.... ‘ I
confess, we find among the Jews, as well as other Nations, that Men did
sell themselves; but, ’tis plain, this was only to Drudgery, not to
Slavery. For, it is evident, the Person sold was not under an Absolute,
Arbitrary, Despotical Power.'¢

Montesquieu attempts to criticize the self-sale contract on legalistic
grounds.

Neither is it true that a freeman can sell himself. Sale implies a price;
now, when a person sells himself, his whole substance immediately‘de-
volves to his master; the master, therefore, in that case, gives nothing,
and the slave receives nothing.'’

Blackstone introduced this argument into English Common Law.
Every sale implies a price, a quid pro quo (value for value); can an equi-
valent be given for life, and liberty, both of which (in absolute slavery)

are held to be in the master’s disposal? His property also, the very price
he seems to receive, devolves to his master, the instant he becomes a
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slave. In this case, therefore, the buyer gives nothing, and the seller re-
ceives nothing: of what validity, then can a sale be, which destroys the
very principles upon which all sales are founded?'®

This quid pro quo argument is, at best, a shallow legalism (and, at worst,
just a special plea). The quid pro quo in the warrantee contract is a lifetime
guarantee of food, clothing, and shelter (or equivalent money income) in
return for the lifetime right to one’s labor services. Moreover, there is no
more need for a warrantee to give up his personal property and political
rights in the lifetime labor contract than there is for an employee to do the
same in the short term labor contract.

A closer examination of Montesquieu’s and Blackstone’s arguments
shows that they—like Locke—objected, not to the lifetime labor contract,
but only to the absolute slavery which permits the master to kill the slave
(e.g., early Roman slavery). When Montesquieu says ‘“To sell one’s free-
dom,” he refers to ‘‘slavery in a strict sense, as it formerly existed among
the Romans, and exists at present in our colonies.”’'® Blackstone makes a

similar distinction when he discusses the contract whereby ‘‘one man sells
himself to another.”

This, if only meant of contracts to serve or work for another is very
just: but when applied to strict slavery, in the sense of the laws of old
Rome or modern Barbary, is ... impossible.?°

Blackstone then states that the law of England abhors slavery, and that a
slave becomes a freeman the instant he lands in England.

Yet, with regard to any right which the master may have lawfully ac-
quired to the perpetual service of John or Thomas, this will remain
exactly in the same state as before: for this is no more than the same
state of subjection for life, which each apprentice submits to for the
space of seven years, or sometimes for a longer term.?'

Locke, Montesquieu, and Blackstone (as a representative of the English
common law tradition) are among the founders of modern liberal thought.
The case against voluntary slavery is often based on their authority. Yet we
have seen that, upon closer examination, they only objected to a rather
extreme form of slavery, and that they did not object to a civilized contract

for the sale of labor services by the lifetime instead of by the day, month, or
year.
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MODERN ARGUMENTS AGAINST VOLUNTARY SLAVERY

One modern legal argument against contractual slavery is based on the
doctrine of specific performance. This doctrine holds th'at, except as ar;
occasional equitable remedy, the law will generally require only materia
damages for breached contracts and will not enforce ‘spemflc per‘fo.rmance.
It is argued that the slavery contract is null gnd void be‘ce‘luse it is unen-
forceable. It should be noted that the doctrine of SpCCl‘flC performgnce
applies to all contracts, not just to labor contracts. Hence‘, ¥f a contract 1s to
be void because it is unenforceable (in the sense of specific p?rformance),
then all contracts which require some future perf(?rma‘nce, 1.e.‘, all con-
tracts, would be invalid. The doctrine, of course, 1m?11es not‘hmg‘of the
sort. In the case of the lifetime labor contract, the doctrine only implies that
if the warrantee chooses to breach the contract t‘hen he‘or she‘ mu§t pay
appropriate material damages (possibly over a‘perlod of time as in apmon(}ir
payments), i.e., restore to the warrantor a portion of the purchase price an
human capital investment.

Thus, if A has agreed to work for life for B in exghange for 10,000
grams of gold, he will have to return the proportionate am(:zunt of
property if he terminates the arrangement and ceases to work.

That is effectively self-manumission, and it would be a legal possibility at
int in time. ‘ ‘

anyArr:gther argument is that a lifetime labor contract shgulfi be invalid
because it involves a lifetime personal commitment. The prlncil‘pfil counter-
example to this argument is, of course, the marriage contract ( t‘lll death do
us part’’). Moreover, the slavery contract compares favor;'ibly with the mari
riage contract since the former could be dissqlved at any time by the mutua
agreement of both parties whereas the marriage contract cannqt.

The last resort, in the liberal case against voluntary slayery, is pure an(%
simple paternalism. People must be protected against their own judgment;
people must be forced to be free.

A... basic policy that is justified this way in part is the pr‘ohibitlon
against a person’s selling or mortgaging himself: Freedom is a‘para-
mount value, and whenever a person feels that he wants to sell }.nmse%f
for something else offered in return, he should be protected against his
own poor judgment.?’
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Security—the freedom from want—is also a paramount valye. By what
right does the liberal state forbid the full range of voluntary trade-offs
between freedom (risk bearing) and security (risk aversion) in the market-
place? Why is it good Jjudgment for the risk adverse human capital owner to
sell his labor day by day—never knowing if he will have his job the next day,
and yet “‘poor judgment”’ to finally obtain security and insure his future by
selling his labor all at once?

Some reflective liberals point to an alleged analogy with suicide.
Although they have no valid theoretical case against genuinely voluntary
suicide, they would nevertheless be willing to coercively prevent any given
suicide attempt on a paternalistic basis. But the suicide analogy is faulty
because of the irreversibility of a successful attempt. As mentioned above,
the slavery contract, like any contract, could be breached at any point in
time by either party if that party was willing to incur the material damages.

Another reason why the paternalistic argument is given particular cre-
dence, in the case of voluntary slavery, is that slavery is only thought of in
terms of the involuntary slavery of the past. That is only a failure of the
imagination. It is surely not beyond the wit of man to design a civilized con-
tract for the sale of labor by the lifetime which would contain the same safe-
guards as the present contract for the sale of labor by the day, week, or
year.

There already exists a de Jacto system of lifetime employment in at least
one capitalist country, J apan. This system includes many aspects of war-
ranteeism even though it is not based on an explicit lifetime contract. For
example, there are de facto penalties of social disapprobation against either
party if the party “breaches’’ the agreement. It is most interesting that
almost all observers agree that the Japanese system of lifetime employment
is based on paternalism. It thus seems somewhat ironic that Western liberals
should cite ““paternalism’’ as the reason for exactly the opposite policy of
prohibiting lifetime labor contracts. One suspects that the root of the matter
is not “‘paternalism’’ at all but the conditions of supply and demand on the
labor market. Japan had an abnormal labor shortage in the postwar years,
whereas the other liberal capitalist countries have a relative surplus of
labor—or, at least, of the type of labor that would be offered by potential
warrantees. Why assume the risks and responsibilities involved in buying

workers when they can always be rented by the day, week, month, or year?

If there are no valid legal or moral arguments against genuinely voluntary
slavery, then perhaps it can be condemned on grounds of economic ineffj-
ciency. Quite to the contrary, the competitive capitalist system cannot be
shown to be allocatively efficient without permitting voluntary slavery in
the system. In their celebrated general equilibrium model? of a competitive
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capitalist economy, Kenneth Arrow and G‘efarfi Depreu prove thle basflfc? eiﬁ;
ciency theorem that a competitive equilibrium 1‘s‘allocat1vely e f1ct1 n
(Pareto optimal). The Arrow-Debreu model utilizes complete fu ur
markets in all goods and services. Thus the model assumes tbat a person is
legally permitted to sell all of his or her‘ future labor serv1cefj. Ifdltl \g]g:
legally prohibited to sell certain commodltles—‘chh as futgre ate lda% °
service—then the efficiency theorem for compet‘ltlve capitalism wou ail.

Given the conventional liberal prejudice against voluntary s}avery, it is
not surprising that neoclassical economists are loath ‘to ‘admlt th?t their
fundamental efficiency theorem for competitive capitalism requires the
assumption that voluntary slavery is permitted. But some economists have
been courageously frank about the matter.

Now it is time to state the conditions under which private property and
free contract will lead to an optimal allocation of resources. e Th‘e
institution of private property and free contract as we knos‘fv it is modi-
fied to permit individuals to sell or mortgage their persons in return for
present and/or future benefits.?*

Hence, far from voluntary slavery being S:c‘)ndemnable oq FfflClency
grounds, its permissibility is a necessary condition for the efficient func-
tioning of the system of private plr(cj)perty and free contract—as any con-

i arket libertarian would expect.

Sls:;r}l)terflnzln;erious arguments fail, modern liberals are reduced to pro-
cedural fussing about the ‘‘quality of the consent.”’ I‘t should‘be clear by
now that there are no valid libertarian arguments against genuinely volup(;
tary slavery on moral, legal, or economic grounds. There are no va11I

reasons for prohibiting acts of enslavement between consentmg adults. It
must be concluded that the prohibition of contrgctugl slavery in quern
liberal societies is based on little more than an irrational a}?d emotional
reaction to the historical connotations of the word “slavery.‘ If voluntary
slavery is to be outlawed because of the violence and coercion that wasba
part of involuntary slavery, then shouldn’t voluntary sc?xual 1ntercoursc? e
outlawed because of the violence and coercion involved in rape? The logic is

the same in either case.

CONSTITUTIONAL DICTATORSHIP

There is an analogous problem in political theory which shpul@ be men-
tioned. Just as liberals always tend to interpret slavery as being inherently
involuntary, so they also tend to construe non-democratic forms of govern-
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ment as being coercively imposed. But that is only another shared prejudice.
ClA dlctatqrshlp, an autocracy, an oligarchy, or some other form of non-
€mocratic government could be based on the consent of the governed just

’ ’ 1C1t on

A man may by his own act make himself the slave of any one: as
appears by the Hebrew and the Roman law., Why then may not a pec;ple
do the same, so as to transfer the whole Right of governing it to one or
more persons?...But as there are many ways of living, one better than
another,‘and each man is free to choose which of them he pleases; so
feach ‘natlon may choose what form of government it will: and its ri’ght
in this matter is not to be measured by the excellence of this or that
form, concerning which opinions may be various, but by its choice.?$

The voluntaristic principles of liberalism and libertarianism do not entail
that the fprm of government should be democratic. Rousseau saw the
analogy with voluntary slavery and tried to respond.

:}fl anlindividual, says Grotius, can alienate his liberty and make himself
€ slave of a master, why could not a whole

; ‘ , people do the sam
make itself subject to a king??’ P e and

Rousseau inveighed against these contractual freedoms on the basis of the
quld‘pro quo and the ‘‘poor judgment”’ arguments (which we have alread
con51dered‘). He concluded that people should be forced to be ““free.” Bu)tl
such coercion cannot be justified on libertarian grounds. Democracy is only
om? among an indefinite number of voluntary forms of government, each of
\yhlch embodies a different social division of authority, responsibiiity and
risk bearing. People should not be forced to ‘‘consent’’ to one for;n of
government and thus be denied the freedom to make alternative voluntary
a'rrangements. There is no necessary connection between libertarian prin-
ciples and democracy (and thus the word ‘‘democracy’’ does not even
appear in the index of Nozick’s book).

THE EMPLOYER-EMPLOYEE CONTRACT
In the free market private enterprise system, most work is performed

under the alfspices of the *‘legal relationship normally called that of ‘master
and servant’ or ‘employer and employee.’”’** In order to give the “‘essen-
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tials of this relationship,”’ the Chicago free market economist, Ronald
Coase, quotes from a legal reference book.

The master must have the right to control the servant’s work, either
personally or by another servant or agent. It is this right of control or
interference, of being entitled to tell the servant when to work (within
the hours of service) or when not to work, and what work to do and
how to do it (within the terms of such service), which is the dominant
characteristic in this relation and marks off the servant from an inde-
pendent contractor, or from one employed merely to give to his em-
ployer the fruits or results of his labor.*®

Coase concludes: ‘“We thus see that it is the fact of direction which is the
essence of the legal concept of ‘employer and employee.’”’

The free enterprise or capitalist firm is based on the employment relation
(as Coase points out). A capitalist firm is not a democracy. In the employ-
ment contract, the employees voluntarily transfer to the employer the right
of government or management of their labor (within the limits of the con-
tract). Thus the employment contract establishes a non-democratic form of
industrial government or management—a limited Hobbesian pactum sub-
Jjectionis for the workplace—that is based on the consent of the governed.
In a constitutional but non-democratic form of government, the citizens
would similarly make a voluntary transfer of the general right of govern-
ment to the person or persons constituting the sovereign body. Hence a con-
stitutional non-democratic form of political government, a peacetime
constitutional dictatorship, could be seen as an extension of the existent
contractual basis for the free enterprise firm to the overall political sphere.

It was noted above that the warrantee contract for voluntary contractual
slavery would be a sale of labor services by the lifetime (or up to retirement)
instead of by the hour, week, or year. It would allow human capital®® to be
purchased as well as rented like the other forms of capital.

By outright purchase, you might avoid ever renting any kind of land.
But in our society, labor is one of the few productive factors that
cannot legally be bought outright. Labor can only be rented, and the
wage rate is really a rental.>

The warrantee contract would remove this labor market imperfection by
extending the duration and extent of the employer-employee contract. By
allowing both the self-ownership and the absentee ownership of human
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capital, the full powers of free markets could be used to obtain an optimal
allocation of human and non-human resources.

We are finally in a position to see why classical and modern liberals have
not been able to express any serious arguments (ad hoc special pleas aside)
against voluntary contractual slavery and its political analogue of non-
democratic government. Contractual slavery and constitutional non-demo-
cratic government are, respectively, the individual and social extensions of
the employer-employee contract. Any thorough and decisive critique of
voluntary slavery or constitutional non-democratic government would carry
over to the employment contract—which is the voluntary contractual basis
for the free market free enterprise system. Such a critique would thus be a
reductio ad absurdum.

FINAL REMARKS

There are many types of human activity which occur in both a voluntary
and an involuntary form, such as the voluntary transfer of property and
theft, or voluntary intercourse and rape. Since both forms occur, it is easy
to separate and distinguish them, and to understand that a libertarian
society would permit the voluntary form and prohibit the involuntary form.
However, there are certain human institutions, such as slavery and non-
democratic government, which have, as a matter of historical fact, almost
always occurred in an involuntary and coercive form. These uniformities of
historical experience have led to the common liberal prejudice that those
institutions are somehow intrinsically coercive. The coercive forms of these
institutions have been appropriately prohibited. But the prohibition has
been carried over, by the inertia of prejudice, to voluntary and non-coercive
forms of the institutions.

This situation has led to what might be termed the fundamental contra-
diction of modern liberalism: it claims to lay the foundation for a free and
Just society and yet it coercively prohibits certain voluntary contractual ar-
rangements. This basic contradiction is best summarized in the Rousseauian
dictum that people must be ““forced to be free.”

The problem of voluntary slavery and its political analogue is the funda-
mental paradigmatic problem of modern social philosophy. The time has
come for liberal economic and political thinkers to stop dodging this issue
and to critically re-examine their shared prejudices about certain voluntary
social institutions. Under the leadership of the Harvard philosopher,
Robert Nozick, and the Chicago school of free market economists, this
critical process will inexorably drive liberalism to its only logical conclusion:
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libertarianism—which finally lays the true moral foundation for economic

and political slavery.
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