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How we come to own ourselves

Abstract

 It is a puzzle as to how we can own ourselves, given that we consist of nothing 
but the property of others (our parents for their genetic contribution to us, and our guard-
ians for other necessities of life). Given the people should own the products of their own 
property, should not our parents own us, to do with us whatever pleased them? The present 
paper is an attempt to wrestle with this conundrum.
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Introduction

 There are many theories as to how human beings come to own land and other 
natural resources1. There are even claims to the effect that human beings may properly own 
others of our species2. But there are only two attempts, to the best of my knowledge, which 
even attempt to explain how we can come to own ourselves (Kinsella, 2006; Steiner, 1994, 
pp. 242-248)3. The present paper is an endeavor to add to this very paltry list.

In section II we offer our solution to this conundrum. We conclude in section III.

1  For the libertarian, this is based on homesteading, or, “mixing your land with your labor.” See on this Block, 
1990, 2002A, 2002B; Block and Edelstein, 2012; Block and Nelson, 2015; Block and Yeatts, 1999-2000; Block vs 
Epstein, 2005; Bylund, 2005, 2012; Grotius, 1625; Hoppe, 1993, 2011; Kinsella, 2003, 2006, 2009A, 2009B, 2009C; 
Locke, 1948; Paul, 1987; Pufendorf, 1673; Rothbard, 1973, 32; Rozeff, 2005; Watner, 1982
2  For the case in favor of voluntary slavery see Andersson, 2007;  Block, 1969, 1979, 1988, 1999, 2001, 2002C, 
2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007A, 2007B, 2009A, 2009B; Boldrin and Levine, 2008; Frederick, 2014; Kershnar, 2003; 
Lester, 2000; Mosquito, 2014;  Nozick, 1974, pp. 58, 283, 331; Steiner, 1994, pp. 232; Thomson, 1990, pp. 283-84.  
In the view of Boldrin and Levine, 2008, p. 254: „Take the case of slavery. Why should people not be allowed to sign 
private contracts binding them to slavery? In fact economists have consistently argued against slavery – during 
the 19th century David Ricardo and John Stuart Mill engaged in a heated public debate with literary luminaries 
such as Charles Dickens, with the economists opposing slavery, and the literary giants arguing in favor.” 
3  I owe this latter cite, and much else, to Lukasz Dominiak.
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The analysis
 How do we come to own ourselves, given that we are created from, consist of 
nothing but, property owned by our parents?4 To wit, this includes their sperm and egg, 
respectively, plus all of the food and other life’s necessities that they also owned, and freely 
gave to us. Of course, the problem could be put back to a preceding generation, and, all the 
way back to the beginning of, if not time, then of the appearance of the first human beings. 
Every generation, in effect, is in the “same boat” with regard to these considerations.
 It is all too easy to say that each generation makes a free gift of their children’s 
bodies to them. That is that parents give ownership of themselves to their children. Each 
parent says in effect to each child, Even though every bit of you, each and every particle of 
you, was owned by us, we freely give to you all this material. Hence, you are now the owner 
of yourselves. The only problem with this answer is that yes, it applies to, probably, 99.99 
percent of all parents, who want nothing more than for their children to be independent of 
them, able to stand on their own feet, and, certainly, not to be slaves of their parents. But, 
what of the other .01 percent of them, totalitarian dictators, who would like nothing more 
than to deny this “gift” to their progeny. Our theory must take them, too, into account, lest 
it be seriously deficient.
 The answer, it seems to me is that human beings are unique creatures. We are the 
only ones, so far known to anyone, who can petition for our rights not to be invaded, and, 
also, respect these self-same rights of other people. That is, we, and only we, can purpose-
4  Filmer (1949, p. 57, footnotes omitted) posed this challenge:

“I come now to examine that argument which is used by Bellarmine, and is the one and only argument 
I can find produced by any author for the proof of the natural liberty of the people. It is thus framed: That God 
hath given or ordained power, is evident by Scripture; but God hath given it to no particular man, because by 
nature all men are equal; therefore he hath given power to the people or multitude.

To answer this reason, drawn from the equality of mankind by nature, I will first use the help of 
Bellarmine himself, whose words are these: ‘If many men had been created out of the earth, all they ought to have 
been Princes over their posterity.’  In these words we have an evident confession, that creation made man Prince 
of his posterity.  And indeed not only Adam, but the succeeding Patriarchs had, by right of fatherhood, royal 
authority over their children. Nor dares Bellarmine deny this also. ‘That the patriarchs’ (saith he) ‘were endowed 
with Kingly power, their deeds do testify.’ For as Adam was lord of his children, so his children under him had 
a command over their own children, but still with subordination to the first parent, who is lord paramount over 
his children’s children to all generations, as being the grandfather of his-people.

I see not then how the children of Adam, or of any man else, can be free from subjection to their 
parents. And this subordination of children is the fountain of all regal authority, by the ordination of God himself. 
From whence it follows, that civil power, not only in general is by Divine institution, but even the assigning of 
it specifically to the eldest parent. Which quite takes away that new and common distinction which refers only 
power universal or absolute to God, but power respective in regard of the special form of government to the 
choice of the people. Nor leaves it any place for such imaginary pactions between Kings and their people as many 
dream of.”
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fully accept and live by, the non-aggression principle (NAP) of libertarianism, eschewing 
such behavior as murder, rape, theft, kidnapping, etc.5 Therefore, it would be improper for 
our parents6 to claim that they own us, since we, ourselves are rights-bearing creatures, 
capable of embracing the NAP.
 Posit the following. I create a boy out of sticks and stones, and “snips and snails, 
and puppy dogs tails,” or a girl out of “cabbages and kings” and “sugar and spice and every-
thing nice.” These are just robots. They can walk and talk, but have no souls. They are no 
more human than is a computer. I own them, lock, stock and barrel. If I kill them, it is no 
more murder than if I trash my television set. But, then, one day, these two “wake up” like 
Geppetto ’s little boy Pinocchio.  They start initiating actions, not waiting for me to order 
them about. And, mirable ducto, they petition for their rights. Am I still their owner? What 
is the case in favor of still considering them my property, to do with exactly as I please? 
It is that I created them out of physical matter, and “fed” them what they needed to peram-
bulate (oil, electricity, etc), all of which I had clear property rights in. I owned these inputs 
lock, stock and barrel, and, therefore, I owned them. What is the case against my continued 
ownership? It is that they are now “human” and our fellow creatures cannot be, may not 
be, owned7.
 In the view of Rothbard (1998), “What of the “Martian” problem? If we should 
ever discover and make contact with beings from other planets, could they be said to have 
the rights of human beings? It would depend on their nature. If our hypothetical “Mar-
tians” were like human beings — conscious, rational, able to communicate with us and 
participate in the division of labor — then presumably they too would possess the rights 
now confined to “earthbound” humans.”
 This “boy” and “girl” that I just created and who just “woke up” are in the same 
position as Rothbard’s “Martians.” If they can pass the tests mentioned by that author, they 
are rights-bearing human beings, if not, then not.
 But if this applies to “people” created in this artificial manner, my “boy” and my 
“girl,” then, a forteriori, does this apply to all of us? After all, we are “human” human be-
ings, not artificially concocted ones, as in my examples. So, if the latter can attain self-

5  Of course, there are some criminals amongst us who do not live up to these standards. But, most of us do. This 
is in sharp contradistinction to our colleagues of field and stream who are not capable of living up to any such 
standards. None of them.
6  or their parents to them.
7  Unless, as adults, they sell themselves to others. See fn 2, supra. 
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ownership, then, even more so, may we all. And this is despite the fact that we all consist of 
nothing but the property initially owned by others, e.g., our parents.
 But there is one relevant difference. Suppose a “regular” human child is born and 
grows up so mentally handicapped that he can neither petition for, nor respect the rights 
of others. May he be owned by his parents? Of course not. He sneaks in as a rights bearing 
person based on his membership in our species. Suppose now, that the “boy” I created is 
the robot equivalent of such a handicapped person, but the “girls” functions normally. That 
is, as a normal human being, albeit artificially constructed. Then she, but not he, has the 
protection of the NAP.
 However, it cannot be denied, there is still at least a bit of tension not to say down-
right logical contradiction, between the private property rights of parents in their children 
(since the latter consist of nothing but material “given” to them by the former) on the one 
hand, and on the other, the fact that all human beings are by their very nature free, and 
self owners. When push comes to shove, if push comes to shove (I am not sure the two 
principles are contrary to each other), I opt for the latter.  That is, human freedom comes 
before “mere” private property rights. Ordinarily, the two do not contradict one another at 
all. That is, human rights are property rights; we each have property rights in ourselves. It 
is only in the case of unique challenges of this sort that the two, possibly, unravel from one 
another. My claim is the freedom is the ”dog” and property rights are only the “tail”. The 
former wags the latter, not the other way around. I am comforted by the fact that the entire 
point of property rights is to uphold human beings, not the reverse.

Conclusion
 I conclude that we all own ourselves based on the consideration that it is illegiti-
mate to withhold such status from any human being. Therefore, we do not own ourselves 
because our parents gave freedom to us as a gift. Freedom is, rather, a natural right, one that 
cannot be given to us by our parents or anyone else. As for those .01 percent of parents who 
wish it were otherwise, well, “if wishes here horses, then beggars would ride.”
 Have I nailed this issue? Possibly, not; no, probably, not. Why then, publish? Is it 
not premature to do so when even an author thinks his contribution may well be incom-
plete? No. Publishing an article in a refereed journal does not mean it is that last word on 
any given topic. That is nice, but cannot always be attained. Another goal is to make a con-
tribution; any contribution. To move the ball forward, as they say in many sports. Hope-
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fully, this effort of mine will help in the process of explaining, definitively, why we own 
ourselves even though we consist, solely, of material initially owned by others. All scholars 
have to help each other in endeavors of this sort, and this is my attempt to get us one more 
millionth of an inch closer to the Truth, with a capital T.

References
Andersson, Anna-Karin. 2007. “An alleged contradiction in Nozick’s entitlement theory.” Journal of 

Libertarian Studies, Vol. 21, No. 3, Fall: 43–63; http://mises.org/journals/jls/21_3/21_3_3.pdf

Block, Walter. 1969. “Voluntary Slavery.” The Libertarian Connection, Vol. I, No. 3, April 13, pp. 9-11.

Block, Walter E. 1979. Book review of Nancy C. Baker, Baby Selling: the Scandal of Black Market 

Adoptions, New York: The Vanguard Press, 1978; in Libertarian Review, January, Vol. 7, No. 12, 

pp. 44-45.

Block, Walter E. 1988. “Rent-a-womb market,” Thunder Bay Ontario Daily; June 26.

Block, Walter. 1990. “Earning Happiness Through Homesteading Unowned Land: a comment on 

‘Buying Misery with Federal Land’ by Richard Stroup,” Journal of Social Political and Economic 

Studies, Vol. 15, No. 2, Summer, pp. 237-253.

Block, Walter E. 1999. “Market Inalienability Once Again: Reply to Radin,” Thomas Jefferson Law 

Journal, Vol. 22, No. 1, Fall, pp. 37-88; http://www.walterblock.com/publications/market_inalien-

ability.pdf

Block, Walter E. 2001. “Alienability, Inalienability, Paternalism and the Law: Reply to Kronman,” 

American Journal of Criminal Law, Vol. 28, No. 3, Summer, pp. 351-371; http://www.walterblock.

com/publications/reply_to_kronman.pdf

Block, Walter. 2002A. “Homesteading City Streets; An Exercise in Managerial Theory,” Planning and 

Markets, Vol. 5, No. 1, pp. 18-23; September, http://www-pam.usc.edu/volume5/v5i1a2s1.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. 2002C.  “A Libertarian Theory of Secession and Slavery,” June 10; http://www.

lewrockwell.com/block/block15.html; http://libertariantruth.wordpress.com/2006/12/08/a-liber-

tarian-theory-of-secession-and-slavery/

Block, Walter E. 2003. “Toward a Libertarian Theory of Inalienability: A Critique of Rothbard, Bar-

nett, Gordon, Smith, Kinsella and Epstein,” Journal of Libertarian Studies, Vol.17, No. 2, Spring, pp. 

39-85; http://www.mises.org/journals/jls/17_2/17_2_3.pdf



12

S O C I E T A S  E T  I U S

5 / 2 0 1 6

Block, Walter E. 2004. “Are Alienability and the Apriori of Argument Logically Incompatible?” Dia-

logue, Vol. 1, No. 1. http://www.uni-svishtov.bg/dialog/2004/256gord6.pdf

Block, Walter E. 2005. “Ayn Rand and Austrian Economics: Two Peas in a Pod.” The Journal of Ayn 

Rand Studies. Vol. 6, No. 2, Spring, pp. 259-269

Block, Walter E. 2006. “Epstein on alienation: a rejoinder” International Journal of Social Economics; 

Vol. 33, Nos. 3-4, pp. 241-260

Block, Walter E. 2007A. “Secession,” Dialogue. No. 4; pp. 1-14;  http://www.uni-svishtov.bg/dia-

log/2007/4.07.WB.pdf

Block, Walter E. 2007B. “Alienability: Reply to Kuflik.” Humanomics Vol. 23, No. 3, pp. 117-136; 

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/Insight/viewContentItem.do;jsessionid=0685BBB744173274A5

E7CE3803132413?contentType=Article&contentId=1626605

Block, Walter E. 2009A. “Yes, Sell Rivers! And Make Legal Some Slave Contracts” The Tyee. July 25; 

http://thetyee.ca/Opinion/2009/07/24/SellRivers/

Block, Walter E. 2009B. “Privatizing Rivers and Voluntary Slave  Contracts” July 27; http://www.

lewrockwell.com/block/block134.html

Block, Walter E. and Michael R. Edelstein. 2012. “Popsicle sticks and homesteading land for nature 

preserves.” Romanian 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. and Peter Lothian Nelson. 2015. Water Capitalism: The Case for Privatizing Oceans, 

Rivers, Lakes, and Aquifers. New York City, N.Y.: Lexington Books; Rowman and Littlefield; https://

rowman.com/ISBN/9781498518802/Water-Capitalism-The-Case-for-Privatizing-Oceans-Rivers-

Lakes-and-Aquifers.

Block, Walter and Guillermo Yeatts. 1999-2000. “The Economics and Ethics of Land Reform: A Cri-

tique of the Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace’s ‘Toward a Better Distribution of Land: The 

Challenge of Agrarian Reform,’” Journal of Natural Resources and Environmental Law, Vol. 15, No. 

1, pp. 37-69

Boldrin, Michele and David K. Levine. 2008. Against Intellectual Monopoly. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press; http://www.dklevine.com/general/intellectual/against.htm

Bylund, Per. 2005. “Man and Matter: A Philosophical Inquiry into the Justification of Owner-

ship in Land from the Basis of Self-Ownership.” Master thesis, Lund University, spring se-

mester (June); http://www.uppsatser.se/uppsats/a7eb17de8f/; http://perbylund.com/academ-



13

A R T Y K U Ł Y

ics_polsci_msc.pdf; http://www.essays.se/essay/a7eb17de8f/; http://www.lunduniversity.

lu.se/o.o.i.s?id=24965&postid=1330482

Bylund, Per. 2012. “Man and matter: how the former gains ownership of the latter.” Libertarian Pa-

pers, Vol. 4, No. 1; http://libertarianpapers.org/articles/2012/lp-4-1-5.pdf

Filmer, Robert. 1949. Patriarcha and other political works of Sir Robert Filmer. Peter Laslett, ed. Ox-

ford University Press, Basil Blackwell.

Frederick, Danny. 2014. “Voluntary Slavery,” Las Torres de Lucca 4: 115-37, http://www. 

lastorresdelucca.org/index.php?option=com_k2&view=item&id=145:laesclavitud-

voluntaria&Itemid=24&lang=en

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. 1993. The Economics and Ethics of Private Property: Studies in Political Econ-

omy and Philosophy, Boston: Kluwer

Hoppe, Hans-Hermann. 2011. “Of Private, Common, and Public Property and the Rationale for 

Total Privatization,” Libertarian Papers Vol. 3, No. 1, pp. 1-13. http://libertarianpapers.org/2011/1-

hoppe-private-common-and-public-property/

Kershnar, Stephen. 2003. “A Liberal Argument for Slavery,” Journal of Social Philosophy, 34 (4): 510-

36

Kinsella, Stephan N. 2003. “A libertarian theory of contract: title transfer, binding promises, and 

inalienability” Journal 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

Kinsella, Stephan N. 2009A.  “What Libertarianism Is.” August 21; https://mises.org/library/what-

libertarianism

Kinsella, Stephan N. 2009B. “What Libertarianism Is,” in Jörg Guido Hülsmann & Stephan Kinsella, 

eds., Property, Freedom, and Society: Essays in Honor of Hans-Hermann Hoppe (Auburn AL: Mises 

Institute)

Kinsella, Stephan N. 2009C. “Homesteading, Abandonment, and Unowned Land in the Civil Law.” 

May 22; http://blog.mises.org/10004/homesteading-abandonment-and-unowned-land-in-the-

civil-law/ 

Lester, Jan Clifford. 2000. Escape from Leviathan. St. Martin’s Press. http://www.amazon.com/exec/

obidos/ASIN/0312234163/qid%3D989845939/107-8070279-6411737



14

S O C I E T A S  E T  I U S

5 / 2 0 1 6

Locke, John. 1948. An Essay Concerning the True Origin, Extent and End of Civil Government, in 

E. Barker, ed., Social Contract, New York: Oxford University Press, pp. 17-19. 

Mosquito, Bionic. 2014. “The Sanctity of Contract.” April 19; http://bionicmosquito.blogspot.

com/2014/04/the-sanctity-of-contract.html

Nozick, Robert. 1974. Anarchy, State and Utopia, New York: Basic Books, http://www.amazon.com/

Anarchy-State-Utopia-Robert-Nozick/dp/0465097200

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)

Rothbard, Murray N. 1973. For a New Liberty, Macmillan, New York; http://mises.org/rothbard/

newlibertywhole.asp

Rothbard, Murray N. 1998 [1982]. The Ethics of Liberty, New York: New York University Press. http://

www.mises.org/rothbard/ethics/ethics.asp

Rozeff, Michael S. 2005. “Original Appropriation and Its Critics.” September 1. http://www.lewrock-

well.com/rozeff/rozeff18.html

Steiner, Hillel. 1994. An Essay on Rights. Oxford: Blackwell; https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B2mi4-

xFgT7NNWhEQWNhbXB6enc/view

Thomson, Judith Jarvis. 1990. The Realm of Rights, Cambridge, MA, Harvard University Press

Watner, Carl. 1982. “The Proprietary Theory of Justice in the Libertarian Tradition.”  Journal of Liber-

tarian Studies. Vol. 6, No. 3-4, Summer/Fall, pp.  289-316; http://mises.org/journals/jls/6_3/6_3_6.

pdf


