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That Edward . Younkins is well and widely read is apparent in
light of the diverse, mutually iluminating subjects he brings together
in this short but impressive book: Aristotle, Ayp Rand, and the
Austrian economists Carl Menger, Ludwig von Mises, and Murray
Rothbard. These thinkers, and the schools they represent, arc
participatory, not wholly separate or distinct, in their celebration of
capitalism. Each thinker has, to be sure, his or her own colorful
methodologies and idiosyncrasies; but the differences among them are
often overstated and under-analyzed, or treated with such closed-
minded certainty that insistences on ideological purity preclude
searches for significant commonalities.

The ideas championed by these thinkers are not only reconcilable,
Younkins suggests, but complementary and profoundly, sometimes
intimately, connected. By combining and synthesizing elements
found in Aristotle’s writings, Austrian Economics, Ayn Rand’s
philosophy of Objectivism, and in the writings of neo-Aristotelian
classical liberal philosophers of human flourishing,” Younkins
explains, “we have the potental to reframe the argument for a free
society Into a consistent reality-based whole whose integrated sum of
knowledge and esplanatory power is greater than the sum of its parts”
(16). Inan eraof groupthink and infighting among those who profess
individualism and liberty, reason and freethinking, the clarification of
intersections between various lines of individualist thought is happy
indeed. It’s refreshing to read a book that aims to build rather than
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Younkins’s arguments to “digestible” ralking-points, but also experts
who tend to over-scrutinize details and consequently fail to sec the
forest for the trees. 1, for one, can see how a dedicated scholar,
caught up in Younkins’s attempt to reconcile the value theories of
Menger, Mises, and Rand (48-52), might miss the importance of this
reconciliation to the praxeological methods of Rothbard, which
harmonize with Randian thinking to the extent that they concern “the
qature of man and the world, natural law, natural rights, and a rational
cthics based on human nature and discovered through reason” (54);
that theyv agree “that the purpose of political philosophy and ethics is
the promotion of productive human life on earth” (54); that they
determine “the proper rules for a rational society by using reason to
examine the nature of human life and the world and by employing
logical deductions to ascertain what these natures suggest” (54); and
that they agree “on the volitional nature of rational human conscious-
ness” (54).
Ir's not possible in a short review to spell out each mark of
solidarity or departure among Younkins’s subjects, so let me cite an
example from the “Introduction” Here Younkins lists elements of

thought that his subjects have in common and that make up his
synthesizing paradigm:  “(1) an objective, realistic, natural-law-
oriented metaphysics; (2) a natural rights theory based on the nature
of man and the world; (3) an objective epistemology which describes
essences or concepts as epistemologically contextual and relational
rather than as metaphysical; (4) a biocentric theory of value; (5)
praxeology as a tool for understanding how people cooperate and
compete and for deducing universal principles of economics; and (6)
an ethic of human flourishing based on reason, free will, and individu-
ality” (21).

My only complaint with a list like this—and like other such lists
in the book—is that it is so general as to lose its force. Although the
elements in the list signify an underlying pattern, they are so vague,
broad, and fluctuant that they could include schools of thought that

clearly do not comport with the values and theories of Aristotelians,

Austrians, or Objectivists. For instance, neoconservatism would seem

. .y . C
to rely on an “objective, realistic, natural-law-oriented metaphysics,

just as it would scem to rely on a “natural rights theory based on the

nature of man and the world.”
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principle, to adhere to the teachings of Objectivism and Austrian

economics simultaneously. These individuals, despite having noted |

the conflicts between these schools, still think of the schools as a pair.

These individuals, moreover, are not always able to convey why they

think this way, but perhaps what they have in mind involves the

interrelations that Younkins describes. Put another way, perhaps

these individuals can support Objectivism and Austrian economics at

once because on some sublimated level, they consider the two schools

as joined in modus and method. If that’s the case, Younkins ought to

be celebrated for expressing what some, perhaps many, have already

sensed: that the constituent parts of Aristotelianism, Austrian

Economics, and Objectivism are generative and instructive when |
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