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A B S T R A C T  

Professor Wojda is not exactly a fan of my evictionist theory. He accurately 

explicates it but does nothing to obliterate it. Instead, he maintains that my 

own understanding of the pro-life and pro-choice theories that I mean 

evictionism to supplant is faulty. He also opines that my use of metaphors 

is problematic. I am exceedingly grateful to him for helping me publicize 

this perspective of mine. As he notes, I have been at it since 1977. I regret 

that I have not made virtually any headway at all in having this policy 

implemented, let alone widely discussed. With his important efforts, 

hopefully this state of affairs will soon end. I learned a great deal from 

Professor Wojda’s paper and am grateful to him for it. My thought, hope, 

is that this correspondence on this complex matter will enable both of us, 

together, to shed more light on it than would otherwise be the case. 

1 INTRODUCTION 

Wojda (2025) starts off his in many ways splendid 

essay with a reprise of metaphors. He gives 

numerous examples thereof. 

He is kind enough to mention that I “(Block 1977), 

gives us a few more [metaphors]: the woman as 

‘landlord,’ embryonic/fetal life as ‘intruders,’ 

‘squatters,’ even ‘trespassers’ (though, oddly 

enough, never ‘renters’), and of course, the act of 

abortion as itself an ‘eviction.’”1 

 

1 All of my mentions of Wojda are to this one article 

of his (2025). Unless otherwise mentioned, I do 

not include his footnotes. 

This distinguished scholar suggests, as a 

presumably friendly amendment, that while I am 

at it, I should also employ “landlord” as a 

metaphor. I cannot see my way clear to adopting 

this nomenclature regarding the pregnant woman. 

For while the landlord agrees to allow a tenant to 

occupy her premises, the latter never does any 

such thing. Wojda also finds it “oddly enough” that 

I never equate the fetus with “renter.” But the 

same considerations apply here. A renter, 

whether of a car, or a lawnmower or a residence 

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2215-4791
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or anything else of the kind, has agreed to use the 

property in question for a fixed duration. Nothing 

of the kind can apply to the pre-born child. No 

agreement whatsoever takes place in this context. 

Moreover, I object to this general thrust of his. I 

am not at all using terms such as “homeowner,” 

“trespasser,” “owner of her body,” as mere 

metaphors. I mean them quite literally. Here are a 

few examples of metaphors:  

- Life is a rollercoaster.  

- She has a heart of gold.  

- The classroom was a zoo.  

- He is a walking encyclopedia. 

- I could eat a horse 

- She is an open book 

- He wears his heart on his sleeve 

- You’re building castles in the air 

- I was a million miles away 

- Splitting hairs 

What do all these have in common? They are 

metaphors. They are wild exaggerations! Not a 

single one of them is literally or even conceivably 

true. Hearts are in bodies, not on sleeves. If yours 

was literally on your sleeve, or made of gold, you’d 

be dead. Being a million miles away is just plain 

silly; our highways simply do not stretch that far, 

nor can our airplanes traverse such distances. We 

can surely and easily distinguish between life and 

a rollercoaster.  

In very sharp contrast by my use of words like 

“intruder,” “squatter,” ‘trespasser” to describe the 

unwanted fetus is meant precisely, exactly, 

literally. I am not saying that the pre-born infant is 

“like” these descriptions. I mean them to apply 

quite literally. It would be akin to describe this very 

young human being as weighing in at 6 ounces, 

or of a height of 3 inches. Wojda seriously 

misunderstands my eviction in this regard since 

he avers, they are merely metaphors. 

Even more egregious is his claim that the act of 

abortion is a metaphor for eviction. Nothing could 

be further from the truth. Not only do I not regard 

abortion as like, or similar, or resembling, 

abortion, as would be true for a metaphor, I see 

them, if anything, as almost polar opposites. In my 

 

2 Hitler, Stalin, and Mao come to mind in this context 

view, abortion is a two-stage phenomenon. It 

consists of two separate and distinct aspects: first, 

evicting the fetus from the womb and then, 

second, the outright murder of the very young 

baby. 

This is not a good opening on Wojda’s part for a 

criticism of evictionism. It he does not so much as 

know exactly what it is, it is difficult to see how his 

criticism of it can be valid. 

Our author’s next critique of my view is this: “… 

evictionism has all the appearances of an effort to 

rescue, not human life, but libertarianism from 

perishing on the messy shoals of human 

experience.” This is motive mongering, and 

somewhat improper in scholarly exegeses. The 

academic community should not at all care what 

my purposes or intentions are in promoting 

evictionism. The only and sole issue should be, is 

this thesis, correct, truthful, accurate, justified?  

But since he raises this issue, allow me to 

unburden myself about my goals. Yes, certainly, 

one of them is indeed to “rescue human life.” 

Despite the fact that there are some individuals 

whose actions I strongly disapprove of2 I am still 

very much a strong supporter of our species. All 

my best friends are members of this category, plus 

my wife, children, grandchildren and other 

relatives.  

Do I also want to promote libertarianism in this 

endeavor? This is certainly true. It is the last best 

hope for the flourishing, even the preservation, of 

the human race. Further, evictionism is entirely 

based upon libertarian theory, particularly its non-

aggression principle3 and private property rights. I 

do not wish to return the “favor” and enquire into 

Wojda’ motivation in trying to besmirch the only 

correct solution to the abortion controversy. 

Here is Wojda’s next swing at the baseball: “While 

it wouldn’t be the first theory to be so vanquished, 

given its presuppositions, libertarianism seems 

particularly ill-suited to address, much less 

resolve contemporary debates about abortion…. 

as a form of human relationship, pregnancy is sui 

generis. Gestation is a factual situation for which 

3 For a critique of the NAP see Huemer (2019). For a 

defense Block (2013) 
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our ordinary moral and legal categories of fully 

independent beings are ill-suited.”  

I beg to differ. I respectfully disagree with the 

characterization of pregnancy as sui generis. This 

is not the first time in the history of the world in 

which there was a dispute between two people 

over conflicting property rights. I don’t know about 

“our ordinary moral and legal categories,” but I do 

know a bit about the John Lockean type theories 

of property rights, ownership of the first 

homesteader, upon which libertarianism is 

predicated.4 I know enough to categorically reject 

this notion of legal uniqueness regarding the 

abortion issue. 

Our author continues his intellectual onslaught: “In 

other words, as helpful as the image of ourselves 

as owners of our bodies may be in some instances 

(e.g., resisting arbitrary governance, whether 

public or private), when it comes to pregnancy and 

childbirth, the libertarian picture is seriously 

flawed.  In sum, if evictionism is the best that 

libertarians can offer on the disputed question of 

abortion, then, like many other theories before it, 

it may be time to admit defeat and move on.” Is 

the libertarian picture seriously flawed? We shall 

soon see about them apples. 

2  WOJDA’S CHARACTERIZATION OF 
EVICTIONISM 

In this section of his paper, my critic brilliantly 

expostulates on the theory of evictionism. And not 

only that. He almost perfectly articulates my 

critiques of both the pro-life and the pro-choice, 

from the evictionist point of view. He offers such 

an insightful, succinct and even brilliant summary 

that I am inspired by him to even the more support 

evictionism. My thought at this point is How can 

he then reject this airtight solution to the abortion 

controversy? 

I have only two very minor additional reactions to 

this tour de force of his. First, I am grateful to 

 

4 Block, 1990, 2002A, 2002B; Block and Edelstein, 

2012; Block and Nelson, 2015; Block and Yeatts, 1999-

2000; Block vs Epstein, 2005; Bylund, 2005, 2012; 

Gordon, 2019A, 2019B; Grotius, 1625; Hoppe, 1993, 

2011; Kinsella, 2003, 2006A, 2006B, 2007, 2009A, 

2009B, 2009C; Locke, 1948; McMaken, 2016; Paul, 

1987; Pufendorf, 1673; Rothbard, 1969, 1973, 32; 

Rozeff, 2005; Watner, 1982 

Wojda for pointing out the facts about the date of 

viability for a fetus outside of the womb. However, 

these numbers are continually changing, as 

medical technology continues to improve. It 

seems simpler to stick to the old trimester system 

than to continually update the week of viability. 

Then, there is sheer laziness on my part, with 

regard to a factual situation that does not at all 

impinge upon the debate 

Second, regarding two swimmers clutching on to 

a piece of wood that can only save one of them 

from drowning. My view is that if one of them is 

the owner of this piece of flotsam, or reaches it 

first and then homesteads it, the nod goes to him. 

If there is a tie in race to grab it, then only a coin 

flip will suffice. States Wojda, “Oddly, we are 

supposed to imagine ourselves as sea-captains 

with the power to shove one person off the wood, 

but not ourselves also struggling to survive. Sea 

captains? Not a bit of it. Rather, we are viewing 

this in the role of political philosophers, hopefully, 

libertarians. 

3  A CRITIQUE  

We now arrive, supposedly, at the crux of this 

scholar’s critique of evictionism. I say supposedly, 

because in this very long section of this paper, not 

only does this author not lay a glove on 

evictionism, he does not even try to do so. This is 

very strangest critique of evictionism I have ever 

seen, and I have seen many.5 What does he do, 

here, instead of criticizing my position? He claims 

that my understanding of the other two contending 

theories, pro-life and pro-choice, is wanting. 

For example, he states: “On a superficial level, 

evictionism seems an appealing alternative to 

both the pro-life and the pro-choice positions, but 

only in the versions of those two positions that 

Block offers. Upon closer inspection, it is not clear 

that his description of both the pro-life and pro-

choice positions hasn’t given us straw men, in this 

5 Akers, 2012A, 2012B; Davies, 2012; Feser, 2004; 

Goodwin, 2014; Parr, 2011, 2014; Mosquito, 2014, 

2015; Rothbard, 1978; Sadowsky, 1978; Shaffer, 2012;  

Rothbard, 1978; Vance, 2008, 2012; Wisniewski, 

2010A, 2010B, 2011, 2013. Here are some of my 

responses to the foregoing: Block, 2010A, 2010B, 

2011A, 2011B, 2011C, 2014; 2017, 2025A, 2025B, 

2025C, 2025D, 2025E 
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case two extreme versions, neither of which would 

be acknowledged as fair representations of those 

positions by the many of those who profess to hold 

them.”  

But I am not at all interested in whether 

evictionism is “an appealing alternative to both the 

pro-life and the pro-choice positions,” and to be 

told it is not because of my erroneous 

understanding of the other two. I was hoping for, 

expecting, rather to be informed regarding the 

errors of evictionism. This was not at all 

forthcoming. I felt like saying, hey, I’m over here, 

come get me, stop ignoring me.  

Instead, Wojda waxed eloquent about all sorts of 

non-evictionists.6 For example, Paglia mentioned 

no fewer than 11 times, Wolf (also 11), Camosy 

(13). Let us stipulate, arguendo, that what I know 

of pro-life and pro-choice could not fight its way 

out of the proverbial wet paper bag. This, still, in 

no way obviates the virtues of evictionism, which 

I thought was the entire point of his essay. My 

error. I was tempted to claim that the title of his 

paper, “Evictionism, Pro-Life and Pro-Choice: A 

Response,” verged on fraud. But, in the event, I 

couldn’t bring myself to make this charge. For he 

did indeed “respond” to evictionism, with a sterling 

summary, and certainly mentioned, all too often, 

my supposed misunderstanding of the latter two 

options. So, even though there was not a word of 

criticism of the former, when you are ready willing 

and able to respond and don’t get any, all sorts of 

whining rise to the fore. 

What, then, are my misperceptions of pro-

choice? 

It would appear that my error consists of the fact 

that I do not fully appreciate that “Not all those who 

describe themselves as such deny that abortion is 

the taking of a human life.” I plead guilty to this 

“oversight” of mine. I do not, indeed, focus on such 

folk who mislabel themselves. Rather my target is 

limited to those pro-choicers who do take this 

position. Why do I do this?  

This is because I wish to intellectually obliterate 

the pure pro-choice position which maintains that 

the fetus has no more rights than an appendix. I 

 

6 Not that there are all that many after all, I must admit. 

But then at one time in our history there were precious 

few who maintained that the earth was round or that it 

fully realize that there are some pro-choice 

compromisers, fair weather friends of this 

viewpoint, who do not go all the way to the pro-

choice doctrine; who compromise with it, and yet 

claim to support this perspective.  

If my misconstrual of pro-choice is serious, I am 

far more guilty when it comes to pro-life, he avers: 

“But if the shortcomings of evictionism’s account 

of the pro-choice position are significant, they pale 

in comparison with its description of the pro-life 

position, which it must be stated border on 

parody.” 

Where did I go wrong here? Wojda instructs me: 

“Are there pro-life voices that take the moral worth 

of embryonic and fetal human life to be absolute? 

That hold the sanctity of fetal life to be such that it 

overrides all other goods and imposes on us—on 

pregnant women and medical professionals—a 

perfect duty to respect it regardless of the cost? 

To be sure, there are. Are these voices the pro-

life majority? Hardly.” 

I confess. I admit it. I do not give a fig for majority 

vote. I do not care much if there were not a single 

solitary supposed pro-lifer who held the pure 

version of this philosophy. That and no other is my 

target, and I make no apology for sharply 

criticizing this view, rather than one of its 

unimportant compromises. If pro-lifers wish to 

compromise with their own supposed position, 

and take on some aspects of evictionism, I 

welcome them for coming at least partially to their 

senses. But this will not deflect me in the slightest 

from critically addressing what I regard as a 

deeply flawed position. 

States Wojda: And “… it is nothing short of 

astounding that Block’s argument gives hardly 

any attention to this [Catholic] tradition or any 

religious tradition, for that matter.” All I can say in 

response is that I welcome folks who represent 

this perspective to give some “attention” to 

evictionism. Also, in a critique, it is usual to 

reprimand writers for what they actually say, not 

for what they fail to say. I could with equal justice 

upbraid Wojda for not mentioning at all, totally 

ignoring, what Locke and other libertarian 

revolved around the sun. Still, he could have spared at 

least a few words about this doctrine, not my supposed 

failure to understand its two competitors. 
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homesteading theorists had to say about the just 

generation of property rights. 

While we are on the subject of irrelevancies I have 

ignored, what are we to make this statement 

which my critic approvingly quotes? “The first 

commandment of real feminism  … is: when in 

doubt, listen to women. What she hears is the 

same struggle many experiences when faced with 

similar, agonizing choices of whether to choose 

self over another.” Does this sort of thing really 

belong in a scholarly journal? How would read if 

we reversed matters and put men, or whites, or 

blacks, instead, in the catbird seat? Not too well. 

Let me just say that I welcome all critics of 

evictionism, feminists, Catholics, all others, to 

consider changing their views and embracing the 

one and only correct theory, evictionism.  

Wojda is pleased to characterize my targets as 

“the simplified descriptions of the pro-life and pro-

choice positions.” I hereby call upon Occam’s 

Razor as a refutation of this jibe. 

My rendition of pro-life and pro-choice are, 

admittedly, extreme versions of both. Yes, many 

people hold positions not 100% in accord with how 

I have depicted each.  

Consider the debate between pacifists and non-

pacifists. Some people holding the former position 

might make an exception in one or two cases. 

Ditto for warmongers. They, too, do not wish to 

fight everyone without exception. Suppose there 

was an intermediate position between the two. 

Would it behoove the analysist to focus on the 

extreme positions in each case, or on the 

compromisers? Of course, the former is correct. 

Ditto for the debate between communists and free 

enterprisers. Clarity alone requires commentators 

to consider the extremes in each case.  

This is true even if there were not a single solitary 

person on the planet who subscribed to either 

position fully. This is part and parcel of the ceteris 

paribus tradition. The human mind is limited. We 

cannot consider every single gradation between 

pacifism and its opposite, between socialism and 

capitalism, nor, either, between pro-life or pro-

choice. My difficulty with Wojda’s critique is that 

he is in effect muddying up the waters. It is 

 

7 I add the word “pure” here since I appear to be the 

only advocated of this position, and I treat is in a manner 

extremely difficult to make any progress in coming 

to grips with the abortion controversy with only 

three clear-cut alternatives: pure pro-life, pure 

pro-choice and evictionism.7 Instead, he wants to 

introduce numerous gradations, which only make 

it more difficult to analyze.  

Consider an example of ceteris paribus type of 

thinking from the realm of economics. I want to 

maintain that in equilibrium, a minimum wage law 

will necessarily unemploy all workers with a 

discounted marginal revenue product below the 

level stipulated by this legal enactment. One 

problem with this absolutely true statement is that 

we are never, ever, in a state of full equilibrium. 

Another is that we can never attain ceteris paribus 

conditions either. Something is always changing 

in the real world: new discoveries, new 

innovations, new markets, changes in the prices 

and quantities of substitutes and compliments. If 

we are to make any sense whatsoever of the claim 

mentioned above, given our limited human 

intellectual capacities, we must sweep all this 

aside at least in our mind’s eye, and function, only, 

based on a pure situation. 

This is exactly what I have long been doing with 

evictionism, that Wojda so definitively rejects. He 

brings in Camille Paglia, Charles Camosy, Naomi 

Wolf, Matthew Desmond, religious 

considerations, etc. This to be sure, is interesting. 

It enhances our deliberations. But it complicates 

them. It takes our eye off the proverbial ball: is 

evictionism correct or is it not? What are the 

assets and debits of pure pro-choice and pure pro-

life? I appreciate my debating partner’s interest in 

making our efforts more realistic by bringing it into 

contact with the extant literature he unearths. But 

I cannot think it a valid criticism of my “simplistic” 

approach.  

Next, this eminent philosopher brings into the 

analysis the concepts of “killing versus allowing to 

die,” “aiming at death” and “material 

performance.”  

Indubitably, mens rea is important. No, scratch 

that. It is crucial in the determination of criminal 

behavior. However, it simply must be 

accompanied by something illegal to be even 

pure as the driven snow, with no compromises 

whatsoever. 
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relevant to the law. According to that old 

aphorism, if mere thoughts counted, we would all 

be in jail. Thus, contrary to Wojda, there is nothing 

per se legally wrong with “aiming at death.” A 

pregnant woman who terminates a pregnancy 

before the fetus reaches viability knows full well 

that the fetus will die. She might well regret this 

eventuality, but it cannot be denied that she is also 

“aiming at death.” She is both killing and allowing 

to die, and neither should be a legal problem since 

she is justified in undertaking both. 

The next point raised by my interlocutor is this 

statement of my debating partner’s: “Block himself 

recognizes this in his admission that, prior to 

viability, any removal (eviction) of the fetal human 

being from its domicile will result in its death. If 

such removal is justified, as Block argues it is at 

any stage of the pregnancy, then it can only be 

under the description of ceasing to aid, as he 

takes killing to be always wrong. 

But I do not at all “take … killing to be always 

wrong.” Surely, for most people, killing an attacker 

in self-defense is not always wrong.8 However, for 

the libertarian, morally wrong is of little interest. 

The key concern of this philosophical viewpoint is 

not all of morality, but only a small bit of it: what is 

just law. So, would killing always be illegal? 

Certainly not, in the case of self-defense. But this 

is precisely the justification in the case of 

evictionism. The pregnant woman is defending 

her property, her person, against the incursion of 

an unwanted fetus, literally a trespasser or 

squatter. 

I also find wanting this statement of this scholar 

who considers: 

“… the different ways in which one might evict an 

embryonic/fetal human being from the womb. The 

most common surgical method of abortion in the 

first trimester is suction dilation and evacuation. It 

would be difficult, if not impossible, to describe 

such a procedure as a ceasing to aid the 

embryonic/fetal human being. But is such a 

procedure always to be described as aiming at 

death, i.e., always a morally unjustifiable taking of 

a human life. To this question the Catholic 

tradition, drawing most famously on Aquinas’ 

argument in the Summa Theologiae (II-II.64.7) 

about the permissibility of killing in self-defense, 

 

8 The only exceptions would be extreme pacifists 

has relied on the distinction between direct versus 

indirect killing. While all direct killing (aiming at 

death) is prohibited, indirect killing can be justified 

as a last resort or for proportionate reasons.”  

My difficulty with this analysis is that, at least on 

the assumption that the very early fetus can feel 

no pain, and, also, cannot possibly live outside of 

the womb, that these practices are entirely 

justified. This is so based on the right of the owner 

of any property, most certainly including property 

in her very person, to evict even an innocent 

intruder, even though it eventuates in his death. 

Either we support private property rights, or we do 

not support private property rights, in general. And 

to be specific, either we support private property 

rights in ourselves, or we do not support private 

property rights in persons, including women. This 

issue raises fundamental questions about the 

foundations of civilization 

4  CONCLUSION 

Wojda offered not only an accurate rendition of 

evictionism, but also a highly sympathetic one. I 

expected that he would either congratulate me on 

this, become an enthusiastic supporter of this 

vision, or, at the very least, criticize it. He did 

neither. Instead, he spent more of his time and 

effort criticizing my understanding of the two 

alternatives to it, pro-choice and pro-life, as being 

too simplistic. Perhaps in a future article he will 

explain why he does or does not embrace 

evictionism. 

Let me end on this note. According to my learned 

friend: “It’s worth noting here that, despite Block’s 

contention that ‘evictionism’ is ‘less known’ than 

either the pro-life or pro-choice positions, a 

version of his argument, i.e., abortion as ‘ceasing 

to aid’ rather than ‘killing,’ has been well-known for 

many years. It’s fundamental to Thomson’s 

famous analogy, of course….”  

I beg to differ. The cite for Thomson’s famous 

essay is this: Thomson, Judith Jarvis. 1971. “A 

Defense of Abortion.” Philosophy and Public 

Affairs 1(1), 47–66. That is, she defends abortion; 

I strongly reject Thomson’s defense of abortion. 

To see the sharp difference between me and 

Thomson, one that seems to have escaped 

Wojda’s attention, see Block (2018). 
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