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Writers	tend	to	exude	political	views	and	ideas	in	their	works.	Robert	A.	Heinlein	and	his	works	have	

been	 interpreted	 from	 multiple	 political	 standpoints,	 yet	 almost	 no	 such	 interpretation	 has	 been	

applied	 to	his	 later	works.	 In	 this	paper	 Lazarus	 Long,	 the	protagonist	 in	Heinlein’s	Time	Enough	 for	

Love,	 is	 interpreted	 through	 a	 libertarian	 looking	 glass,	 focusing	 on	 the	 novel’s	 societal	 critique	 and	

ideas	 regarding	 liberty,	 power,	 government	 and	 economy.	 This	 paper	 is	 written	 with	 the	 goal	 of	

showing	that	the	protagonist	in	Time	Enough	for	Love	can	be	said	to	be	libertarian	in	perspective	and	

attitude.	This	is	done	by	using	libertarian	concepts	divided	into	five	categories,	these	categories	being	

interpreted	 from	 David	 Boaz´s	 primer	 on	 libertarianism:	 societal	 criticism,	 governmental	 criticism,	

economic	 criticism,	 flourishing	 and	 observations.	 Conclusively	 this	 paper	 states	 that	 Robert	 A.	

Heinlein’s	protagonist	in	the	novel	Time	Enough	for	Love	seems	to	have	many	influences	by	libertarian	

ideals	and	can	be	said	to	be	libertarian	in	perspective	and	attitude.	
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For	 those	 who	 have	 read	 the	 works	 of	 Robert	 A.	 Heinlein	 a	 certain	 distinctive	 set	 of	 ideas	 quickly	

becomes	 apparent,	 heavily	 focused	 around	 the	 freedom,	 choice	 and	 responsibility	 of	 the	 individual.	

Heinlein	himself	has	had	a	big	influence	on	the	sci-fi	genre,	with	32	novels	and	59	short	stories	during	

his	career.	Heinlein	was	a	very	controversial	author	during	his	 time	and	his	 sociopolitical	views	have	

been	interpreted	among	other	things	to	be	socialist,	anarchist,	hippie,	militarist	and	libertarian	(Gioia	

1).	His	protagonists	are	often	involved	in	fighting	authoritarian	systems	and	teach	freedom,	free	love	

and	 self-governance,	 and	 Heinlein’s	 27th	 novel	 Time	 Enough	 for	 Love	 (1974)	 is	 no	 exception.	 Time	

Enough	 for	 Love	 is	 centered	 around	 the	 main	 protagonist,	 Lazarus	 Long,	 the	 oldest	 living	 man	 in	

existence.	 Lazarus	 is	 around	 2000+	 years	 old	 and	 the	 story	 is	 mainly	 a	 fragmented	 telling	 of	 his	

memoires	 during	 a	 rejuvenation	 session.	 According	 to	 Leonard	 Stover,	 the	 novel’s	 four	 separate	

storylines,	 developed	 and	 interwoven	 over	 39	 chapters,	 make	 up	 the	 lengthiest	 and	most	 complex	

work	Heinlein	ever	produced;	the	novel	has	been	interpreted	to	be	in	the	medieval	romance	genre,	an	

epic	 and	 even	 “a	 loose	 and	 rambling	 narrative	 with	 no	 real	 structure”	 (73).	 The	 novel	 is	 rife	 with	

rhetoric	 and	 exploration	 of	 varied	 subjects	 such	 as	 banking,	 time	 travel,	 genetics,	 slavery,	 human	

nature	and	war,	making	it	very	complex.		

In	 this	paper	 I	will	 argue	 that	 Lazarus	 Long,	 the	main	protagonist	 in	Heinlein’s	27th	novel	Time	

Enough	for	Love,	is	a	libertarian	in	perspective	and	attitude.	In	this	argument	I	will	mainly	use	central	

concepts	of	libertarianism	from	David	Boaz,	with	some	additions	of	concepts	by	Robert	Nozick	and	Jan	

Narveson.	Boaz’s	book	is	fitting	as	a	central	view	for	this	work	since	 it	 is	 less	philosophical	 in	nature,	

connecting	more	 firmly	 to	practical	 analysis	of	 libertarianism	as	opposed	 to	Nozick’s	and	Narveson’s	

books.	 For	 the	 purposes	 of	 this	 text	 it	 is	 firstly	 important	 to	 separate	 the	 narrator’s	 voice	 from	

Heinlein’s	political	views.	From	reading	background	on	Heinlein,	Lazarus	seems	to	me	to	be	a	character	

Heinlein	identified	strongly	with	when	he	wrote	the	novel.	Nonetheless	drawing	conclusions	about	an	

author’s	views	from	his	construction	of	the	text	is	tenuous	at	best.	This	paper	will	therefore	only	take	

Lazarus	 as	 a	 separate	 entity	 into	 account.	 Secondly	 it	 is	 also	 important	 to	 understand	 what	
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libertarianism	generally	is	in	Boaz’s	perspective	and	I	will	therefore	begin	by	explaining	some	key	parts	

of	 the	perspective	and	how	 it	 stands	out	 from	other	prominent	 ideologies.	Heinlein’s	25th	novel	The	

Moon	Is	a	Harsh	Mistress	(1966)	was	published	in	the	midst	of	the	race	for	the	moon.	The	novel	was	

according	 to	 Patterson	 a	 galvanizing	 factor	 for	 a	 young	 libertarian	 movement	 and	 many	 sought	

Heinlein	as	a	guru	for	his	hard	questions	(14).	The	novel,	although	some	characters	within	it	speak	of	

“rational	anarchy”	(Heinlein	"mistress"	51),	was	judged	to	be	a	libertarian	work	(Patterson	14,	Gioia	1)	

giving	the	baseline	for	Time	Enough	for	Love’s	connection	to	the	view.	

Libertarianism	 is	 a	 non-authoritarian	 perspective	 where	 the	 focus	 and	 power	 lie	 with	 the	

individual.	 States,	 law	 and	 governments	 should,	 according	 to	 libertarians,	 only	 exist	 as	 a	 benefit	 to	

individuals	 in	 their	 basic	 human	 rights	 or	 in	 other	 words	 the	 protection	 from	 force	 from	 other	

individuals.	 This	beneficial	 relationship	 is	 called	positive	 liberty	and	 is	 very	 limited,	 restricted	 to	only	

protecting	 individual	 liberty.	 In	 fact,	 the	 philosophy	 of	 self-governing	 goes	 deep	with	 only	 voluntary	

relationships	 being	 accepted:	 “all	 human	 relationships	 should	 be	 voluntary;	 the	 only	 actions	 that	

should	be	forbidden	by	 law	are	those	that	 involve	the	 initiation	of	 force	against	 those	who	have	not	

themselves	 used	 force—actions	 like	 murder,	 rape,	 robbery,	 kidnapping,	 and	 fraud”	 (Boaz	 10).	

Libertarians	 generally	 distrust	 the	 ability	 of	 a	 government	 or	 any	 group	 of	 people	 to	make	 society,	

economy	or	people	better	by	 introducing	 laws	or	customs	that	 in	some	sense	coerce	 individuals	 into	

doing	 things	 they	 do	 not	want	 to	 do	 ("What	 Is	 Libertarian?").	 The	 basic	 idea	 that	 the	 needs	 of	 one	

individual	imposes	a	moral	duty	upon	other	individuals	is	rejected	by	libertarians.	Individuals	can	help	

other	individuals	but	have	no	duty	to	limit	their	freedom	by	doing	so.	Isaiah	Berlin	defines	this	absence	

as	negative	liberty,	the	duty	not	to	force	other	people,	or	more	specifically	the	freedom	of	interference	

from	 other	 individuals	 or	 organizations	 as	 long	 as	 one	 does	 not	 breach	 the	 basic	 liberty	 of	 other	

individuals	 (1).	 Individuals	 with	 a	 rational	 will	 can	 be	 defined	 as	 agents	 (Narveson	 15).	 Agents	 own	

themselves	and	can	through	their	capacities	or	trade	become	owners	of	material	resources,	“owning”	

being	 defined	 as	 exclusive	 disposal	 of	 an	 object.	 This	 exclusive	 disposal	 paves	 the	way	 for	 negative	
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rights	to	non-interference	from	other	agents	and	organizations	when	it	comes	to	both	resources	and	

the	right	to	act	in	the	way	one	chooses	(Narveson	41–60).	Connected	to	the	freedom	to	act	is	freedom	

of	 thought,	 from	exclusive	ownership	of	oneself	 comes	exclusive	 rights	 to	one’s	mind	and	 therefore	

also	 freedom	of	 thought,	and	consequently	 religion	and	social	 rules.	With	a	mass	of	 individuals	with	

very	few	limits	on	what	to	think	or	do	follows	the	libertarian	concept	of	flourishing.	Flourishing	comes	

naturally	 from	having	an	abundance	 in	different	 lifestyles	and	mindsets,	the	 idea	being	that	diversity	

will	 help	 grow	 and	 flourish	 anything	 from	 humanity	 to	 economy,	 diversity	 is	 therefore	 deeply	

connected	to	libertarian	thought	(Boaz	17,	73).		

Responsibility	 also	 follows	 ownership.	 Only	 individuals	 can	 make	 choices	 and	 therefore	 only	

individuals	can	 take	responsibility	 for	 those	choices	 (Boaz	16),	making	 responsibility	of	companies	or	

organizations	problematic.	This	also	lays	the	groundwork	for	organizational	and	governmental	criticism	

since	if	decision-makers	do	not	take	individual	responsibility	for	their	choices,	as	they	have	a	tendency	

to	let	an	organization	take	the	blame.	A	high	regard	is	held	for	the	choice	of	others,	and	their	ability	to	

decide	what	is	in	their	own	interests	as	long	as	they	respect	the	equal	rights	of	other	individuals.	This	

suggests	another	seminal	concept,	rightful	liberty,	which	entails	that	doing	or	refraining	from	doing	an	

action	is	only	a	bad	thing	if	you,	by	that	action,	infringe	on	another	person	or	group’s	liberty	(Narveson	

13).	Robert	Nozick	argues	that	negative	liberty	ties	into	government,	since	in	promoting	positive	liberty	

for	some	individuals,	governments	often	violate	the	negative	liberty	of	others:	“a	minimal	state,	limited	

to	the	narrow	functions	of	protection	against	force,	theft,	fraud,	enforcement	of	contracts,	and	so	on,	

is	 justified;	 that	 any	more	 extensive	 state	will	 violate	 persons’	 rights	 not	 to	 be	 forced	 to	 do	 certain	

things,	and	is	unjustified”	(7).	Nozick	discusses	how	the	individual	rights	in	libertarianism	are	so	strong	

and	 far-reaching	 that	he	questions	what,	 if	anything,	 the	state	and	 its	officials	may	do	at	all	without	

violating	those	rights	to	some	degree	(7).	Governments	often	become	bloated	as	organizations	in	their	

work	to	provide	positive	liberty,	and	libertarians	often	hold	governments	to	be	wasteful	of	resources	

since	 they	 lack	 the	 need	 for	 efficiency	 generated	 in	 a	 competitive	 private	market	 (Iyer	 et	 al.	 2).	 As	
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compared	to	liberals	and	conservatives,	libertarians	claim	to	have	a	stronger	connection	to	liberty	as	a	

prime	guiding	principle	to	the	point	of	endorsing	 liberty	as	an	end	in	 itself	(Iyer	et	al.	1).	Libertarians	

generally	 devalue	most	 other	moral	 principles	 than	 just	 liberty,	making	 them	 stand	 out	 since	 other	

political	 groups	 often	 focus	 on	 and	 discuss	 moral	 issues.	 Some	 studies	 show	 libertarians	 as	 having	

lower	 comparative	 interdependence	 and	 a	 preference	 for	 weaker	 social	 relationships	 and	 less	

identification	with	the	social	group	(Iyer	et	al.	21).	

To	 show	 that	 the	 protagonist	 in	 Heinlein’s	 Time	 Enough	 for	 Love	 lends	 himself	 to	 a	 libertarian	

reading,	 the	material	 will	 be	 arranged	 into	 four	 categories	 based	 on	 key	 concepts	 of	 libertarianism	

taken	 from	 Boaz:	 societal	 criticism,	 governmental	 criticism,	 economic	 criticism,	 and	 human	 diversity	

and	flourishing.	Societal	criticism	focuses	on	law,	legislation,	religion	and	social	custom	used	for	social	

control.	Governmental	criticism	 focuses	on	spending	and	collection	of	funds,	the	division	of	authority	

and	 responsibility,	 and	 information	 distribution.	 Economic	 criticism	 focuses	 on	market	 observations	

and	economic	depression.	Human	diversity	and	 flourishing	 relates	 to	creating	discourse	and	a	better	

society.	 These	 four	 categories	were	 chosen	 since	 they	 described	 central	 aspects	 of	 the	 ideas	 in	 the	

novel.	One	fifth	overarching	category,	observation,	was	added	to	collect	material	that	does	not	directly	

fall	 into	any	of	 the	aforementioned	four	categories	but	still	 contains	 important	 libertarian	 ideas.	The	

chapters	 central	 for	 my	 analysis	 are:	 Prelude-I,	 Variations	 on	 a	 theme-I,	 Variations	 on	 a	 theme-III,	

Variations	 on	 a	 theme-VI,	 Intermission,	 and	 Second	 Intermission,	 with	 special	 attention	 to	 the	

aphorisms	in	Intermission	I-II.	

Lazarus	 comments	 on	 society	 in	 many	 ways	 in	 the	 novel.	 Often	 critiquing	 social	 structure	 and	

behavior,	he	shows	how	strange	and	illogical	certain	aspects	of	legislature	and	social	rules	seem.	In	the	

chapter	Intermission,	the	first	of	two	sections	of	Lazarus	Long’s	aphorisms,	he	states:	“Of	all	the	strange	

"crimes"	 that	human	beings	have	 legislated	out	of	nothing,	"blasphemy"	 is	 the	most	amazing	 --	with	

"obscenity"	 and	 "indecent	 exposure"	 fighting	 it	 out	 for	 second	 and	 third	 place”	 (Heinlein	 249).	

Libertarian	texts	often	refer	to	laws,	if	not	naturally	derived	from	the	interaction	of	a	large	number	of	
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individuals,	as	without	merit	(Boaz	17).	Blasphemy	is,	according	to	the	Oxford	English	Dictionary,	most	

commonly	 used	 and	 defined	 as	 impious	 irreverence,	 a	 “Profane	 speaking	 of	 God	 or	 sacred	 things.”	

Lazarus	 therefore	 in	 part	 criticizes	 a	 law	made	 for	 the	higher	 cast,	 those	who	would	be	 affected	by	

impious	behavior,	 the	 lack	of	proper	 respect.	 Libertarians	hold	 that	 religion	 is	a	personal	 choice	and	

that	one	should	not	encroach	on	the	individual	freedom	of	others	to	think	and	express	what	they	like	

about	 anything.	 For	 libertarians,	 it	 is	 a	 fundamental	 human	 right	 to	hold	one´s	own	 convictions	 and	

worships	 (Boaz	 31).	 If	 society	 sees	 it	 as	 a	 crime	 to	 speak	 one’s	mind	 about	 religion,	 this	 supposed	

human	right	is	violated,	making	for	an	excellent	point	of	argument	for	libertarians,	and	Lazarus	seems	

to	follow	this	argument.	Obscenity	 is	defined	in	OED	as	“The	character	or	quality	of	being	offensively	

indecent,”	 and	 Indecent	 exposure	 as	 “the	 action	 of	 publicly	 exposing	 one's	 body	 in	 an	 indecent	

manner”	(“exposure”).	These	two	words	have	little	to	do	with	religion	but	have	a	lot	to	do	with	limiting	

the	actions	of	 individuals	 in	favor	of	the	supposed	victims	of	expressed	opinion	or	choice	of	clothing.	

Libertarians	hold	that	 just	as	when	it	comes	to	religion,	expression	and	personal	choices	on	property	

should	 not	 be	 affected	 by	 other	 individuals	 as	 long	 as	 the	 choices	 do	 not	 limit	 other	 individuals	

freedom	 to	 choose	 (Boaz	 66).	 That	 anyone	 else	 knows	 better	 what	 is	 best	 for	 you	 than	 yourself	 is	

foreign	 to	 libertarian	 thinking.	 In	 expressing	 how	 these	 laws	 are	 legislated	 out	 of	 nothing,	 Lazarus	

criticizes	these	ideas	and	what	they	stand	for	by	lining	up	his	argument	well	with	libertarian	ideas.	

Lazarus’s	descriptions	of	 the	concept	of	 sin	also	seem	to	 line	up	with	a	 libertarian	perspective,	

once	 again	 from	 Lazarus’s	 aphorisms:	 “Sin	 lies	 only	 in	 hurting	 other	 people	 unnecessarily.	 All	 other	

"sins"	 are	 invented	 nonsense.	 (Hurting	 yourself	 is	 not	 sinful	 --	 just	 stupid.)“	 (Heinlein	 346).	 This	

quotation	can	be	read	as	a	criticism	of	both	government	and	social	structure.	A	system	that	decides	if	

an	individual´s	personal	choice	is	sinful	or	bad,	even	if	it	does	not	hurt	others,	is	a	system	that	tries	to	

force	what	 libertarians	believe	to	be	unnecessary	rules	on	 individuals,	 limiting	their	choices	and	as	a	

result	 limiting	 freedom,	 human	 growth	 and	 flourishing.	 Boaz	 argues	 that	 an	 individual	 has	 a	 natural	

right	 to	 liberty	 of	 conscience,	 anything	 less	 than	 freedom	 of	 judgment,	 however	 contradictory	 and	
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diverse,	 will	 result	 in	 disharmony	 (107).	 Anything	 less	 would	 not	 be	 acceptable	 in	 individualistic	

libertarian	thought,	making	this	quotation	fit	well	into	a	libertarian	mindset.	

Society	 often	 strengthens	 behavioral	 patterns	 by	 letting	 individuals	 observing	 a	 bad	 behavior	

shun	 the	 person	 by	 showing	 disapproval	 of	 that	 behavior.	 Heinlein’s	 text	 does	 seem	 to	 have	 some	

changes	in	mind	to	the	normal	patterning	and	here	states	how	functionless	taboos	will	disappear	if	not	

reinforced	by	society.	The	following	quote	 is	taken	from	the	second	intermission	of	aphorisms	 in	the	

novel	expressing	Lazarus	Long’s	ideas:	

In	 such	 a	 community	 functionless	 taboos	 about	 sex	 couldn’t	 last;	 they	 didn’t	 tend	 to	 be	

brought	 into	 our	 valley	 in	 the	 first	 place.	Oh,	 a	 close	 inbreeding	wasn’t	well	 thought	 of;	

these	pioneers	were	not	 ignorant	of	genetics,	nor	of	conception	control.	But	the	attitude	

was	pragmatic;	 I	don’t	think	 I	ever	heard	anyone	speak	out	against	 incest	that	was	 just	a	

jolly	romp	with	no	outcome.	(Heinlein	336)	

Generally,	behavior	limiting	social	interactions	and	liberty	is	something	libertarians	do	not	approve	of	

since	 it	encroaches	on	natural	 rights	and	negative	 liberty.	 Libertarians	promote	self-governance,	you	

own	 yourself	 and	 therefore	 control	 what	 you	 do,	 only	 actions	 natural	 or	 needed	 to	 survive	 will	

generally	be	followed.	Narveson	writes	that	not	everything	needs	to	be	coordinated	and	authorized	by	

the	government,	arguing	that	even	the	worst	criminals	habitually	drive	on	the	right	side	of	the	road,	

and	therefore	questions	the	need	for	a	state	to	exercise	authority	for	all	purposes.	The	efficiency	of	any	

state	 choosing	 to	 provide	 coordinated	 authority	 is	 also	 questioned	 (Narveson	 147).	 A	 typical	 taboo	

such	 as	 incest	 is	 according	 to	 many	 libertarians	 a	 matter	 between	 the	 two	 individuals	 and	 not	

something	that	should	be	judged	by	others,	criminal	or	taboo,	especially	if	the	goal	is	not	to	produce	

offspring.	Since	the	state	would	decrease	its	efficiency	by	exercising	such	authority	libertarians	do	not	

approve	of	 it.	 Lazarus	seems	to	 insinuate,	 in	calling	 it	a	pragmatic	attitude,	 that	 the	current	western	

view	on	incest	is	not	practical	and	therefore	flawed	in	some	sense.	Lazarus	again	seems	to	align	with	
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libertarian	 thinking	 in	 how	 it	 disapproves	 of	 strange	 rules	 and	 customs	 that	 limit	 liberty.	 Calling	

something	that	is	a	strict	and	perhaps	unutterable	taboo	for	many	a	“jolly	romp”	(Heinlein	336)	really	

shows	how	dismissive	Lazarus	can	be	of	some	social	rules.	

Libertarians	 hold	 the	 concept	 of	 duty	 dear	 even	 though	 the	 definition	 of	 duty	 to	 a	 libertarian	

might	only	consist	of	negative	liberty,	the	duty	not	to	impose	on	other	individuals	(Boaz	75).	In	a	sense,	

libertarians	only	impose	negative	obligations	on	others,	making	most	other	reasons	for	duty	illogical	or	

unwarranted.	Heinlein	in	his	chapter,	Second	Intermission,	which	is	the	second	and	last	part	made	up	

of	 the	aphorisms	of	 Lazarus	Long	also	covers	 the	concept	of	duty.	 Lazarus	 seems	 to	argue	 that	duty	

should	not	be	what	other	individuals	expect	of	you:	

Do	not	 confuse	 “duty”	with	what	other	people	 expect	of	 you;	 they	 are	utterly	 different.	

Duty	 is	 a	 debt	 you	 owe	 to	 yourself	 to	 fulfill	 obligations	 you	 have	 assumed	 voluntarily.	

Paying	 that	debt	 can	entail	 anything	 from	years	of	patient	work	 to	 instant	willingness	 to	

die.	Difficult	it	may	be,	but	the	reward	is	self-respect.	[…]	(This	rule	does	not	mean	that	you	

must	not	do	a	favor	for	a	friend,	or	even	a	stranger.	But	let	the	choice	be	yours.	Don’t	do	it	

because	it	is	“expected”	of	you.)	(Heinlein	347)	

The	concept	of	minimal	duty	is	strong	in	libertarian	thought.	To	respect	all	individuals’	negative	liberty	

and	respect	their	natural	rights	is	the	core	of	libertarianism,	since	freedom	of	contract	is	paramount	to	

the	 philosophy.	 Freedom	 of	 contract	 being	 the	 fact	 that	 human	 relations	 are	 determined	 by	 free	

consent	 and	 agreement	 instead	 of,	 for	 example,	 inborn	 status	 (Boaz	 80).	 If	 an	 individual	 or	

organization	would	be	openly	aggressive	with	 their	claims	 to	duty,	 the	 targeted	 individuals	would	 in	

libertarian	 thought	 rather	 be	 victims	 than	members	 or	 citizens	 forced	 into	 submission.	 For	 duty	 to	

mean	anything	to	libertarians,	willing	cooperation	must	come	from	the	targeted	individuals,	not	from	

any	other	source	of	motivation	(Nozick	19).	Lazarus	here	discusses	duty	as	a	debt	to	yourself	and	not	

to	any	other	entity.	This	debt	seems	to	be	in	the	same	spirit	as	Boaz’s	and	Nozick’s	idea	of	choice	in	its	
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focus	on	the	individual	and	that	the	only	reward	comes	from	within	in	the	form	of	self-respect.	Lazarus	

is	careful	to	show	that	believing	in	forced	duty	or	duty	from	external	 influences	does	not	make	for	a	

less	friendly	or	giving	nature	in	an	individual.	 Instead,	he	argues	that	personal	choice	and	freedom	is	

the	most	 important	 thing,	 even	 in	 social	 groups	where	 duty	might	 be	 expected.	 This	 focus	 on	 self-

ownership	and	free	choice	seems	to	 line	up	well	with	 libertarian	 ideals,	 strengthening	the	argument	

that	the	text	can	be	seen	as	libertarian	in	its	societal	criticism.	

Governmental	 criticism	 is	 commonplace	 in	 libertarian	 thought	 and	 makes	 for	 the	 second	

category	of	 ideas	 that	 I	have	extracted	 from	the	novel.	 In	Robert	Nozick’s	 libertarian	work:	Anarchy,	

State,	 and	Utopia	 the	 conclusion	does	 a	 good	 job	of	 summarizing	what	he	use	as	 a	baseline	 for	his	

thoughts	on	the	role	of	state	and	government	in	society:			

Our	 main	 conclusions	 about	 the	 state	 are	 that	 a	 minimal	 state,	 limited	 to	 the	 narrow	

functions	of	protection	against	force,	theft,	fraud,	enforcement	of	contracts,	and	so	on,	is	

justified;	that	any	more	extensive	state	will	violate	persons’	rights	not	to	be	forced	to	do	

certain	things,	and	is	unjustified(…)	(Nozick	7)	

Any	 governmental	 activities	 that	 will	 use	 more	 money	 or	 resources	 than	 absolutely	 necessary	 to	

protect	its	constituents’	liberty	are	seen	as	wasteful	and	indulgent	by	many	libertarians.	Boaz	seems	

to	agree	with	this	sentiment.	He	does,	however,	think	that	many	modern	libertarians	tend	to	accept	

small	government	and	that	not	accepting	it	is	more	fitting	for	hard-core	for	libertarians	(57).	Lazarus	

Long,	on	the	other	hand,	freely	expresses	his	approval	of	minimal	government:	“The	purpose	of	my	

government	is	never	to	do	good,	but	simply	to	refrain	from	doing	evil”	(Heinlein	61).	In	line	with	the	

more	moderate	version	of	libertarianism,	Lazarus	criticizes	government	in	how	it	often	fails	in	being	

an	 effective	 unit	 of	 governance	 and	 therefore	 an	 unnecessary	 drain	 of	 resources	 and	 time	 of	

individuals	 encroaching	 on	 their	 negative	 liberty	while	 increasing	 positive	 liberty	 for	 others.	 These	

thoughts	are	seen	 in	multiple	 instances	 in	the	novel,	perhaps	especially	 in	one	of	 the	aphorisms	of	
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Long:	 “An	 elephant:	 A	 mouse	 built	 to	 government	 specifications”	 (Heinlein	 250).	 Here,	 in	 a	 very	

straightforward	 manner,	 Lazarus	 seems	 to	 show	 distrust	 for	 organized	 government	 and	 its	

undertakings.	 The	 section	 could	 be	 tied	 to	 libertarian	 notions	 of	 economy	 and	 governmental	

spending	which	in	 libertarian	thought	often	if	not	always	seems	to	spiral	out	of	proportion	to	what	

should	be	accomplished.	It	could	also	be	seen	as	supporting	the	idea	that	government	has	too	much	

influence,	partly	because	of	misuse.	Lazarus	further	expresses	disdain	for	government	in	the	novel,	as	

can	be	seen	in	the	following	quotation	from	a	discussion	between	Ira	Howard	and	Long.	The	political	

status	of	the	planet	Secundus	is	discussed,	and	Ira	is	reiterating	the	rules	under	which	Lazarus	once	

deeded	the	planet:	“Your	exact	words	 from	the	contract	under	which	you	deeded	Secundus	to	the	

Foundation.	That	there	was	to	be	no	government	on	this	planet	other	than	such	rules	as	the	current	

chairman	 found	 necessary	 to	maintain	 order”	 (Heinlein	 23).	 Heinlein	 here	 shows	 how	 Lazarus	 not	

only	distains	 government	but	when	presented	with	 the	opportunity	 replaces	 government	with	 the	

minimal	governing	power	libertarians	approve	of.	Libertarians	hold	that	any	government	growing	too	

big	will	fail	to	deliver	on	its	promises	and	instead	of	protecting	rights	and	liberty	intrudes	itself	 into	

more	aspects	of	life,	demanding	more	money	and	depriving	individuals	of	liberty	(Boaz	186).	Heinlein	

seems	to	echo	these	thoughts	through	Lazarus	and	also	seem	to	express	that	any	government	with	

too	much	power,	will	spiral	out	of	control	given	time.		

Lazarus	continues	to	criticize	governmental	taxation,	he	expresses	how	taxes	are	not	generally	

beneficial	for	the	individual	paying	them	and	how	one	should	avoid	taxation	if	possible,	and	he	even	

compares	government	to	ducks,	nibbling	at	his	money.	These	two	first	quotes	are	from	the	first	and	

second	Intermission	chapters	containing	the	aphorisms	of	Lazarus	Long:	“Taxes	are	not	levied	for	the	

benefit	of	the	taxed”(Heinlein	254),	“Be	wary	of	strong	drink.	It	can	make	you	shoot	at	tax	collectors-

and	miss”	(Heinlein	344).	In	this	third	quotation	Lazarus	reminisce	on	one	of	the	instances	when	he	

was	working	as	a	sky	merchant,	once	again	commenting	on	the	nature	of	taxation:	“This	gives	the	sky	

merchant	a	grasp	of	economics	rarely	achieved	by	bankers	or	professors.	He	is	engaged	in	barter	and	
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no	 nonsense.	 He	 pays	 taxes	 he	 can’t	 evade	 and	 doesn’t	 care	whether	 they	 are	 called	 “excise”	 or	

“king’s	pence”	or	“squeeze”	or	straight-out	bribes”	(Heinlein	168).	Boaz	describes	taxes	as	a	“popular	

form	of	coercion”	(171).	He	argues	that	an	artificial	reduction	in	earning	distorts	the	natural	signals	in	

the	 system	 of	 economy	 we	 have,	 and	 holds	 taxes	 responsible	 for	 discouraging	 work	 effort	 and	

inhibiting	 entrepreneurs	 (Boaz	 171).	 In	 Heinlein’s	 wording	 squeeze,	 king’s	 pence	 and	 bribes	 are	

equated	 to	 taxes,	 firmly	connecting	his	 thoughts	on	 taxes	 to	 libertarianism	and	unjust	 taxation,	he	

also	reasons	that	a	trader	will	avoid	all	 taxes	he	possibly	can,	putting	the	righteousness	of	taxes	to	

the	question.	In	the	following,	final	quote	on	taxes	one	of	the	many	guises	of	Lazarus,	Ernest	Gibbons,	

a	 former	 banker	 and	 now	 a	 trading	 partner	 comments	 on	 taxes	 while	 expressing	 his	 wish	 for	 his	

spaceship	to	come	by	and	pick	his	goods	up:	“Soon,	he	hoped,	as	the	new	inventory	tax	was	eating	

into	cash	he	had	held	out	 for	 trading,	and	 inflation	was	eating	 into	 the	buying	power	of	 that	cash.	

Better	hurry,	Zack,	before	we	are	nibbled	to	death	by	ducks!”	(Heinlein	257).	Taxes	are	in	libertarian	

thought	connected	 to	 the	 idea	 that	governments	generally	overstretch	 their	authority	and	use	 too	

much	 money	 to	 keep	 for	 example	 unsustainable	 welfare	 afloat	 (Boaz	 226).	 Lazarus’s	 metaphor	

comparing	governmental	 taxes	to	ducks	not	only	shows	how	playful	his	writing	 is	but	also	serve	to	

deepen	 the	 view	 of	 Lazarus	 disregard	 for	 taxes	 and	 government,	 keeping	 to	 the	 thought	 that	 all	

government	everywhere	are	to	a	greater	or	lesser	degree	incompetent	(Narveson	159).	

Libertarians	 keep	 to	 the	 idea	 of	 self-ownership.	 While	 others	 might	 think	 that	 if	 a	 part	 of	

humanity	is	incompetent	in	making	decisions	about	their	own	lives	then	there	is	a	clear	reason	for	the	

talented	and	powerful	few	to	be	their	rightful	guides	just	as	if	they	were	parents	and	offspring,	but	this	

line	 of	 reasoning	 ultimately	 leads	 to	 a	 world	 without	 universal	 human	 rights	 and	 is	 therefore	 anti-

libertarian	(Boaz	61).	Lazarus	also	comments	on	power	and	slavery	on	several	occasions	in	his	text.		He	

questions	 the	 rights	 to	 rule	other	 individuals	and	even	rescues	and	raises	 two	slaves	 in	 the	chapters	

Variations	on	a	theme	VI-X	of	the	novel.	The	protagonist	buys	these	slaves	and	decides	to	raise	them	

from	in	his	words	“cowed	and	ignorant	animals”	(Heinlein	183)	to	individuals	who	question	everything	
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from	his	 teachings	 to	the	world	at	 large,	 including	other,	 in	his	mind	 illogical	social	concepts	such	as	

incest.	 The	 way	 the	 protagonist	 chooses	 to	 teach	 them	 to	 trust	 no	 one	 and	 question	 everything	 is	

obviously	not	specifically	 libertarian	but	anti-authoritarian	views	 in	general.	 It	does	however	support	

the	 argument	 that	 the	 novel	 is	 influenced	 by	 anti-authoritarian	 ideas.	 Ruling	 other	 people	 is	 also	

questioned	 from	 a	 logical	 standpoint	 in	 Lazarus	 aphorisms,	 who	 should	 really	 decide	 over	 whom?	

“Autocracy	is	based	on	the	assumption	that	one	man	is	wiser	than	a	million	men.	Let’s	play	that	over	

again,	too.	Who	decides?”	(Heinlein	252).	Libertarians	often	discuss	autocracy,	and	Boaz	is	no	different,	

as	 an	 argument	 for	 one	 the	 of	 the	 very	 earliest	 libertarians	 he	 cites	 the	 old	 testament	where	 “the	

people	of	Israel	lived	without	a	king	or	any	coercive	authority”	(28)	and	goes	on	to	cite	Samuel	1.10-18	

who	writes	god’s	words	on	how	if	they	appoint	a	king	he	will	take	their	sons	and	daughters,	a	portion	

of	their	farms,	animals,	servants,	seeds	and	sheep	“And	ye	shall	cry	out	in	that	day	because	of	your	king	

which	ye	shall	have	chosen”	(Sam.	1.18).	Boaz	goes	on	to	point	out	that	even	Thomas	Paine	critiqued	

the	 sinfulness	 of	monarchy	 laying	 groundwork	 for	 libertarian	 thought	 (28).	 Lazarus’s	 reasoning	once	

again	seems	to	follow	the	same	direction.	Lazarus	also	comments	on	how	group	judgment	in	the	form	

of	committee’s	quickly	lose	all	semblance	of	logic	and	practical	use:			“A	committee	is	a	life	form	with	

six	 or	more	 legs	 and	no	brain.”	 (Heinlein	347),	 again	 a	 sentiment	 against	 governmental	work	 seems	

clear.		

Lazarus	 also	 comments	 on	 how	 responsibility	 and	 authority	 generally	 is	 not	 equal	 in	

governments,	and	how	this	makes	governments	generally	unstable	and	ineffective,	once	again	with	the	

help	of	his	aphorisms:	

Any	 government	will	 work	 if	 authority	 and	 responsibility	 are	 equal	 and	 coordinate.	 This	

does	 not	 insure	 "good"	 government;	 it	 simply	 insures	 that	 it	 will	 work.	 But	 such	

governments	are	rare	–	most	people	want	to	run	things	but	want	no	part	of	the	blame.	This	

used	to	be	called	the	"backseat-driver	syndrome."	(Heinlein	252)	
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If	 the	 responsibility	 of	 governments	 to	 match	 with	 its	 authority	 is	 a	 requirement	 for	 “good”	

government	 then	 this	would	 in	 Lazarus´s	words	make	most	 governments	 unwieldy	 and	bad.	A	 clear	

analogy	 to	 the	 disdain	 for	 irresponsible	 governments,	 working	 without	 the	 individual	 responsibility	

which	 is	core	to	 libertarianism.	Nozick	argues	that	only	by	being	free	can	responsibilities,	virtues	and	

judgments	 develop	 (328)	 connecting	 the	 thought	 of	 governments	 as	 irresponsible	 to	 libertarian	

thought.	 Lazarus	 aphorisms	 also	 contains	 views	 on	 information-access	 is	 a	 way	 of	 ruling	 citizens:	

“Secrecy	is	the	beginning	of	tyranny”	(Heinlein	344).	Here	Lazarus	strongly	expresses	what	is	at	heart	

for	 many	 libertarians,	 that	 no	 other	 entity	 than	 yourself	 knows	 what	 is	 best	 for	 you.	 Hiding	 or	

withholding	information	only	leads	to	an	imbalance	in	power	where	the	government	gets	more	and	the	

individual	 less.	Who	 can	 say	 and	 decide	 on	 what	 topics	 the	 population	 should	 get	 information?	 In	

libertarian	 thought	 governments	 should	 not	 wield	 that	 kind	 of	 power	 and	 Lazarus´s	 reference	 to	

tyranny	seems	to	follow	this	belief.	

Lazarus	also	expresses	thoughts	on	economy	in	multiple	passages.	The	subject	of	economy	and	

free	markets	is	another	strongpoint	for	libertarians	and	is	therefore	the	third	category	discussed	in	this	

paper.	In	this	first	quotation,	Gibbons,	one	of	the	many	guises	of	Lazarus,	just	after	a	governmentally	

issued	nationalization	of	his	private	bank,	New	Beginnings	Bank	of	Commerce.	The	only	bank	on	New	

Beginnings,	 a	 newly	 colonized	 and	primitive	 farming-planet	 talks	 to	his	 successor	 on	 the	 troubles	of	

banking:	

Now	 look,	 Duke-when	 you	 reopen	 as	 a	 treasury,	 or	 a	 government	 central	 bank,	 or	

whatever	you	call	it,	you’re	certain	to	have	pressures	on	you	to	do	all	sorts	of	things.	Lower	

the	interest	rates.	Expand	the	money	supply.	Guarantee	high	prices	to	the	farmer	for	what	

he	sells,	guarantee	 low	prices	 for	what	he	buys.	Brother,	you’re	going	to	be	called	worse	

names	than	they	call	me,	no	matter	what	you,	do.	(Heinlein	274)	
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Boaz	argues	that	free	market	ultimately	creates	a	higher	standard	of	living	for	all	than	any	other	social	

system	 (40).	 A	 natural	 harmony	 of	 interests	 is	 supposed	 to	 appear	 when	 peaceful	 and	 productive	

individuals	 engage	 with	 each	 other,	 and	 any	 disruptions	 to	 this	 natural	 order	 by,	 for	 example,	

government	tend	to	reduce	wealth	and	overall	standard	of	living	(Boaz	61).	Boaz	compares	this	natural	

harmony	to	other	forms	of	spontaneous	order	such	as	language,	money	and	law	showing	high	regard	

for	naturally	 formed	order	 (Boaz	40).	 Lazarus	 in	 this	quotation	expresses	how	pressure	 from	outside	

sources	 to	 guarantee	 prices	 and	 low	 interest	 rates	 creates	 conflict	 of	 interest	 between	 buyers	 and	

sellers.	It	suggests	that	a	banker	cannot	and	perhaps	should	not	entertain	pressure,	or	while	trying	he	

or	 she	would	 succumb	 to	 the	many	 different	 conflicts	 of	will	 and	 still	 be	 called	 names	 because	 the	

bank’s	actions	would	not	reflect	everyone’s	interests.	The	text	seems	to	make	the	issues	of	power	and	

pressure	evident.	No	banker	that	follows	outer	pressure	can	be	a	good	banker	to	all	and	the	pressure	is	

in	itself	a	bad	thing.	This	reasoning	seems	to	follow	libertarian	thought	and	ideals.	In	Boaz’s	text	one’s	

personal	 interests	might	 conflict	with	 another’s	 in	 a	 free	market	 but	 this	mainly	 leads	 to	 change	 of	

plans	and	a	healthy	 free	market	 instead	of	conflict,	diversity	comes	of	 it	which	 is	a	good	thing	 (Boaz	

19).	Boaz	also	argues	that	governmental	subsidies	and	federal	farm	programs	should	be	stopped	since	

they	disrupt	the	market	and	that	farmers	should	compete	like	any	other	company	(Boaz	218).	This	also	

seems	to	be	partly	implicated	in	Heinlein’s	mentioned	text	making	it	seem	libertarian.		

In	 the	 following,	 rather	 lengthy	quotation	 from	the	novel,	 Lazarus	Long	 (“the	senior”),	a	multi-

century	old	man,	perhaps	the	oldest	and	most	knowledgeable	figure	in	the	Heinlein	universe,	discusses	

economic	depressions,	causes	and	solutions	with	 Ira	Howard,	a	 long	 removed	relative	 in	charge	of	a	

planet’s	 economy.	 The	 quotation	 is	 rife	 with	 libertarian	 ideas	 which	 hereafter	 are	 taken	 up	 and	

discussed.	

“Senior,	 I’ve	 read	 about	 economic	 depressions.	 But	 I’ve	 never	 understood	 what	 caused	

them.”	
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[…]	“Do	I	 look	smart	enough	to	answer	that,	Ira?	I’ve	gone	broke	many	times.	Sometimes	

financially,	sometimes	through	abandoning	my	baggage	to	save	my	skin.	Um.	Be	durned	if	

I’ll	 offer	 any	 fancy	 explanations	 but—what	 happens	 when	 you	 control	 machinery	 by	

positive	feedback?”	

I	was	startled.	“I’m	not	sure	I	understand	you,	Lazarus.	One	doesn’t	control	machinery	by	

positive	feedback	—at	least	I	can’t	think	of	a	case.	Positive	feedback	will	cause	any	system	

to	oscillate	out	of	control.”	

“Go	to	the	head	of	the	class.	 Ira,	I’m	suspicious	of	arguments	by	analogy—but	from	what	

I’ve	seen	over	the	centuries,	there	doesn’t	seem	to	be	anything	that	a	government	can	do	

to	 an	 economy	 that	 does	 not	 act	 as	 positive	 feedback,	 or	 as	 a	 brake.	 Or	 both.	 Maybe	

someday,	 somewhere,	 someone	smart	as	Andy	Libby	will	 figure	out	a	way	 to	 tinker	with	

the	Law	of	Supply	and	Demand	to	make	it	work	better,	instead	of	letting	it	go	its	own	cruel	

way.	Maybe.	But	 I’ve	never	seen	 it.	Though	God	knows	everybody	has	tried.	Always	with	

the	best	of	intentions.”	(Heinlein	95)	

The	final	point	in	Heinlein’s	argumentative	dialogue	depicts	Lazarus	Long’s	vast	centuries	of	experience	

as	 never	 having	 seen	 a	 government	 affecting	 supply	 and	 demand	 without	 breaking	 the	 market	 or	

making	 it	 unnaturally	 stimulated.	 This	 sentiment	 fits	 well	 with	 Boaz’s	 ideas	 on	 how	 governmental	

involvement	 in	markets	 leads	 to	an	encroachment	on	negative	 rights	 for	 individuals	 in	 the	 favor	 for	

positive	 rights	 for	 others	 (Boaz	 75).	 Boaz’s	 position	 on	 libertarian	 thinking	 argues	 that,	 contrary	 to	

common	 sense,	 free	 markets	 are	 more	 consensual	 than	 controlled	 markets	 and	 lead	 to	 stronger	

equality	 and	 structure	 than	 governmentally	 influenced	 markets	 (Boaz	 149).	 Thus,	 influencing	 the	

market	is	compared	to	forcefully	influencing	other	emergent	systems,	such	as	language.	Changing	such	

systems	is	not	only	complex	but	destructive,	as	it	takes	away	from	the	complexity	of	the	system,	often	

creating	 issues	 for	 the	 users	 of	 that	 system	 (Boaz	 165).	 In	Heinlein’s	 text	 there	 is	 a	 clear	 negativity	
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around	governmental	interference	with	the	market,	and	once	again	Lazarus	and	Boaz	seems	to	be	on	

the	 same	 track,	 supporting	 the	 libertarian	 perspective.	 Lazarus	 also	 shows	 a	 certain	 respect	 for	 the	

complexity	 of	 economic	 systems.	 He	 even	 downplays	 his	 own	 intellect	 since	 he	 cannot	 fathom	 the	

processes	involved.	Even	though	being	multiple	centuries	old,	Lazarus	cannot	understand	the	workings	

of	supply	and	demand,	which	seem	to	be	at	the	heart	of	economic	depressions	in	Lazarus’s	mind.	This	

view	of	the	complex	economical	system	seems	to	be	 in	 line	with	the	 idea	of	spontaneous	order	and	

emergent	complexities	of	the	free	market	Boaz	seem	to	hold.	Boaz	argues	that	the	free	market	is	today	

infinitely	 complex	 and	made	 from	 spontaneous	 order	 beyond	 any	 human	mind	 (148).	 According	 to	

Boaz	millions	 of	 individuals	 cooperating	 in	 a	 free	market	 cannot	 be	 controlled	 by	 any	 single	 traffic	

control.	He	reasons	that	less	complex	systems	can	be	controlled	but	the	more	complex	a	system,	the	

more	 likely	 it	needs	 to	develop	spontaneously	 (149)	all	of	which	Lazarus	seems	to	agree	with	 in	 the	

novel.	Heinlein	ends	this	quotation	strengthening	the	image	that	whoever	tries,	and	many	have	tried,	

they	 will	 fail	 in	 their	 task	 to	 affect	 this	 emergent	 system	 in	 any	 way	 they	 want,	 however	 good	

intentions	 they	 started	 with.	 This	 reasoning	 strengthens	 Lazarus’s	 connection	 to	 Boaz	 and	 Nozick’s	

libertarian	idea.		

Diversity	and	flourishing	are	big	concepts	within	libertarianism	and	represent	the	fourth	category	

of	main	 themes	 I	 have	 found	 in	Time	Enough	 for	 Love.	 The	 concept	of	 flourishing	 and	development	

through	diversity	informs	almost	every	concept	in	Boaz’s	Libertarianism	a	Primer,	everything	from	free	

markets	to	opinions,	ethics	and	society.	In	fact	according	to	Boaz	the	right	to	flourish	is	connected	to	

the	 basic	 right	 to	 life	 and	 liberty,	 the	 very	 basis	 of	 libertarian	 thought	 (Boaz	 65).	 For	 individuals	 to	

flourish	there	needs	to	be	differences	in	opinion	and	a	society	that	is	conducive	to	free	thinking	(Learn	

Liberty).	Boaz	expresses	how	individuals	with	self-ownership	both	have	the	right	and	the	obligation	to	

flourish.	He	compares	 freedom	of	 thought	and	expression	with	defending	ownership	 since	 ideas	are	

expressed	through	property	(Boaz	65)	showing	how	important	it	is	to	his	definition	of	libertarianism.	A	

tendency	 to	 support	 flourishing	 and	 creating	 differences	 in	 opinion	 is	 also	 intermittently	 seen	 in	



16	
	
Heinlein’s	 text,	 linking	 Lazarus’s	words	 to	 libertarianism,	 this	 quote	 is	 from	 the	 second	 intermission	

containing	Lazarus’s	aphorisms:	

In	case	of	doubt,	vote	against.	By	this	rule	you	rarely	go	wrong.	If	this	is	too	blind	for	your	

taste,	 consult	 some	 well-meaning	 fool	 (there	 is	 always	 one	 around)	 and	 ask	 his	 advice.	

Then	 vote	 the	 other	 way.	 This	 enables	 you	 to	 be	 a	 good	 citizen	 (if	 such	 is	 your	 wish)	

without	 spending	 the	 enormous	 amount	 of	 time	 on	 it	 that	 truly	 intelligent	 exercise	 of	

franchise	requires.	(Heinlein	342)	

By	creating	discourse	only	by	voting	against	Lazarus	advocates	the	libertarian	goal	of	creating	a	deeper	

society	with	contrary	opinions.	He	does	also	point	out	that	the	action	of	being	a	good	citizen	is	optional	

and	 fully	at	 the	 individual’s	behest,	 advocating	 self-governance	while	devaluing	common	social	 rules	

that	for	many	libertarians	have	no	merit.	Boaz	mentions	that	in	a	free	market	the	choices	are	yours	but	

in	politics	you	have	to	accept	package	deals	perhaps	with	most	of	what	you	want	but	almost	never	with	

everything	you	want,	making	creating	diversity	in	politics	a	good	thing	seen	through	a	libertarian’s	eyes	

(Boaz	190).	 Lazarus	also	advocates	diversity	by	observing	 that	 the	 reality	of	one	 individual	 rarely	 fits	

another.	 In	 the	 next	 quotation	 he	 expresses	 shortly	 how	 theology	 is	 split	 and	 how	 one	 individual’s	

deepest	 beliefs	 can	 be,	 if	 not	 meaningless	 to	 another	 individual,	 a	 source	 of	 laughter:	 “One	man's	

theology	 is	 another	man's	 belly	 laugh”(Heinlein	 250).	 Individual	 right	 of	 thought	 and	 self-ownership	

seems	 to	be	crucial	 to	most	of	 Lazarus’s	view	 in	Time	Enough	 for	 Love	 although	 the	 last	quotation	 is	

more	 of	 an	 observation	 of	 reality	 than	 an	 argument.	 The	 reality	 Heinlein	 exudes	 is	 however	 clearly	

influenced	by	libertarian	thought	and	conformant	to	libertarian	views.	

The	 fifth	 and	 last	 category	 are	 observations	 in	 the	 novel	 that	 seem	 libertarian	 but	 do	 not	 fit	

cleanly	 into	 the	 other	 categories.	 All	 of	 the	 quotes	 in	 this	 category	 are	 part	 of	 Lazarus	 aphorisms,	

mostly	from	the	second	Intermission.	This	first	text	 is	an	observation	on	a	base	reality	of	politics	and	

human	thought,	the	control	of	other	individuals	being	the	topic:	



17	
	

Political	tags-such	as	royalist,	communist,	democrat,	populist,	fascist,	liberal,	conservative,	

and	 so	 forth-are	 never	 basic	 criteria.	 The	 human	 race	 divides	 politically	 into	 those	 who	

want	people	to	be	controlled	and	those	who	have	no	such	desire.	The	former	are	idealists	

acting	 from	highest	motives	 for	 the	greatest	good	of	 the	greatest	number.	The	 latter	are	

surly	 curmudgeons,	 suspicious	 and	 lacking	 in	 altruism.	 But	 they	 are	 more	 comfortable	

neighbors	than	the	other	sort.	(Heinlein	346)	

The	 concept	of	 liberty	 and	power	written	on	 in	 this	quotation	has	been	 looked	at	 from	many	 if	 not	

most	political	angles	but	in	this	format	it	seems	to	be	more	grounded	in	libertarianism	than	anything	

else.	In	this	quotation,	Lazarus	expresses	something	very	similar	to	what	Boaz	argues:	“In	a	sense	there	

have	always	been	but	two	political	philosophies:	liberty	and	power”	(27).	In	fact	Lazarus	and	Boaz	are	

almost	using	the	same	words	to	describe	their	basic	idea,	making	Lazarus’s	reasoning	seem	libertarian.	

Either	some	individuals	have	and	use	force	to	make	people	do	things	without	their	will	or	people	are	

free,	living	their	lives	however	they	see	fit.	The	concept	is	of	course	simplified	but	is	nonetheless	one	of	

the	roots	supporting	libertarianism.	Lazarus’s	identification	with	the	surly,	non-altruistic	sort	seems	to	

cement	his	position	as	a	person	who	does	not	want	to	control	others,	therefore	in	his	mind	there	must	

be	another	order	that	is	more	natural	than	forceful	control.	The	old	Taoist	sage	Lao-Tzu	is	well	known	

for	his	Tao	Te	Ching	but	is	also	referred	to	as	“the	first	known	Libertarian”	(Boaz	27)	making	some	of	his	

work	 a	 basis	 for	 libertarian	 thinking.	 Lao	 Tzu	 also	 writes	 on	 the	 subject	 of	 control.	 He	 writes	 that	

without	 law	 and	 compulsion	 “All	 people	would	 be	 at	 peace,	 and	 the	 law	would	 be	written	 in	 their	

hearts“	(Laozi	and	Mitchell	44).	Narveson	agrees	expressing	how	equipped	with	an	intuition	of	what	is	

right	 and	wrong	 a	 basis	 for	 communication	 and	 agreement	would	 always	 exist	 (151).	 These	 quotes	

seem	to	support	Lazarus’s	thoughts	on	authoritarian	control	and	connects	his	writings	more	firmly	to	

libertarian	ideals.	

	 Self-interest	is	a	big	theme	in	libertarianism	which	often	holds	it	as	the	base	of	human	behavior.	

Self-interest	 is	 at	 conflict	with	 altruism	 and	 “better	 nature”	 and	 as	 is	 seen	 in	 these	 next	 quotations	
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Lazarus	 seems	 to	be	on	 the	 same	 track:	 “Never	appeal	 to	a	man’s	 ‘better	nature.’	He	may	not	have	

one.	 Invoking	 his	 self-interest	 gives	 you	 more	 leverage”	 (Heinlein	 250),	 “Being	 generous	 is	 inborn;	

being	altruistic	is	a	learned	perversity.	No	resemblance”	(Heinlein	346),	“Beware	of	altruism.	It	is	based	

on	self-deception,	the	root	of	all	evil”	(Heinlein	253).	Libertarians	generally	explain	behavior	by	looking	

at	 self-interest	and	express	how	benevolence	 is	but	a	part	of	 the	behavior	of	man	 (Boaz	40).	 If	only	

individuals	 can	 make	 choices	 only	 their	 motivations	 can	 be	 in	 question	 when	 researching	 their	

behavior.	Libertarians	generally	believe	that	there	is	almost	always	something	self-serving	behind	the	

actions	of	people.	These	three	quotations	seem	to	observe	the	nature	of	man.	Lazarus	seems	to	state	

that	any	man	can	be	generous	but	that	self-interest	is	a	much	more	effective	a	lever	than	appealing	to	

“better	nature”,	he	also	describes	altruism	as	a	perversity,	not	natural	but	learned	by	others,	seemingly	

in	 line	with	 the	 Libertarian	 standpoint	 on	 the	matter.	 Both	Boaz	 and	Nozick	 seem	 to	 agree,	 as	 they	

dismiss	altruism	and	direct	 focus	on	self-interest,	 saying	 that	politicians	and	bureaucrats	act	 just	 like	

everyone	else,	in	self-interest.	They	argue	that	you	cannot	trust	anyone	to	act	in	the	public	interest	and	

calls	any	model	that	assumes	pure	public	interest	simplistic	and	wrong	(Boaz	193;	Nozick	253).	Lazarus	

goes	so	far	as	to	call	altruism,	which	is	viewed	as	a	positive	trait	 in	many	social	cultures,	a	perversity	

coming	from	the	root	of	all	evil,	self-deception.	Altruism	is	defined	by	OED	as	“having	disinterested	or	

selfless	concern	for	the	well-being	of	others”,	the	opposite	to	being	selfish	and	egotistical.	Generosity	

however	 is	 defined	 as:	 Readiness	 to	 give	more	 of	 something;	 liberality,	munificence.	 The	 difference	

between	altruism	and	generosity	seems	to	be	the	conscious	choice	or	“readiness”	 to	give,	Lazarus	 is	

therefore	actually	criticizing	a	socially	learned	behavior	that	lacks	self-interest.	Generosity	is	based	on	

one’s	own	will	 to	do	good	and	 is	 according	 to	 Lazarus	 inborn.	Altruism,	however,	 is	 a	behavior	 that	

lacks	self-interest	is	described	as	“self-deception”	and	something	to	watch	out	for.		

	 The	following	and	last	quote	handles	Lazarus	thoughts	on	negative	liberty	and	criticizes	a	culture	

which	ignores	the	negative	liberty	of	individuals	to	the	point	of	taking	up	all	their	time:	
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It	is	easier	to	deal	with	a	footpad	than	it	is	with	the	leech	who	wants	“just	a	few	minutes	of	

your	time,	please-this	won’t	take	long.”	Time	is	your	total	capital,	and	the	minutes	of	your	

life	are	painfully	few.	If	you	allow	yourself	to	fall	into	the	vice	of	agreeing	to	such	requests,	

they	quickly	snowball	 to	the	point	where	these	parasites	will	use	up	100	percent	of	your	

time-and	squawk	for	more!	(Heinlein	347)			

The	 use	 of	 strong	 wording	 such	 as	 vice,	 parasite	 and	 squawk	 conveys	 Lazarus’s	 thoughts	 on	 other	

individuals	encroaching	on	his	time	and	liberty.	It,	is	it	not	social	upbringing	and	a	culture	of	giving	that	

makes	 an	 individual	 agree	 to	what	 Lazarus	 seems	 to	 describe	 as	 the	 vice	 of	 giving	 away	 your	 time	

unthinkingly.	Boaz	writes	on	the	topic	of	cooperation	and	obligation	how	men	acting	solely	out	of	their	

own	interest	in	the	free	market	actually	“improve	the	well-being	of	the	whole	society”	(157).	However	

in	 a	 libertarian	perspective,	 taking	 advantage	of	 a	 culture	 that	does	not	 respect	negative	 rights	 and	

promotes	 altruistic	 behavior	 is	 freedom	 misused.	 Heinlein’s	 text	 once	 again	 seem	 to	 echo	 these	

libertarian	ideals.		

To	conclude,	ultimately	it	is	hard	to	pinpoint	political	views	of	writers	and	their	fictional	characters.	

Perhaps	because	just	like	Boaz	mentions	when	it	comes	to	politics	you	get	a	“package	deal”:	either	you	

get	more	than	you	bargained	for	or	not	everything	you	want.	However,	the	evidence	above	discussing	

more	 than	 twenty	 correlating	 concepts	 of	 libertarianism	 in	 connection	 to	 Lazarus	 Long,	 the	 main	

protagonist	in	Time	Enough	for	Love,	seems	to	give	comprehensive	evidence	of	Lazarus	Long’s	political	

view.	Heinlein’s	novel	and	the	perspective	of	Lazarus	seem	to	correspond	well	to	Boaz’s	and	Nozick’s	

definition	 of	 libertarian	 principles.	 Lazarus,	when	 it	 comes	 to	 social	 critique,	 touches	 on	 ownership,	

self-interest	 as	 well	 as	 the	 freedom	 of	 ideas	 and	 expression,	 all	 of	 which	 are	 important	 points	 of	

discourse	 for	 libertarians.	 He	 expresses	 a	 strong	 belief	 in	 the	 sovereignty	 of	 individuals	 as	 self-

governing	entities	and	minimal	government,	seemingly	following	a	libertarian	mindset.	Lazarus,	when	

it	comes	to	organizations	and	governments,	argues	on	taxes,	spending,	responsibility	and	power	once	

again	 lining	up	his	view	with	 libertarian	thought.	The	author	 touches	subjects	 like	economy	and	free	
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markets	 in	 the	 voice	 of	 Lazarus,	 seemingly	 comparing	 these	 systems	 to	 the	 complexity	 of	 emergent	

systems,	thereby	arguing	in	line	with	libertarian	canon	that	these	are	too	complex	to	be	interfered	with	

by	 government.	 Just	 like	 Lazarus,	 Boaz	 holds	 that	 economical	 systems	 are	 emergent	 and	 extremely	

complex,	 similarly	 arguing	 for	 non-interference	 by	 governments	 or	 other	 organizations.	 Lazarus	

additionally	discusses	and	criticizes	the	nature	of	man	and	culture.	Diversity	of	thought	and	expression	

is	of	high	importance	to	the	protagonist	pointing	towards	and	agreeing	with	the	libertarian	approach	to	

flourishing.	Finally,	Lazarus	Long	does	not	only	express	opinions	on	a	multitude	of	libertarian	concepts	

but	the	analysis	of	the	novel	could	not	find	any	indication	of	anti-libertarian	views	or	aspects	differing	

from	libertarian	canon.	On	the	basis	of	this	evidence	it	is	safe	to	say	that	Lazarus	Long,	the	protagonist	

of	Time	Enough	for	Love	is	libertarian	in	perspective	and	attitude.		
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