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Blogging at Libertarianism.Org, Part 3:
Quantlﬁﬂng Liberty
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My latest post at Libertarianism org & up, in which I continne my critiqus of “maxdimiring
Hherty.” In my last post, [ argoned that the goal of mandmiring freedom is am immaral one.
In this post, I argoe that is incoherent nsofar as there is no non~-arbitrary way of
mezmring Hberty 50 a5 ta Imow whether one society has “mare”™ or “less” freedom tham
amother n purely quantitative terms.

Suppaosing, for metames, that Londan has Jots of traffic Eghts that requoine peaple ta stap

an red, bot rabost protection far ohil and religious Hherties, whike AThamiz has Jots of Laes

that resirict ohil and religions Hberties, ot few traffic Bghts In which saciety o freedam
Erwatsl

How would such a quan !'E-: te udgrreent be made? Shoudd we count up the
indaadual, particular achon "-:l|||="l15 that are forldden i Alhamia and
corgrare them with the achion-tokens that are forbidden i London ? [f wne
discoverad that, over the course of a paar, red hghts produce 18 823545
mstances gf people being prevented from acting in the way they desire to ac
wheraas demial gf the mght to vote produces only 42858 quch mstances,
woukd that be aufficient fo dereoncrate that the red-Aghts are mare frasdam-
regTictmng than the denbial of palineal Bhery? Or should we be cmimting nat
mAnadual achon-rakens it meare general achon-fypes, 12 the right fo vate™
uersus “the right fo driue through ntersections g one wiches™? And whether
e choose fypes ar fokens, fust Aowr are we suppased fo mdnaduate achans m
arder taadd theme up? fothe right o marry the persm gf pour choics ane
acton? Or a shorthand way of descriting an enormously large number of
discrathe actioms?

Along the way, I make the point that some freedoms confhict with others. I do thiswith a
deliberately, and probabh distractingly, provocative example: the abalition of slavery. To
be sore, I cleim, abalition neresssd the Hberty of shves. Bot I we understand

Hoerty sorp by as the ahsenes of mterferencs vy others with ane’s actions, then we must
recagnize that abalition decreased the Hberty of shve-ovmers. Priar ta abalitian, they
waere fres to do contral thedr slaves” kabar, beat them, contral thedr movemsnt, and o on.
After abalition, they were nat.

Talking about the freedom of save-owners, understandatly, makes peaple bristle. But
the pamt I'm making i 2 purely conceptual ane, not @ narmeative one. Marmathvely, of
coursz [ think it i o wonderful thing that the freedom of slave-meners was resmicted n



