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Abstract:

Thin (or pure) libertarianism is a political
philosophy which claims that violence is
justified only in defense, not for invasion
of other people or their (justly owned ba-
sed on homesteading) property. Thick
libertarianism typically but not always
includes this non-aggression principle
(NAP) but adds to it a whole host of addi-
tional requirements: views on egalitaria-
nism, free association, homosexuality,
discrimination, and more. The present
essay constitutes a defense of the former
vis a vis the latter.

I. Introduction

Gordon (2011), in his review of Gillespie
and Welch (2011) maintains that these
authors’ “... ambivalence toward (Ron)
Paul reflects a fundamental problem with
their book. To them, libertarianism is
not only a political theory and program:
it is a social attitude and even an aesthe-
tic sensibility as well. Because Paul does
not for the most part share their social
preferences, they cannot fully embrace
him. He is not really one of their sort.”
Gordon (2011) is a paradigm case of
thin libertarianism.! He limits the sco-

1 For other supporters of thin libertarianism,
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pe of this philosophy to promoting the
NAP; he does not allow extraneous con-
siderations to broaden this concept. In
the view of Rockwell (2014) “The ‘thin’ li-
bertarian believes in the nonaggression
principle, that one may not initiate phy-
sical force against anyone else.” One mi-
ght add that the sole concern of the thin
libertarian is explaining and understan-
ding the permissible use of force: only in
defense, period.

In sharp contrast, Gillespie and We-
Ich (2011) add much more to this per-
spective: views on music (rock and roll is
good), on tolerance (this is a key element
of libertarianism for them), on inter-ra-
cial marriage (something to be celebra-
ted), many career changes (to be we-
Icomed), large corporations (eschewing
them). Zwolinski (2011), another thic-
kist, adds the following to the require-
ments for libertarianism: “Tiger Woods’
Cablinasianism... tolerance, cosmopoli-
tanism, and cultural dynamism ... "2

see Albright, 2014; Block, 2014A, 2014B, 2014C;
Cantwell, 2014; Gordon, 2011; Hornberger, 2014,
McCaskey, 2014; Mosquito, 2014A, 2014B; Rock-
well, 2014; Sanchez, 2014; Smith, 2014; Vance,
2014; Wenzel, 2014A, 2014B.

2 For other advocates of thick libertarianism,
see Gilllespie and Welch, 2011; Johnson, 2008;
Long, 2007, 2008A, 2008B; Richman, 2014; Tuck-
er, 2014; Vallier, 2013, 2014; Zwolinski, 2011.
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What is the justification of thick liber-
tarianism on the part of its exponents?
Zwolinski (2011) defends this perspecti-
ve on the ground that thin libertarians
may have “... beliefs and practices that
are incompatible with the very moral fo-
undation on which libertarianism rests.”
The point is, people become libertarians
for a reason: typically because they are
trying to promote values such as “tole-
rance, cosmopolitanism, and cultural
dynamism.” Be a person ever so much
committed to the NAP, he still may not
be a libertarian in good standing if he not
only does not support this self-same “to-
lerance, cosmopolitanism, and cultural
dynamism” but actually opposes these
values. That is, if a person adheres fully
to the last jot and tittle of the NAP, but is
intolerant, non-cosmopolitan, and favors
an unchanging culture, he is either not
a full or good libertarian, or, at worst, not
a supporter of this philosophy at all.

Perhaps the most thorough-going
thick libertarian is Johnson (2008). He
offers four reasons in support of this po-
sition. We devote part II of this paper to
a response to all four of them. We conc-
lude in section III.

1. Thickness for Application

Johnson’s (2008) first defense of liber-
tarian thickism concerns what he calls
“application.” He states: “... there might
be some commitments that a libertarian
can reject without formally contradicting
the nonaggression principle, but which
she (sic) cannot reject without in fact
interfering with its proper application.
Principles beyond libertarianism alone
may be necessary for determining where
my rights end and yours begin...”

This is of course true. There is no-
thing in the NAP? that specifies where my

3 For the thin libertarian, apart from a theory

fist ends, and your nose begins. Nor can
we directly deduce from the NAP alone
what is the proper age cut-off for statuto-
ry rape.? All of these challenges are ones
of continua (Block and Barnett, ) and no
political philosophy, bar none, thick or
thin, can provide a precise answer to any
of them. But this hardly justifies jettiso-
ning Rothbardian (1982) or NAP liberta-
rianism (Hoppe, 1988).

This author continues: “Or, perhaps
more controversially, think of the femi-
nist criticism of the traditional division
between the ‘private’ and the ‘political’
sphere, and of those who divide the sphe-
res in such a way that pervasive, syste-
mic violence and coercion within families
turn out to be justified, or excused, or
simply ignored as something ‘private’
and therefore less than a serious form
of violent oppression. If feminists are ri-
ght about the way in which sexist politi-
cal theories protect or excuse systematic
violence against women, there is an im-
portant sense in which libertarians, be-
cause they are libertarians, should also
be feminists.”

Being a “feminist” means favoring
laws against prostitution, supporting le-
gislation that bans the non-existent “pay-
-gap” between men and women, appro-
ving of “affirmative action” to dismember

of how private property rights arise (homestead-
ing: on this see Block, 1990, 2002A, 2002B; Block
and Edelstein, 2012; Block and Yeatts, 1999-2000;
Block vs Epstein, 2005; Bylund, 2012; Grotius,
1625; Hoppe, 1993, 2011; Kinsella, 2003, 2006;
Locke, 1948; Paul, 1987; Pufendorf, 1673; Roth-
bard, 1973, 32; Rozeff, 2005; Watner, 1982) and
how they are transferred (legitimate title transfer,
on this see Nozick, 1974), the NAP pretty much
exhausts the entire philosophy, which, after all,
is merely a theory depicting the proper use of vio-
lence.

4 We know that 5 years of age is way too
young, as is 25 way too old, and that the proper
demarcation is somewhere in the teens, but not
precisely where in that range cannot be deduced
from any libertarian principle.
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the so-called “glass ceiling,” opposing
biological explanations of human diffe-
rences,® etc. Why not, instead, merely
oppose the initiation of violence against
women® whether in “public” or “private.”
To think that a libertarian must admire
feminism is to empty all meaning out of
the freedom philosophy. If this is really
required of thick libertarians, they are
no libertarians at all; rather, they are at-
tempting to hijack this magnificent per-
spective to their own dubious ends.

2. Thickness from Grounds

In the view of Johnson (2008): “... liber-
tarians have many different ideas about
the theoretical foundation for the no-
naggression principle—that is, about
the best reasons for being a libertarian.
But whatever general foundational be-
liefs a given libertarian has, those beliefs
may have some logical implications other
than libertarianism alone. Thus there
may be cases in which certain beliefs or
commitments could be rejected without
contradicting the nonaggression princi-
ple per se, but could not be rejected wi-
thout logically undermining the deeper
reasons that justify the nonaggression
principle.” Although you could consi-
stently accept libertarianism without
accepting these commitments or beliefs,
you could not do so reasonably: rejecting
the commitments means rejecting the
proper grounds for libertarianism. Con-
sider the conceptual reasons that liber-
tarians have to oppose authoritarianism,
not only as enforced by governments
but also as expressed in culture, busi-
ness, the family, and civil society. Social
systems of status and authority include

5 Larry Summers, former president of Har-
vard University, infamously lost that position of his
due to thinking out loud about this issue.

6 And of course men and children too

not only exercises of coercive power by
the government, but also a knot of ide-
as, practices, and institutions based on
deference to traditionally constituted au-
thority.”

There are several grave difficulties
here. People become libertarians for all
sorts of reasons, not just the ones offe-
red by thickists. Some are utilitarians.
Others favor natural rights. The objecti-
vists deduce this stance from pure logic,
starting with “A is A.” There are also the
Hoppeans (1993), who claim those who
deny libertarianism, or oppose it, com-
mit a performative contradiction. Then
there are religious people, who claim
that God mandates we all embrace the
freedom philosophy. Conservatives may
favor this philosophy since it is (almost)
congruent with the U.S. Constitution.
For the thickists, then, libertarianism
would be of many mansions: as many as
there are different reasons for taking it
up in the first place. No, no, no, proper
(thin) libertarianism is all of one piece:
support for the NAP. Period.

Further, just because someone be-
comes a libertarian for reason X, does
not mean we, or he, should conflate li-
bertarianism with X. They can still be,
and should be, distinct. Suppose that
people take up this philosophy on racist
grounds; either to promote hatred for mi-
nority groups, or to oppose it, it matters
not one whit.” Still, we can distinguish
racism, or anti-racism, from libertaria-
nism.

The view of the thickists — that the
motivation for becoming a libertarian
should inform what libertarianism is all
about — does indeed apply to politics.

7 Obviously, we are here implicitly defining
racism so as to be compatible with the NAP: the
racist may hate minority group members, but does
not engage in, or advocate, violating the NAP so as
to denigrate anyone’s rights.
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But, it is not relevant to libertarianism.
Rather, it holds true for the Democra-
tic and Republican parties; and also
to other political philosophies, such as
Communism and Nazism. To adopt thic-
kism would turn libertarianism into so-
mething all too much resembling these
other philosophies.

There is no greater “deference to tra-
ditionally constituted authority” than
what the orchestra conductor wields
over his musicians. If they do not play
exactly to his specifications, he stops
the entire rehearsal, and singles out the
player who has aroused his antagonism
for humiliation. He even demands of the
wind instrumentalists that they breathe
when he wishes, not to their own speci-
fications. You cannot be any more “au-
thoritarian” than to order people about
as to when they may and may not draw
breath. Is libertarianism, then, to oppose
orchestras? That would appear to be the
implication of thickism.

3. Strategic Thickness -The Causes of
Liberty

Continues our author (Johnson, 2008)
“there are preconditions for imple-
menting the nonaggression principle in
the real world. Although rejecting these
ideas, practices, or projects would be
logically compatible with libertarianism,
their success might be important or even
necessary for libertarianism to get much
purchase in an existing statist society...
To the extent that other ideas, practices,
or projects are preconditions for a flour-
ishing free society, libertarians have
strategic reasons to endorse them, even
if they are conceptually independent of
libertarian principles. Thus, for example,
left-libertarians such as Roderick Long
have argued that libertarians have genu-
ine reasons to be concerned about large

inequalities of wealth or large numbers
of people living in absolute poverty... Not
because free market principles somehow
logically mandate some particular socio-
economic outcome... Rather, the point is
that there may be a significant causal re-
lationship between economic outcomes
and the material prospects for sustain-
ing a free society.”

Let us posit that poverty and income
inequality will undermine the likelihood
of the free society® being implemented
and sustained.® Still, it does not follow,
logically, that libertarianism should be
defined as opposing these two condi-
tions. Rather, we should say that liber-
tarianism consists of the NAP!° and that
if we want to promote liberty, an entirely
separate matter, we should oppose pov-
erty and favor inequality as a means to-
ward that end.!!

8 As thinist libertarians see it

9 This is of course an empirical question. My
assessment is that poverty emanates from statism
(Murray, 1984), and that while income inequality
would of course exist under laissez faire, it is at
present exacerbated by crony capitalism. For, in
the former case the only way to become wealthy is
to enrich others, whereas in the latter case, under
exploitation entrepreneurs become rich by impov-
erishing their victims.

10 Plus homesteading and licit title transfer,
see footnote 3 supra.

11 Williams (2015) insightfully mentions that
the important element of inequality is not so much,
or, indeed, at all, its presence or absence. Rath-
er, the crucial point is how it is brought about. If
through the churnings of the free marketplace, well
and good, no matter how great it is. On the other
hand, if it is generated through illegitimate crony
capitalism, or socialism, then it is unjust no matter
how small. Suppose there is a bi modal distribution
of chess playing ability, or times in the marathon
race: great inequality, no “middle class.” If this
stems from violence, coercion, it is to be greatly re-
gretted, but not because of the inequality in these
measures; rather, due to the violence and coercion
that created it. On the other hand, if the inequality
in chess, running ability occurs “naturally,” with
no rights violations at its source, then it is a matter
of complete indifference for libertarianism, at least
for the thin version thereof.
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Suppose, work with me here, it were
discovered that the best way to bring
about the libertarian philosophy were to
do something entirely incompatible with
this viewpoint, say, murder all first-born
sons. Would we then define libertarian-
ism as inclusive of this sort of murder,
now for a “good” purpose? Of course not.
We would merely take note of this curi-
ous empirical causal relationship, and
as consistent libertarians, oppose this
means of attaining our goal.

Let us try again. Posit that the best
way to attain good health is to “eat your
vegetables” as our parents urged us to
do. Do we define good health in terms
of vegetable eating? Of course not. We
full well know that some people who
practically drown themselves in green
and leafy food are in poor health, while
others, thanks to a fortunate biological
inheritance, eschew these foodstuffs en-
tirely, and yet enjoy robust good health.
The point is even under this supposition
we can still distinguish between a vege-
table-based diet and good health, even
given that the former is causally related
to the latter. This is the mistake of lib-
ertarian thickism: it conflates cause and
effect.

The point is, it is an empirical issue
as to what is the best way to promote
libertarianism. Possibly, “thinking for
yourself” is a good means to this end,
and thus those who want to promote this
philosophy should try to convince people
not to accept the word of authorities.
On the other hand, it is the intellectu-
als who, presumably, are the most likely
to think for themselves and not accept
a viewpoint merely because an author-
ity figure espouses it. And, yet, they are
among the most bitter opponents of the
freedom philosophy. Perhaps, then, in
order to most efficiently promote liber-
tarianism we should brut about the ar-

gumentum ad verecundiam? This entire
discussion is beside the point. We must
sharply distinguish between discus-
sions about the best means of promoting
a philosophy, and the definition of the
philosophy itself, which is entirely apart
from the former. Let me try again. Posit
that the best way to promote liberty is to
tell jokes to people. That is it; humor is
the way to go. Does this mean that liber-
tarianism suddenly becomes the funny
philosophy? Hardly.

Moreover, it might be thought that
religious people do not “think for them-
selves.” Instead, their ideas emanate
from a “Higher Power.” Must we now
conflate libertarianism and atheism?
This seems to be the logical implication
of thickism, but it is highly problematic,
given the many and magnificent contri-
butions to the private property rights
perspective made by followers of religion.

4. Thickness from Consequences -
The Effects of Liberty

Johnson (2008) writes: “... there may be
social practices or outcomes that liber-
tarians should (in some sense) be com-
mitted to opposing, even though they are
not themselves coercive, because 1) go-
vernment coercion is a precondition for
them and 2) there are independent re-
asons for regarding them as social evils.”
So far, so good, although at this level of
abstraction it is difficult to know what
this author has in mind. But then the
rubber meets the road: “Thus, for exam-
ple, left-libertarians such as Kevin Car-
son'? and Matt MacKenzie have argued
forcefully for libertarian criticism of cer-
tain business practices—such as low-
-wage sweatshop labor—as exploitative.”

12 For critiques of Carson (2004) from a thin-
nest point of view, see Block, 2006;.
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The gist of this argument is that un-
der strict laissez faire, sweatshops wo-
uld not be exploitative; rather, justified.
However, in the real world “The state-
-socialist solution of expansive govern-
ment regulation of wages and conditions
... distort the market, violate the rights
of workers and bosses to freely negotia-
te the terms of labor, and harm the very
workers that the regulators professed
to help.” Thus, sweatshops are no lon-
ger justified, rather exploitative. How the
conclusion follows from these premises
is a bit difficult for a thin libertarian
such as myself to follow. One must be
a thickest, presumably, to see it. Yes, the
world, at present, does not conform to the
niceties of full free enterprise. Workers
are indeed made worse off by govern-
ment depredations. They see sweatshops
as the best opportunities open to them.
And therefore the thick libertarian would
preclude this option as a choice open to
them? This is highly problematic.

III. Conclusion

Thick libertarianism is an attempt to hi-
jack proper libertarianism. It is like a pa-
rasite,!® fastening itself onto the body of
plain old or thin libertarianism. If they
want to set up a new political economic
philosophy, two parts left progressivism
and one part libertarianism, bless them.
The world can always use a new perspec-
tive, particularly one that is not all bad.
But why call it “libertarian.” Here, in the
spirit of camaraderie are some sugge-
stions for our breakaway colleagues on
the left: Bleeding Heartists, Free Market
Socialists, Private Property Right Com-
munists, Communalist Capitalists.

13 The “Bleeding Heart” Libertarian blog
(http:/ /bleedingheartlibertarians.com/) is one of
their main means of communication with each
other.

References:

Albright, Logan. 2014. “What Libertari-
anism Is Not.” April 26; http://mises.
ca/posts/blog/what-libertarianism-is-
not/

Block, Walter. 1990. ,Earning Happiness
Through Homesteading Unowned Land:
a comment on Buying Misery with Fed-
eral Land‘ by Richard Stroup,“ Journal
of Social Political and Economic Studies,
Vol. 15, No. 2, Summer, pp. 237-253.

Block, Walter. 2002A. “Homesteading
City Streets; An Exercise in Managerial
Theory,” Planning and Markets, Vol. S,
No. 1, pp. 18-23; September, http://
www-pam.usc.edu/volume5/v5ila2s1.
html; http:/ /www-pam.usc.edu/

Block, Walter. 2002B. “On Reparations
to Blacks for Slavery,” Human Rights
Review, Vol. 3, No. 4, July—September,
pp- 53-73.

Block, Walter E. and Michael R. Edel-
stein. 2012. “Popsicle sticks and home-
steading land for nature preserves.” Ro-
manian Economic and Business Review.
Vol. 7, No. 1, Spring, pp. 7-13; http://
www.rebe.rau.ro/ REBE%207%201.pdf

Block, Walter v. Richard Epstein. 2005.
“Debate on Eminent Domain.” NYU
Journal of Law & Liberty, Vol. 1, No. 3,
pp- 1144-1169.

Block, Walter E. 2006. “Kevin Carson as
Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde: Book review of
Carson, Kevin A. 2004. Studies in Mutu-
alist Political Economy. Self-published:
Fayetteville, AR”; The Journal of Liber-
tarian Studies; Vol. 20, No.1l, Winter,
pp. 35-46; http://www.mises.org/jour-
nals/jls/20_1/20_1_4.pdf

Block, Walter E. 2014A. “Pure liber-
tarianism.” May 17; http://libertycri-
er.com/pure-libertarianism/?utm_



Dialogi Polityczne/Political Dislogues

source=The+Liberty+Crier&utm_
campaign=3efef33935-The_Liber-
ty_Crier_5_17_2014&utm_me-
dium=email&utm_term=0_600843dec4-
3efef33935-284768769; http://www.le-
wrockwell.com/2014/05/wal-
ter-e-block/pure-libertarianism/;
http://www.economicpolicyjournal.
com/2014/05/on-pure-libertarianism.
html?utm_source=feedburner&utm_
medium=email&utm_campaign=F
eed%3A+economicpolicyjournal%?2
FKpwH+%28EconomicPolicyJour-
nal.com%29;  http://libertycrier.com/
pure-libertarianism/?utm_
source=The+Liberty+Crier&utm_
campaign=8cd483dafc-The_Liber-
ty_Crier_5_19_2014&utm_me-
dium=email&utm_term=0_600843dec4-
8cd483dafc-284768769.

Block, Walter E. 2014B. “Was Murray
Rothbard a Thick Libertarian?” May 23;
http:/ /www.economicpolicyjournal.
com/2014/05/was-murray-rothbard-
-thick-libertarian.html?utm_source=fe-
edburner&utm_medium=email&utm_
campaign=Feed%3A+economicpolicyj
ournal%2FKpwH+%28EconomicPolicy-
Journal.com%29; http://lionsofliber-
ty.com/2014/05/26 /mondays-with-
-murray-walter-block-on-rothbards-
thick-libertarianism/; http://www.eco-
nomicpolicyjournal.com/2014/06/
walter-block-on-ayn-rand-murray.htm-
1?7utm_source=feedburner&utm_mediu-
m=email&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+ec
onomicpolicyjournal%2FKpwH+%28Ec
onomicPolicyJournal.com%29.

Block, Walter E. 2014C. “Was Murray
Rothbard a Thick Libertarian? Part I[I” May
23; http://www.economicpolicyjournal.
com/2014/05/was-murray-
rothbard-thick-libertarian_23.
html?utm_source=feedburner&utm_
medium=email&utm_ampaign=Feed %3
A+economicpolicyjournal%2FKpwH+%2
8EconomicPolicyJournal.com%29.

Block, Walter and Guillermo Yeatts.
1999-2000. “The Economics and Ethics
of Land Reform: A Critique of the Pontifi-
cal Council for Justice and Peace’s ‘To-
ward a Better Distribution of Land: The
Challenge of Agrarian Reform,” Journal
of Natural Resources and Environmental
Law, Vol. 15, No. 1, pp. 37-69.

Block, Walter and William Barnett II.
2008. “Continuums” Journal Etica e Po-
litica / Ethics & Politics, Vol. 1, pp. 151-
-166, June;  http://www2.units.it/
etica/;http:/ /www2.units.it/ ~etica/2008
_1/BLOCKBARNETT.pdf

Bylund, Per. 2012. “Man and matter:
how the former gains ownership of the
latter.” Libertarian Papers, Vol. 4, No. 1;
http://libertarianpapers.org/articles/
/2012 /1p-4-1-5.pdf

Cantwell, Christopher. 2014. “Jeffrey
Tucker Reduces Core Libertarian Ideals
To ‘Brutalism™. March 12; http://www.
christophercantwell.com /2014 /03/12/
jeffrey-tuckers-case-libertarianism

Carson, Kevin A. 2004. Studies in Mutu-
alist Political Economy. Self-published:
Fayetteville, AR.

Gillespie, Nick and Matt Welch. 2011.
The Declaration of Independents: How
Libertarian Politics Can Fix What’s Wrong
With America. Public Affairs.

Gordon, David. 2011. “What Is Libertari-
anism?” August 29;

http:/ /archive.lewrockwell.com/gor-
don/gordon90.1.html

Grotius, Hugo. 1625. Law of War and
Peace (De Jure Belli ac Pacis), 3 volumes;
translated by A.C. Campbell, London,
1814.

Hoppe, Hans-Hermann. 1988. From the
Economics of Laissez Faire to the Ethics

17



18

Dialogi Polityczne/Political Dislogues

of Libertarianism,” in: Walter E. Block &
Llewellyn H. Rockwell, eds., Man, Econo-
my, and Liberty: Essays in Honor of Murray
N. Rothbard Auburn, AL., Mises Institute.

Hoppe, Hans-Hermann. 1993. The Eco-
nomics and Ethics of Private Property.
Studies in Political Economy and Philoso-
phy, Boston: Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Hoppe, Hans-Hermann. 2011. “Of Pri-
vate, Common, and Public Property and
the Rationale for Total Privatization,” Lib-
ertarian Papers Vol. 3, No. 1, pp. 1-13.
http:/ /libertarianpapers.org/2011/1-
hoppe-private-common-and-public-
property/

Hornberger, Jacob. 2014. “The Virtues of
Libertarianism.” May 15; http://fff.org/
explore-freedom/article/the-virtues-of-
libertarianism/

Johnson, Charles. 2008. “Libertarian-
ism: Through Thick and Thin.” The
Freeman, Vol. 58, No. 6, July, http://
www.thefreemanonline.org/featured/
libertarianism-through-thick-and-thin/;
http:/ /radgeek.com/gt/2008/10/03/
libertarianism_through/

Kinsella, Stephan N. 2003. “A libertarian
theory of contract: title transfer, bind-
ing promises, and inalienability” Jour-
nal of Libertarian Studies, Vol. 17, No. 2,
Spring, pp. 11-37; http://www.mises.
org/journals/jls/17_2/17_2_2.pdf

Kinsella, Stephan N. 2006. “How we
come to own ourselves” September 7;
http:/ /www.mises.org/story/2291

Locke, John. 1948. An Essay Concerning
the True Origin, Extent and End of Civ-
il Government, in E. Barker, ed., Social
Contract, New York: Oxford University
Press, pp. 17-19.

Long, Roderick. 2007. “The Plot Thick-

»

ens.” November 3; http://aaeblog.
com/2007/11/03/the-plot-thickens/

Long, Roderick. 2008A. “Thickness
Unto Death.” July 10; http://aaeblog.
com/2008/07/10/thickness-unto-
death/

Long, Roderick. 2008B. “Monster Thick-
burger Libertarianism.” July 24; http://
aaeblog.com/2008/07 /24 /monster-
thickburger-libertarianism/

McCaskey, John P. 2014. “New Libertar-
ians: New Promoters of a Welfare State.”
April  14; http://www.johnmccaskey.
com/joomla/index.php/blog/71-new-
libertarians

Montgomery, Stephen and Walter E.
Block. Forthcoming. Review of Social
and Economic Issues (RSEI). “Animal tor-
ture and thick libertarianism.”

Mosquito, Bionic. 2014A. “Sheldon Rich-
man Takes Down Walter Block & Lew
Rockwell?” May 3; http://www.eco-
nomicpolicyjournal.com /2014 /05 /shel-
don-richman-takes-down-walter-block.
html?utm_source=feedburner&utm_
medium=email&utm_campaign=Feed%3
A+economicpolicyjournal%2FKpwH+%2
8EconomicPolicyJournal.com%29

Mosquito, Bionic. 2014B. “On Thick, BIG
Libertarians.” August 6; http://www.
economicpolicyjournal.com/2014/08/
on-thick-big-libertarians.
html?utm_source=feedburner&utm_
medium=email&utm_campaign=Feed%3
A+economicpolicyjournal%2FKpwH+%2
8EconomicPolicyJournal.com%29

Murray, Charles. 1984. Losing Ground:
American Social Policy from 1950 to 1980,
New York: Basic Books.

Nozick, Robert. 1974. Anarchy, State
and Utopia, New York: Basic Books.



Dialogi Polityczne/Political Dislogues

Paul, Ellen Frankel. 1987. Property
Rights and Eminent Domain. Livingston,
New Jersey: Transaction Publishers.

Pufendorf, Samuel. 1673. Natural
law and the law of nations (De officio
hominis et civis prout ipsi praescribuntur
lege naturali).

Richman, Sheldon. 2014. “TGIF: Liber-
tarianism Rightly Conceived.” May 2;
http:/ /fff.org/explore-freedom/article/
tgif-libertarianism-rightly-conceived /
Rockwell, Lew. 2014. “The Current
Libertarian Infighting and the Fu-
ture of Libertarianism.” May 1; htt-
ps://www.lewrockwell.com /2014 /05/
lew-rockwell/the-future-of-liber-
tarianism/; http:/ /www.econom-
icpolicyjournal.com /2014 /05 /the-
current-libertarian-infighting-and.
html?utm_source=feedburner&utm_
medium=email&utm_campaign=Feed %3
A+economicpolicyjournal%2FKpwH+%2
8EconomicPolicyJournal.com%29

Rothbard, Murray N. 1973. For a New Lib-
erty, Macmillan, New York; http:/ /mises.
org/rothbard /newlibertywhole.asp

Rozeff, Michael S. 2005. “Original Appro-
priation and Its Critics.” September 1.
http:/ /www.lewrockwell.com /rozeff/
rozeff18.html

Rothbard, Murray N. 1998 [1982]. The
Ethics of Liberty, New York: New York
University Press. http://www.mises.
org/rothbard/ethics/ethics.asp.

Sanchez, Dan. 2014. “Sophistry and
the State: The Perils of Fuzzy (Thick)
Thinking.” May 10; https://www.le-
wrockwell.com /2014 /05/dan-sanchez/
the-perils-of-thick-thinking/

Smith, J. Neil. 2014. “Thick as a brick.”
May 2; http:/ /beforeitsnews.com/
alternative /2014 /05/thick-as-a-
brick-2949630.html

Tucker, Jeffrey. 2014. “Against Liber-
tarian Brutalism: Will libertarianism be
brutalist or humanitarian? Everyone
needs to decide.” The Freeman. March
12;  http://www.fee.org/the_freeman/
detail /against-libertarian-brutalism
Vallier, Kevin. 2013. “Libertarian So-
cial Morality: Progressive, Conservative
or Liberal?” February 22; http://bleed-
ingheartlibertarians.com/2013/02/
libertarian-social-morality-progressive-
conservative-or-liberal/

Vallier, Kevin. 2014. “Political Libertari-
anism: Between Thick and Thin.” May 7;
http://bleedingheartlibertarians.
com/2014/05/political-libertarianism-
between-thick-and-thin/

Vance, Laurence M. 2014. “I Am a Lib-
ertarian.” May 6; https://www.le-
wrockwell.com/2014/05/laurence-m-
vance/i-am-a-libertarian/

Watner , Carl. 1982. “The Proprietary
Theory of Justice in the Libertarian Tra-
dition.” Journal of Libertarian Studies.
Vol. 6, No. 3-4, Summer/Fall, pp. 289-
-316; http://mises.org/journals/jls/6_
3/6_3_6.pdf

Wenzel, Robert. 2014A. “A Note on the
Difference Between Libertarians and
Libwaps.” May 1; http://www.eco-
nomicpolicyjournal.com/2014/05/a-
note-on-difference-bewteen.html?
utm_source=feedburner&utm_
medium=email&utm_campaign=Feed %3
A+economicpolicyjournal%2FKpwH+%2
8EconomicPolicyJournal.com%29.

Wenzel, Robert. 2014B. “It’s Here: Liber-
tarian-Socialism.” June 14; http:/ /www.
economicpolicyjournal.com/2014/06/
its-here-libertarian-socialism.
html?utm_source=feedburner&utm_
medium=email&utm_campaign=Feed %3
A+economicpolicyjournal%2FKpwH+%?2
8EconomicPolicyJournal.com%29.

19



Dialogi Polityczne/Political Dislogues
]

Williams, Walter E. 2015. “Fairness
and Justice.” February 10; http://
www.lewrockwell.com/2015/02/walter-
e-williams/the-truth-about-economic-
injustice/

Zwolinski, Matt. 2011. “Libertarian-
ism: Thick and Thin.” December 28;
http://bleedingheartlibertarians.
com/2011/12/libertarianism-thick-
and-thin/#more-1697.



