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We can all agree that the historian has ths
professional duty to accurately report past events,
The word "accurately” vresents difficulties, of
courses the narrower the focus of the past events
we report on, the more likely the agreement,
whereas the broader the focus and the more come
plex the events, the greater the chance for hone-
est disagreement. Thus, the causes of the Bosw.
ton Tea Party are likely to ocecasion fewer dis-
agreements ihan the causes of the American Revo-
lution. But the basic prineiple is clear (21—
though its application is often difficult)? an
historical statement is true insofar as it is
substantiated by accurate cbservations { the face
tual evidencel.

Can this basic principle, hewever, be applied
Lo the making of moral judgments about past events?
Should the historian be content to Judge the ac-
tions of historical personages aceording to theip
own moral standards, or should he also Judge their
meral standards as well? Fop instance, it is one
thing to judge Napoleon's battle tactics &t Hater
loo as being rizht or wrong in terms of Napoleon's
own ethical goal, but should the historian also
it in judgment on Napoleon's ethical goals? Hise
torians have frequently been called upon to do
this, but many have been reluctant because they
feel moral standards are not provable by accurate
observations or factual evidence. These histor=
ians feel that morzl standards are a product of
one’s own particular culture, or else a matter of
mere subjective opinion only. They feel that it
is rank ethnocentrism to say that one of these
standards is true and 21l the others are false,
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and besides they dont think that factual evi-
dence can be used to substantiate any moral stand-
ards how, they ask, can you meke the jump from the
world of Pwhat is" to the world of ™what ocught to
beﬂz

1t is not enough to arzue against this moral
scepticism that it has a corrosive effect upon
societyﬁ Perhaps so. Hzintaining that no moral
standard is betier than the others would seem to
encourage apathy, or the view that nothing is wor-
ally worth fighting for. ©Or on the other hand,
it could also encourage violence by doing away
with the moral condemnation which could restrain
it; after all, if my actions are morally right
beecause I think they are, then why shouldn®t I do
whatever I please? It may be that moral scepti-
cism has helped breed the apathy and violence that
plagues our own time, bul even if the truth be
unpleasant, we should seek %o lnow it anyway.

But is it true? Should the historian adopt
the attitudes of moral relativism or moral sube
jectivism? Should he judge past acticns only in
terms of the actor's own moral system and refrain
from judging that moral system? I will answer no
and will :attempt to present factual evidence for
the truth of a particular moral standard, namelys
all individuals have eoual richts to 1ife, liberty
and oroverty. If others have egual rights, then
I am morally oblizated to respect those rights,

As T present my case, please look carefully for
unsubstantiated statements, factual errors, ambige
uities or contradictions. After all, the whole

- roint of my effort is to prove the equal rights

docetrine, using the ordinary historical standards
of proof, and not merely fo oresent one more emo-
tional exhortation for it.
I ask you to consider the following syllogisms
Hajor Premise: We should treat realitv as it
is accurately observed to be. If we don't do this,

we-Yose contact with reality, bacorme completely in-
effectual, and withdraw into the mire of insanity.

-

Sor instance, if 2 rosetush has thornstan it, we
should treat it as having thorns? and if a road
has cars on it, we should treat it a5 such. '
These are simple realities and any observer wno
doesn't treat them as they are neesds a mental eXe
amination, or perhaps his sense organs are fau}ty,

In short, we should base cur acticns on the
truth. To the extent that we do, we achieve a
successful 1ife. To do otherwise has nezative
supvival values in fact, consistently to do other-
wise would mean our early death. BSo long as we
constantly choose life over death, we should con-
tinue to treat reality as it is accurztely observ-
ed to be. This is the very essence of rational-
ity.

You find ncthing objectionable in this com-
mon sense prescription? Well, be careful, be-
cause we have just gone form the world of “what
is" to the world of "should bei™ What we have
here is an absélute moral standard for judging
human behavior, a2 standard which is true in g11
times and climes, irrespective of cultural die-
tate or personal opinion! We can choose not . to
obey this standard, of course, just as we can
choose to believe the world is flat; but in ei-
ther case such a choice would be wronge

But, it may be asked, isn*t accurate observa-
tion of reality a matter of perscnal subjective
opinion? Wo, I think note. The standards of ac-
curate observation are guite objective: the obser-
ver must be in an azporopriate vlace to make the
observation, he must have normal sense organs,
and he must be able to intellectually comprehend
vhat he is observing. To be sure, rational men
can still henestly disazree over what z particular
reality is, especially when that reality is com-
plex~that is, made up of many simple observable
facts, such as the causes of the Ameriecan Revolu-
tion, for instance. FPut again, the basic vrinci-
el is clear {(although its application is often
diffieult): we should treat those causes as they
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are accurately observed to be. This treatment
would involve describing them as accurately as
possible, in making logical inferences about the
American coicnial character or the British impe~
3al system, etc. ‘ '

Kow, what happens when we anply this basie
standard of action to human relations? That brings
us to the second step in our syllogisn:

Minor Premiset 1i is reality that all individ-
uals are ecual as to havineg 1ifs, liberty and labore

Note that this statement cdoesn’t say that all indi-
viduals have equal amounts of life, liberty and
1abor: that is manifestly false. We 211 differ as
to health, ability and wealth. But certainly we
all have 1ife { let us not concern ourselves with
dead individuals, who have no further need of an
ethical system), and so we are zll equal in this
respect. :

"We all have libertiy, too, insofar as that
means the ability to prefer certain environmental
influences to others, as well &s the ability to
act upon those preferences within the limits of
our physical and mental capacities. Cur capaci-
ties may be unegual and s¢ may be our ability to
act, but we are equal as to having these ecapsei.
ties. We may differ as to the amount of education
we have or the racial discrimination we face, bub
we are equal in having a rcapnzcity to choose and
acte -

As for labor, which we can define as the
ability to exert curselves to satisfy our mater-
ial désires, it too is something we all have, and
therefore in this respect again we are all e;uala
It may be that each of us labors with a different
amount of energy and intelligence, but this has
nothing to do with the truth or falsity of the
minor premise; obviously we are unegual in many
respects, but the guestion is, are we equal in
having the capacities of life, liberty and labor?
If this is an incontroveriible fact, as it would

‘seem to be, then the conclusion of this syllogism

B I,

would follow logicallys?

Conclusion? We should treat all individuals
equally as to having life, Liberty and labor.

Tris means tnat L shouldn't take another
person's life = 1:€e; kill him - because this
would be establishing a relationship of superior=
ity, not equality, towards hime 1 would not be
treating him equally as o having life - I would
vave it but he wouldn't and we would not then be
equal and therefore 1 shouldn®t ¥kill him. it
srould be irrational to do so. Note also that if
T et him kill me, I would be hélping to establish
2 relationship of inferiority, not equality, with
him and this would be no less irrationals.

Suppose I killed myself while killing him.
Would that be equal treatment? No, because I vol-
untarily killed myself but I killed him against
his volition. OSuppose he wished to be killed,
what then? Well, mercy killing is morals so
even is suicide, though I find it distasteful.

If people shouldn®t deny life to others, then
21l of us have a just or rational claim - l.es,

a riszht - to life; a right which everyone has the
duty to respecte

If I should treat all individuals equally as
to having liberty, then my liberty should be no
greater or lesser than anyone else's; hence, the
popularly held view is true that one’s liberty is
1imited only by the equal liberty of all others.
Arnd from this follows the statement that we all
have an equal right - a just or rational claim -
to liberty.

Yow as to labor: if we should treat others
egually as to having labor, then we shouldn®t
take their labor from them and thus we all have a
right to labor. Translated into practical terms,
this requires the right to the fruits of one's
labor,for otherwise the right to one®s labor would
be meaningless. The fruits of one's labor we call
oroperty, and so we all have an equal rizht to pro-
perty. Lebor, then;is the sole justification for
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private property. private

There are other ways to Jjustify.property.
When we labor on somethinz, we iransform our labor
from ourselves into that thingy if we rightfully
own our labor, then we rigntfully own that thing.
Or, if our labor is ours thes we can rightfully
sell it in the free market and exchange the pro-
ceeds for goods and services. Of course, the late-
ter must be morally ownable; i.2., Heswrsies the
product of labor. For example., both a barber and
& factory worker offer their services to the highe
est bidder, and they are entitled to the proceeds
tc the extent that the marketl is freely competitive,

Most people are willing to acknowledge a
rizht to 1ife, but then all the other rights fiow
from this basiec ones If I have a right bo my 1ife,
I own myself,; the actions of my body are mine ‘
{right te libertyl), including those actions ealled
labvor { right to labor, and therefore property).

1f private property can only be justified by
labor, then cnly those things that are the product
of laboer can rightfully be owned. Thus, zir, sea
and land are morally excluded from being made pri-
vate property, but we can satisfy everyone®s equal
right to land by requiring thet each landowner pay
the annual rental value of his land to society in
the form of a tax { in lieu of as many other taxes
as possiblels : :

Thus we can conclude that we have equal rights
to 1ife, liberty and property. These rishts are
by definition inalienable just as facls are by def-
inition true (the phrases "true facts” and Pinalien-
able rights® are both redundencies). Rizhis can be
isnored just as facits can, hbuit that doesn®t mean
they don®t exist all the same. A man may be killed
but he zoes to his grave with his right to 13fe
forever intact.

There are some who say that all rights are
derived from the state, but as Henry George once
said, "they de not really think this; for they are
as ready as any one else to say of any provosed

-

state sction that it is rizhi or it is wrong, i
which they assert some standsaidaction higher 1
the state." (& Perplexed Philosopher, pe 21i)

government dees confer legal rights upon individe

wals, but we have been talking about moral rights
here. Hopefully legal rights will conform teo the
higher moral lawe
Has the case for egual rights been proven?

Ars there individuals who are not equal in having
some 1ife, liberty or lebor? Should we not ireat
them as they are - l.es.y equal in these respects?
Hhere is the facinal error or logical misstep?

There is still one tricky moral problem left
for us Lo face, ¥hile it may be possible to ascer-
tain the correct moral standard, it 1s much more
difficult to asceritain the mosi efficient and
least harmful course of action which will be most
in accord with this moral standard. This is the
age-cld meansesnd problems '

Examples are in order. I am walking along
& dark country road one night when 1 am suddenly
attacked by & knifes-wielding stranger seemingly in-
tent on ki¥iing me. 1 have a »ight to resist him--
even a pacifist would agree - and I should disarm
him with as 1ittle injury to hin as possible. But
if I have no sliernztive bui %o ki1l hin - if it's
either him or me « then I should do so. With thisg
the pacifist would disagree, but the right to life
is no more gnl}mite& than the rights to liberiy or
property. 4T 1 let him kill me. I would be esteb.
lishing a relationship of inferiority, not equality,
towards him and this would be irrational and 2 vie-
lation of the moral standard, My assailant has a
right to 1ife but in thig particular situation,
killing him in self-defense would not be murder,
E3lling him would protect more rights = mine and
perhaps those of other poiential victims - than it
would destroy. We must slsc realize that if he were
to succeed with his nefarious plan, a bad precedent

e
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would be established which would have untoward
moral effects. .

Yes, there is such a thing as a just wars.

It is morally justified to wage a war if we could
be sure that it would save more life,liberty and
property than the war would destroy (which, of
course, is not always easy to determine), 4m I
saying that the end can justify the means? Yes,
for how else should we Justify our mesns if not
by our ends? And if the means-end approach is too
disturbing, then lock at it this way? we cannot
avoid decidinz which of at least two alternative
courses of action will most promote huran rights.
Perhaps not fighting a war could result in a greate
er vioclation of human rights than the war itself.
The decision not to act in the fact of evil has
moral consequences we cannot aveld considering.

Of course, we should be extremely wary of
utilizing means that are intrinsically immoral.

If the end is egual rights, a means which by itsalf
leads away from equal rights is of guestionable
utility (but sometimes advisable, as when we ki1l.
a rampant madman),

It is ne valid argument to maint3in that
'because people seldom agree as to moral standards,
because there is no universally held moral stand-
ard, we should not say that any one moral standard
is true. People may disagree but the truth exists
nevertheless. Oswald either had an accomplice or
he did not, completely independent” of our Agree—
ments or disagreements about the matter, Agree-
ment is one thing, truth ancther. Even 3f ali the
pecple in the world subscribed to the equal rights
- doctrine, that wouldn't nake it true. 4 true statew
ment agrees with the facts, not with peonle,

Now it is time to consider what all this
moral analysis means to thz historian, In the first
place, if you have not found the factual or logiesl
error in this analysis, you must agree that the Bis-
torian can be objective in passing moral judsment

=B

on the people and events of the past because he
can apely an objective moral standard to objec~
tive historical evenis. He may be bilased or in-
adeguately informed and thus led into error, but
this could also happen to him in his capacity as
reporter and interpreter of past events. The
hiétO?ian, therefore; can act professionally and
cbiectively both as reporter and Jjudge of ths
pasta

When he acts as moral judge, he would do
best, it would seem, to organize his presentation
around the moral conclusions he is trying to
reach. This means presenting the arguzents both
for and against his conclusion; nothing less
would be satisfactory in a court of law, and his-
tory is a court of ethics. For example, in dis-
cussing whether Wilson acted correctly in invol-
ving the United States in World War I, the histor-
fan could first present the side of the arguments
he doesn’t agree with, refute them, and then pre-
sent his own arguments. In doing this, he would
be organizing the facts {always the facts) in
such a wvay as to focus on the moral conclusions
he wishes to substantiate. This is much vrefer-

- able to the all.too-frequent presentationg often

lengthy, of random facts, which could be labeled
“Certain Events Concerning the Wilson Decision
Which 1 Find Important,” followed by a brief
paragraph or two which passes moral judgment on
Wilson and which purports to wring the full $ignie
ficance from the previous factual narrative. 1f
the significance of a parer is in its moral Judgm
ment, then the paper®s organization should foeus
on that judgment.

Gur moral analysis leads us to a second CONw
clusion? insofar as obther moral standards disagree
with the equal rights standard, they are wrong
and should not be applied by historians. This
sounds rather blunt, but is justified if factual
and logical errors cannot be found in the analysis.
It is worth stressing that the historian could well
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anltivate humility in makKing morsl Judgments since
the moral case is often not clearcut. Iut if he
starts by using the wrong moral standard, then he
is lost before he begins. For instance, historians
Justifying aristocratic privilece or communist
totalitarianism would err in their moral judzments,
and cone should be as critical of these errors as of
factual errors.

4 third conclusions The historian is best
gualified to make moral judgments about the past.
In applying the ecualitarian standard to psst events,
it is often difficult to ascert2in whether a parti-
gular action was the best means for improving so-
ciety. Suppeose that the historian wishes to deterw
mine whether Truman®s decision to drop A-bombs on
Hiroshimz and Nagasaki was the best means for ulti-
mately saving the most lives. To answer this gues-
tion, the historian has tc adduce the relevant
facts: How many deaths could Truman expect would
result from the bombings? What was the possibility

T shortening the war, thus savinz the lives of how
many soldiers, both American and Japanese? How
many bonbs were available in the foreseeable futurel
How important was the traumatic effect Truman was
locking for? What did Truman know about the mar-
tial determination of the Japanese? How totalie
tarian was the Japanese government? How imminent
was the possibility of Russian invasion and ocoupa-
tion of Japan? And so ons

Facts are needed to answer all these questions
in order ultimately to pass moral judgment on Trie
mar®s dscision. Such a Judgment is not best made
by a philosopher per se but by the historian, with
his wider knowledze of the facts and more intimate
contact with the sources. The historian is in =z
better position than his reader to make judzments
2s to the proper mesns for effecting equal rizhts,
If he neglects this responsibility because of some
faulty relativistic moral znalysis, then it will
be performed by others less qualified than he,

But I can hear someone ask, "How can we legiti-

wi0m
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mately judge the people of the past by standards
other than those current in their time? Was Jefw-
ferson immoral because he held slaves? 1s ¥William
Pern to be forever condemned beczuse he did not
institute universal suffrage in Pemnsylvania in
16817 If so, the past is peopled by devils.”

Yot guite. In judzing individuals, we must
take into account the obstacles they had to over-
come, Lf Jefferson hesitated to free his slaves,
it was because he feared for their welfzre as .
freedmen in the South of his day. If he had urged
universal and immediate abolition, he would have
been morally right but impractical, and in the
end he would have accomplished less good than he
did. We can praise him for being morally zhead
of his contemporaries. As for Penn, universal
suffrage would have failed in 1681, althougzh he
would be more commexisble if he had tried to popue
larizs it more than he did. In judging an histore
iecal figure, the true question to ask is?: how
mach did he advance society towards the goal of
equal rights for all?

To goncludet an attempt has been made to
prove equalitarianism, to show that the principle
of equal rights rests on factuval evidence just
exactly as a2ll true historical statements must.

An example of this evidence is the statement "all
individuals are equal in having 1ife,™ a most ob-
vious fact, but then we should not expect to sub-
stantiate moral standards with esoteric bits of
informations

Historians should realize that they make a
moral judgment whenever they adhere to moral rela-
tivism and say that all moral standards are equally
valid. The trouble is that such a moral judgment
cannot be substantiated by the relevant facts,
Futhermore, this incorrect moral analysis can lead
historians into at least two serious pitfalls:
either they make moral judgments of past events
using incorrect moral standards, or else they re-
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fuse to make moral Judgments at all, leaving
such judgments to be made by those who know
less about the past than they do.

are not?

APYENDIX

The foregzoing essay guite - naturally left
some important cusstions unanswered. Some of
them are asked and answered here:

LQuestiont Isn't reporting the past worthe
while in its own rizht?

Apswer$ Absolutely, We need to know what
happened in the past out of pure intellectugl
curiosity and also because such knowledge will
help us to better understand the world we live
in. Bui to ignore the moral dimension of his-
tory is to ignore some of the most interesting
and significant information history can offer
USe

8% But can we report on psst events in an
interpretive way without colorine cur revort
with our moral pre-concentions?

4% Surely. The desire for liberty moti-
vated the colonists: to revolt against England
in 1775 elther more or less than their pursuit
or profit, and our moral preconceptions have
nothing to do with it, Admittedly, it can be
difficult to put one’s moral Preconceptions
aside when reporting the pasty; but it should be
done and is often dones The truth of an historie
cal interpretation depends on the factual 5ub-
stantiation,; not on our moral views,

83 Doesn't each generation have to pe.
interpret the past for itself?

42 I suppose so, Fach generation has dif-
ferent interests concerning the past, and so
historians ask different questions of the past.
Also, new faets are discovered. But the standard
of factual substantiztion for both reportorisl
and moral interpretations remains the same down
through the zenerations. .

Q¢ Aren't individual historical facts sube
stantiable while broad historical interpretations

As No, both are substantiable although it is
-13.




U] t ol tard dirnl Paobe. fhis
easier to substantiabte individuai lacts. b
3¢ because broad interprestations include many

= S N . ‘ .

facts. But interpretations can os comsidered
true only te the extent that they are Substanti-
ated. neh historians will Drowe
bably differ on which side showed wors heroism
and skill a2t the Batile of Woterico,

Q: Pnelish and Fren
a

Pk

virtus
Af Yes, so?
D: This shows that ithe historian is influ-
enced bv his cultural and naticnal backsround.
At Often. Sol
0t The historical truth can never be known.
At I don't know about that. We can only

know things accerding to the best svidence svail-
able. That is the stondard we can try to aporoach.
Note that you said, "The historian is influenced
by his cultural and national beckground.
he isn®t determingl by his background. #n influ-
ence we can resist, even if 4t is a nowerful one,
but 2 determinant we can®t. Many Frenchmen are
pro-English and vice versa, indicating that cule
ture and nation influence us Wt do not determine
WS

- 4% Aren't vou using the moral

standards of
her cultures?

culiure to dudee the standards of ob ul,
At Yes and noc. I hope that egual richts is
the standard of my culturs, but it could still be

the one true one nevertheless. Hopefully, the
facts prove that. In any case, thers is no reason
to discriminate zgainst my culturs merely bDesauss
it is mine.

On the other hand, I would consider it sross
arroizance to say that my enlture’s {(any culture's)
sex arrangements, styles of dress, food habits,
etece. are true and all others false. Where's the
proof? All these are matters of aesthetics, and
all standards are wurely relative and subjsctive
in that areas. Of course, rape and serving poison
in-the ple become moral matters

Q2 When all is said and de

# hpreed -
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acres with the doctrine of ecual rights?

A: Host criminals and communists, relativists
and p;égmatistss aristocrats and New Leftists. The
textbooks in ethics .talk very iittle about equal .
rights these days, except to criticize it. There
seens to be no dearth of moral dispute in our
time. 4nd not unimportantly, if we believe in
equal rights, it is worth strengthening that belief
by showing that it is provable and rational, and
not just a mere personal whim or cultural dictats.

Q2 Aren't there other good moral standards.
the zolden rule for sxanplel

Az Yes, but if they are true they can be
equated with equalitarianism, and what®s BOre,
only the egual rights statement is so phrased as
to be provable. The golden rule, for example,
can’t be proven, although it may be 2 useful rule
of thumb for Sunday school children. But when
used by mascchistic thinkers, or by thinkers with
false moral standards, it can be positively danger-
ous. Torquewada could justify the Inquistion with
the golden rule, for assuming his religious sin- °
cerity (which I for one would not doubt), he would
want to have been tortured and even killed if he
held views destined to lead him into Hell, The
Soviet Presidivnm could likewize Justify its inva-
sion of Czechoslovakia and who knows what else by
the golden rule because they might very well wish
to be punished if they deviated from the Comminist
Norm. The golden rule is fine for nice fellows,
but then that®s what we want to find out in the
first place? whe are the nice fellows and what is
nice conduet?

9% Are yon trvinc to undermine relicious in-
fivence 3in the ares of moral stendards?

As HNo, strenzthen it. A1l the major religions
believe in equal rights and insofar as I have ST e
stantiated that belief, religionists should be

hapoy. They should be happy when reason comes to
the aid of religion.
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Q: ©Can you say that children, neurotics and
pavehotics nave liveriy, or free will, as vou de-
fine 3ti
A: They have it, but only in limited amount,

and we must restriet their freedom of azction to
the extent that they don't have it.

Qs If lsbor is the sole justification for
private property. then how can vou Justify the
private ownership of land?

A: Good point. Land isn't made by labor
and therefore shouldn't be privately appropriated
unless the landowner pays for his special Privi-
lege by being taxed on the full rental value of
his land. Anything less would be a violation of
equal rights. After all, what services does a
landowner per se perform to justify his rental
incomes? Of course, most landowners are also
workers and as such they are certainly entitled
to their wages; and if they are owners of capital-
saved-up labor = they are entitled to a dividend
or interest return for that contribution to Pro-
duction. But no individuzl created the landy he
is not contributing anything te production except
a legally created privilege ~ the lezal {not moral)
right to exclusive use of a particular area on the
earth - and so he should pay the rental value of
that privilege to society for all individuals to
share egually.

Q: How can you justify inheritance?

A If a man justly owns something, he can
give it away; whether‘the zéb of giving takes effect

before or after his death, no matter. An inheri-
tance is a gift. We only should obiect to a parti-
cular inheritsnce if the preperty involved was
iriginally obtained by force, fraud or special Prive
ege.

Q& fbu know, often it is verv difficult to
tell where one person’s rirshts end and anether pere
son's richts begin,

At - lorrect, but there are eriteria. The right
te life, for instance, takes Precedence over the

16~

; 1iberty and property because it is more
;iiizziZZ: withozt 1ife thers is neither libe?ty
nor property. Destroy 1ifeﬂ§n§ Fou des?ray 1il-
erty and property rightse. blﬁllér}y, ll?erty
takes precedence over property rights. Also,
society through its agent, the govgrnmemt, has.
the duty to provide equal opportunity to all ?lt—
izense Rizhts may be absolute but they are lim-
sted by the equal rights of others. ‘

Let’s look at cases. # man can be killed
if he is endangering the lives of others. We
have freedom of speech but we shouldn'’t sing
#Sreet Adeline” on the street at four o’clock
in the morning. L have the right to propertiy
but I must meet sanitary standards in wmy restau-
rant.

The government must tax bachelors, thus
redueing their property, in order to maintain
schools. Rationale: all children should have
equal access to the world's store of knowledge,
limited only by their inclination or ability,
otherwise they cannot be said to have equal op-
portunity and we infringe upon their liberty
{their ability to prefer certain external cul-
tural influences and to act upon them). ‘

Take the case of civil disobedience, If
the political channels for ending a gross injus-
tice are closed, if the communications media are
closed, if no milder alternative would be effec.
tive, then civil discbedience could be contem-
plated, this despite the disrespeet for law and
order which it engenders(which can in the long
run adversely affect the protection of equal -
rizhts for all). Civil discbedience is therefore
an intrinsically unethical means used (hopefully)
for a good end, only as a last resort. If the
situation is really bad then even revolution be-
comes a2 jusfifizble means.,

Q% Should the government provide an egual
amount of food for everyonef?

At No, but it has the duty to provide a
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inin mount of food to those who for some
i;g;:imczn't earn it, otherwise the right to 1ife
would be forfeiteds Similarly, the government
must provide a minimum amount of health {(for life),
education (for liberty) and welfare (for property)
to all those who lack it.

Q: Even if the sovernment has to take the
property of individuals aeross ithe land in the
form of taxes to vay for these services?

A: Just so long as more rights are protect-
ed than are 1imited by the taces. Certainly the
welfare state could grow to such propertions
that this would no longer be so. Honest men
could legitimately disagree as te whether parti-
cular welfare programs justify thé taxes they re-
quire, '

Qs Why do vou ceongider oniy a democratic -
govermment to be morall

A: A democratic government has as its pur-
pose the protection of egual rights to life, 1lib-
erty and property. It is therefore moral on that
score. in a democracy, the means for approaching
this goal are chosen by the majority, and this is
moral because it recognizes the principle of egual-
ity® if individuals should have equal power:sio
exercise their rights, then the mzjority should
have more power than the minority. If a minority
ruled, then the individuals composing it would
have more power than any individuzl in the majorw
ity, a denial therefore of equal rights. But
Jjust as the power of individuals should be limited
by the equal rights of others, so must the power
of the majority be limited by the egual rights of
individuals.

Qs Isn't subjectiviem truly tolerant of
other neople’s views, and thus more demoeratic
than an objective aporozch?

A% No. We should not be tolerant of error
Just because someone else exvresses it, but we
should be tolerant of the richts of others to
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express their views, even if we ithink they are

in error. But this latter kind of desirable tol-
erance is exactly the doctrine of objective egquale
itarians, although by no means de all subjectivists
hold to it.

Q: The last cuestion is basic: how can
richts be proven to exist when they are zbstract
and immaterial?

At A man has a right - a rational claim -
based on how others should rationally act toward
him., FPeople should act according to the facts of
rezlity, one such fact being that all people are
equal as to having life., Lf they should treat _
each other equally in this respect, then they are
according 2 right to each other, and thus we ses
that rights depend upon a basic ubiguitcus fact.

An attempt has been made in this paper to
prove the egual rights doctrine, using the gener-
ally accepted standards of proof. The position

_of moral relativism or subjectivism would seem

te be untenable unless a specifie factual or log-
ical error can be found in the foregoing analysis.
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