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Ihr Brief vom 9.d.M.

Herrn Walter Meyer,

Berlin NW 21, Bremer Strasse 76.

Sehr geehrter Herr Meyer,




Ihrem Wunsche entsprechend gebe ich Ihnen Ihren Brief zurück. (Anlage.)

-----------------

Was die Diskussionsmethoden in einer Diskussionsgesellschaft anlangt, so ist es vielleicht nicht möglich, alle Fälle in einer gedruckten Diskussionsordung vorzusehen. Darin haben Sie recht: Aufrichtigkeit und Wahrheitsliebe muss man bei jedem Teilnehmer voraussetzen. Andererseits: Die Fähigkeit, Sinn von Unsinn zu unterscheiden, muss man ebenfalls bei jedem Teilnehmer voraussetzen, wenigstens für den Fall, dass er, wo er beides nicht unterschieden hat, darauf hingewiesen wird. Aber:

1.) Die festeste Überzeugung, dass ein anderer Unsinn geredet hat, beweist noch nicht, dass er wirklich Unsinn geredet hat. In der Beziehung ist heute noch belehrend die Diskussion, die Columbus mit der wissenschaftlichen Kommission führte, die sein Projekt prüfen sollte. Die Kommission fragte den C. höhnisch, wie er es anfangen wollte, wieder zurück zu fahren, wenn er auf der nach der Columbus-Theorie gekrümmten Erdoberfläche herunter gefahren wäre. Zum Glück war die Königin Isabella eine Frau von grossem Verstande; sie sagte dem C. in der Schluss Audienz: Columbus - Ihr geltet als ein besonders erfahrener Seemann, und die Art, wie Ihr nach Spanien zurückkommt, habt Ihr Euch gewiss gründlich überlegt. Ich glaube, dass ich euch drei von meinen Schiffen anvertrauen kann. Die Gesichter der Kommissionsmitglieder, wenn Ihr zurückkommt, die möchte ich allerdings sehen! (Dumm waren die Argumente der Kommission keineswegs, und sie waren beim damaligen Stande der Wissenschaft auch kein Unsinn. Der Inhalt der Unterredung ist in jeder besseren Biographie des C. zu finden.)

2.) Lichtenberg sagte - - über Cartesius noch hinausgehend - - man sollte an allem mal zweifeln, sogar daran, dass 2 mal 2 =4. Wenn man das gelten lässt, so wird man es nicht gleich als Unsinn bezeichnen, wenn ein anderer Meinungen vorträgt, die nach eignem Dafürhalten den ältesten und plattesten Selbstverständlichkeiten widersprechen. In jedem Falle aber hat in einer Diskussionsgesellschaft jeder Teilnehmer, der sich ordnungsmässig zum Worte gemeldet hat, die Befugnis, die gröbsten Irrtümer innerhalb der geschäftsmässigen Redezeit, ohne unterbrochen zu werden, vorzutragen.

3.) Benjamin Franklin hatte in der von ihm entworfenen Geschäftsordnung für die Philosophische Gesellschaft zu Philadelphia ( vielleicht besteht die Gesellschaft noch ) bestimmt, dass niemand abfällige Werturteile über eine vorgetragene Meinung äussern dürfe. Wenn einer der Meinung wäre, dass der andere Unsinn geredet habe, so sollte er ihn widerlegen, nicht aber ihn beleidigen. Franklin ging sogar so weit, dass er das unmittelbare Widersprechen verbot. Der Gegner musste sich einer Form bedienen etwa wie: Ich kann meinem Vorredner nicht beipflichten und zwar aus folgenden Gründen. Näheres in den Memoiren Franklins. Sie haben vielleicht schon bemerkt, dass ich mich bemühe, die von Franklin aufgestellten Regeln zu befolgen. Allerdings besitze ich nicht die Selbstbeherrschung Franklin's, so dass ich wider Willen öfters dagegen verstosse.
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4.) Entwurf zu einem Katalog der Rechte des Menschen und Bürgers von Erika Zube.

A.) Die bisher aufgestellten Entwürfe einschliesslich derjenigen aus dem 18-ten Jahrhundert unterscheiden meiner Meinung nach nicht genügend zwischen Rechten, Anrechten, Rechtsansprüchen und Befugnissen. Zube ist der gleichen Meinung. Wir durchforschten die uns zugängige juristische Literatur, fanden aber nicht, was wir suchten. Das Beste war noch eine Schrift von Felix Dahn, dem berühmten Schriftsteller. Er war nebenbei ein scharfsinniger Jurist.

Beispiele: "Recht auf Arbeit". Die Bezeichnung erschien uns nicht genau genug. Wenn man die u.a. auch von Kant aufgestellte Regel gelten lässt: "Das Recht ist mit der Befugnis zu zwingen verbunden", so muss man auch zugeben, dass dieses Recht nicht zu verwirklichen ist, wenn im Volke sowohl wie bei den Regierungen eine solche Unwissenheit über die Ursachen der Arbeitslosigkeit (als Massenerscheinung) besteht, wie gegenwärtig. Wie hätten z.B. vor 10 Jahren die vielen Tausende von Arbeitslosen in Berlin das Recht auf Arbeit erzwingen können? Wie man das machen könnte, das wussten die Arbeitslosen ebenso wenig wie die Regierungen wussten, wie sie Arbeit beschaffen könnten.

Wir ersetzten daher das Recht auf Arbeit durch

"die Befugnis der Arbeitslosen durch Zusammenschluss in geeigneten Organisationsformen arbeitsteilig ihren eignen Lebensunterhalt und den ihrer Angehörigen sowie den Lebensunterhalt der Arbeitsunfähigen zu produzieren. Die Arbeitslosen haben ebenso wie alle anderen Menschen ein Anrecht darauf, dass die Produktion nicht ausgebeutet wird; sie haben einen Rechtsanspruch darauf, dass sie nicht auf die
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Barmherzigkeit, Mildtätigkeit, etc. ihrer Mitmenschen verwiesen werden.

Im Augenblick habe ich die s.Zt. geschaffenen Formulierungen nicht vor mir; wahrscheinlich waren sie besser als die vorstehende, aber der Rechtsinhalt war der gleiche.

B.) Der Professor Arnold J. Lien, i.J. 1947 Professor an der Washington-Universität zu St. Louis, Staat Missouri, erklärte, dass der Katalog der Menschenrechte noch nie abgeschlossen war und sehr wahrscheinlich nie abgeschlossen sein würde. Von Zeit zu Zeit werden vorher unbeachtet gewesene Rechte bekannt und gefordert. Zube fiel es s.Zt. auf, dass z.B. das Recht, sich seiner Muttersprache bedienen zu dürfen, weder im Text der UNO noch in einem andern uns zugängigen Text der Menschenrechte enthalten war. Zube kam darauf, als in den Staaten Indiens jede machthabende Gruppe forderte, dass die Sprache ihrer Mitglieder Staatssprache sein müsse, d.h., dass die Gerichte nur in dieser Sprache verhandeln dürften, die Lehranstalten nur in dieser Sprache unterrichten dürften, u.dgl. Die Anerkennung dieser Forderungen würde dazu geführt haben, dass etwa ein Drittel der Inder vom öffentlichen Leben, ja von den Gütern der Zivilisation ausgeschlossen wäre. Die Kämpfe sind noch in vollem Gange. Am heftigsten sind sie z.Zt. auf Ceylon. Die Singhalesen sind in der Majorität und verlangen die Beschränkung der Sprache der Tamilen auf die private Sphäre. Geführt werden sie von buddhistischen Mönchen.

In Afrika geht es nicht anders zu als in Asien. In Europa werden die Deutschen Süd-Tirols im Gebrauch des Deutschen in menschenrechtswidriger Weise beschränkt. Das berechtigt sie allerdings noch nicht, nun ihrerseits die Menschenrechte zu verletzen und z.B. italienische Eisenbahnzüge zum Entgleisen zu bringen, italienische Schulen zu zerstören und auch sonst das Prinzip der kollektiven, politischen Verantwortung zu befolgen.

Zube war auch der Meinung, dass es ein bisher übersehenes Menschenrecht sei, von der Anwendung dieses abscheulichsten aller Moralprinzipien verschont zu bleiben. Bisher ist es nur durch die Haager 
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Landkriegsordnung verboten.
C.) Tierschutz. Sie verlangen, dass der in die Menschenrechte eingebaut werde. Dazu möchte ich folgendes bemerken und weiss aus mehreren Gesprächen mit Zube und mit der Erika, dass beide mir hier Recht geben.

Die Menschenrechte sind Rechte, welche dem Menschen von keiner Regierung, von keiner Majorität, von keiner Kirche und von keiner machthabenden Gruppe genommen werden können. Jeder Versuch, die Menschenrechte zu unterdrücken ( oder auch nur ein Menschenrecht zu unter-drücken ) berechtigt zum Widerstand und verpflichtet in ernstlichen Fällen zum Nachdenken über die Möglichkeiten einer Revolution. Beispiel: Nazismus.

Ein Katalog der Menschenrechte soll die Menschen darüber belehren, in welchen Fällen sie Widerstand zu leisten berechtigt sind und an die Hilfsbereitschaft aller Menschen appellieren können und sogar sollen.

Die von so vielen Regierungen proklamierte Thesis: Was wir mit unsern Untertanen anstellen ist innere Angelegenheit des Staates und geht keinen Ausländer etwas an - - diese Thesis also erkannten die Zubes nicht an und behielten sich vor, sie in einen noch zu formulierenden Katalog der herrschenden Sozial-Unrechts-Theorien zu verweisen.
Verletzungen der Menschenpflichten gegenüber den Tieren ist eine schlimme Sache; ich stimme mit Ihnen darin überein, dass die bestehende Tierschutzgesetzgebung nicht weit genug geht. (Ist auch Meinung der Zubes.) Aber, berechtigt Tierquälerei oder "Tiermord" die Tierfreunde zur Tötung der Tierquäler oder zur Revolution gegen Regierungen welche die Tiere nur ungenügend schützen?

Wäre die Frage mit Nein zu beantworten, so wäre der Tierschutz kein Item für die Menschenrechte.

(Anm. von J.Z., 23/4/83: M. Rothbard in The Ethics of Liberty, zitierte eine diesbezügliche Bemerkung, die mir gefiel: Wir werden die Rechte der Tiere anerkennen sobald die Tiere dafür petitionieren! )

D.) Sie fordern Heranziehung der Moralgrundsätze, der Ergebnisse der Philosophie und der philosophisch fundierten Jurisprudenz bei der Herstellung eines Katalogs der Menschenrechte. Sie fordern auch die Berücksichtigung dessen, was frühere Denker auf dem Gebiet geleistet haben.

Es wäre sehr wünschenswert, wenn ein Autor oder gar mehrere Autoren einen Kommentar zu den Menschenrechten schrieben, der das alles leistet. Eine für das Volk bestimmte Deklaration sollte aber nicht aufgeschoben werden, bis der Kommentar fertig ist. Auch darf die Verständlichkeit der Deklaration nicht dadurch beeinträchtigt werden, dass darin Sätze vorkommen, die das Volk nicht versteht oder gar falsch versteht.

D.) Verhältnis der Menschenrechte zu den Menschenpflichten. Zubes behaupten, und ich gebe ihnen da recht, dass die oberste Menschenpflicht ist: die Menschenrechte zu verteidigen, ihre Kenntnis zu verbreiten und über Widerstandsmethoden nachzudenken, wenn sie verletzt werden.

Wenn Sie sagen: "Das Verhältnis von Recht und Pflicht muss also aufgehellt werden", so kann ich dazu nur bemerken: Wäre sehr verdienstlich. Semper aude!
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F.) Sie sagen: "....dass eine ontologische Fundierung der Gerechtigkeit ( also eine Erklärung aus dem Sein heraus ) möglich ist und habe darüber bestimmte Vorstellungen....".

Kant sagt in der Kr.d.r. V., Ausgabe B., S. 759, Anmerkung, (Kehrbach-Reclarrfsche Ausgabe,

S. 560, unten ):


"Noch suchen die Juristen eine Definition zu ihrem Begriff von Recht."
Die Sache ist also sehr schwierig. Ob die Erklärung aus dem Sein heraus möglich ist, kann ich im Augenblick nicht erkennen; mir scheint, dass sie sich eher aus dem Studium zahlreicher Rechtsfälle im Zivilrecht, im Strafrecht, im Völkerrecht und im Verfassungs-
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recht ergeben könnte. Z.B. hat das Bundesverfassungsgericht hier wertvolle Vorarbeit geleistet. Die Richter geben sich grosse Mühe, das wahre Recht aufzufinden und schrecken vor keiner Konsequenz zurück, wenn sie es aufgefunden haben. Die deutsche Finanzverwaltung musste vor einigen Jahren Millionen von Steuerbescheiden berichtigen, nachdem das Bundesverfassungsgericht erklärt hatte: Bei der Veranlagung von Ehepaaren sind falsche Rechtsgrundsätze zum Nachteil der Ehepaare angewandt worden. Auf den Einwand der Regierung: Aber, wer soll denn die Arbeit leisten ???? erklärte ein Richter: Das interessiert uns nicht. Warum habt ihr nicht selbst festgestellt, dass euere Veranlagungsmethoden unrechtmässig waren?? Das hättet ihr sehr wohl gekonnt!

G.) Sie sagen: "Vor allem gehört hierzu die Beantwortung der Frage:"Warum muss ein Verstandes-wesen gerecht sein?"

Wenn ich mich recht erinnere, so haben sich Plato und Aristoteles damit beschäftigt, und ich würde mich wundern wenn sich nicht auch andere Philosophen oder gar auch Juristen damit beschäftigt hätten.

H.) Benachbarte Probleme. Da muss ich Ihnen recht geben. Es lässt sich nicht vermeiden, die aufzulösen, wenn z.B. ein Gottgläubiger einem Atheisten die Frage vorlegt: Würde das Recht unter den Menschen respektiert werden, wenn sie nicht fürchteten, vom lieben Gott für Unrecht bestraft zu werden? Schopenhauer erörtert den Fall in gründlicher und geistreicher Weise.

I.) Wortlaut der Menschenrechte. Soviel mir bekannt sind sie im Wortlaut bei der Liga für Menschenrechte zu haben.
J.) Sie sagen: " ... dass die Welt vor allem ein ethisches Problem birgt oder ist ... ". Da könnten Sie recht haben. Da aber der Mensch wenn Kant recht hat, ein Naturprodukt ist, so scheint es nicht ganz abwegig, die Ethik als einen Teil der Naturwissenschaft aufzufassen. Sie besitzen, so viel ich weiss, Kant's "Populäre Schriften", Ausgabe der "Deutschen Bibliothek". In der Abhandlung: "Das mag in der Theorie richtig sein, taugt aber nicht für die Praxis", Seite 87 (meiner Ausgabe), sagt Kant:


"Fragen wir nun, durch welche Mittel dieser immerwährende Fortschritt zum Besseren dürfte erhalten und auch wohl beschleunigt werden, so sieht man bald, dass dieser ins unermesslich Weite gehende Erfolg nicht sowohl davon abhängen werde, was wir tun, (z.B. von der Erziehung, die wir der jüngeren Welt geben ) und nach welcher Methode wir verfahren sollen, um es zu bewirken; sondern von dem, was die menschliche Natur in und mit uns tun wird, um uns in ein Gleis zu nötigen, in welches wir uns von selbst nicht leicht fügen würden. Etc."

Das ist eine völlig neue Auffassung der Ethik. Volney in seiner Schrift "Les Ruines etc." (1791) und der Ergänzung dazu "La loi naturelle etc." (1794) hat fast die gleichen Ansichten geäussert. Kant veröffentlichte seine vorgenannte Abhandlung im Sept. 1793. Die "Ruines" hat er schwerlich gekannt, denn während der Revolutionszeit gelangten französische Bücher nur sehr ausnahmsweise nach Preussen, und gar Bücher philosophischen oder staatswissenschaftlichen Inhalts nur auf Schleichwegen. Andererseits ist nicht anzunehmen, dass Volney i.J. 1794 die Abhandlung Kant's aus dem Jahre 1793 gekannt hat. Es zeigt sich hier die in mancher Hinsicht tröstliche Erscheinung, dass wichtige Gedanken öfters in mehreren Köpfen zugleich oder fast zugleich entstehen. Wenn also einer der hier in Frage kommenden Reformer umgebracht oder eingesperrt wird, dann gelangt der Gedanke - - ein Naturprodukt -- doch in die Welt.

Nebenbei: Volney fasste den Plan zu seinen beiden Schriften auf den Ruinen von Palmyra. Umgeben von den Trümmern eines mal sehr
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mächtig und sehr kultiviert gesewenen Reiches fragte er sich: Wie konnte das untergehen? (Volney's sämtliche Werke schenkte mir Zube vor einigen Jahren. Ich lese auch jetzt noch öfters darin und immer mit einigem Nutzen für mich.)

K.) Sie sagen: " ... das die Menschenrechte in erster Linie ein philosophisches Problem darstellen ... " Wenn man den Begriff "philosophisch" nicht zu eng fasst, dann haben Sie recht. Immerhin: Der Teil "Menschenrechte" in der Amerikanischen Verfassung ist von Jefferson, der von Franklin und von Thomas Paine beeinflusst war. Die Französischen Menschenrechte von 1789 sind von Lafayette, der an die amerikanischen anschloss. Auch die später veröffentlichten "Grundrechte", und wie sie alle genannt wurden, sind nicht von Philosophen im üblichen Sinne des Wortes verfasst, sondern von Staatsmännern, Militärs, Juristen und "Schriftstellern".

L.) Sie sagen: "Es liegt mir fern, Zubes mit diesen Aufführungen etwa den Mut nehmen zu
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wollen." Was das anlangt, so habe ich kein Bedenken. Zube ist mit grösstem Mut an die schwierigsten und für ihn gefährlichsten Probleme herangegangen, und erst als sein Leben unmittelbar bedroht war, ist er ins Ausland gegangen.

(Anm. von J.Z.: Mein Leben war nur durch Stellungsverlust bedroht, denn mein West-Berliner Arbeitgeber glaubte, dass meine Meinungsäusserungen die Sowjets provozieren und damit dem Arbeitgeber, der in einigen Beziehungen von der Zusammenarbeit mit Ost-deutschen Behörden abhängig war, nachteilig sein würden. Ich wurde zwar in Ost-Berliner Blättern nach meiner Miliz-Petition als "Kriegshetzer" und "Imperialist" verschrien aber ein Menschenraubversuch mir gegenüber wurde nicht übernommen. Der hätte auch für die von mir vorgetragenen Ideen gute Reklame gemacht! In Berlin-West sind nach 1945 hunderte von Personen von östlichen Agenten ergriffen und nach dem Osten verschleppt worden - weil das kommunistische Regime sich auch "Rechtsprechung" über alle Westberliner nach seinen Grundsätzen anmasste. Eine Zeitlang wagte ich mich nur bewaffnet auf die Strasse - aber wenn sie mich hätten verschleppen und in eines ihrer Konzentrationslager stecken wollen, dann hätten sie es ja doch leicht tun können - denn dafür besitzen sie ja viele "Fachleute". J.Z. 23/4/83.)

Ihre Ausführungen werden Z. gewiss interessieren. (Aus Zeitmangel wird er Ihnen wohl nicht gleich antworten.) Aber den Mut, seine von allen andern abweichenden Ideen an die Öffentlichkeit zu bringen, sowie sich eine Gelegenheit bietet, wird ihm niemand nehmen. Seine Frau ist aus gleichem Holz geschnitzt. Dass sie nicht nur literatischen Mut besitzt ergibt sich schon daraus, dass sie Judo gelernt hat um sich auch vor Aggressoren anderer Art nicht fürchten zu müssen. Z. ist ein Schütze von Qualität. Training im Schiessen erhöht bekanntlich den angeborenen Mut.

M.) Mitarbeit mehrerer Personen an der Verbreitung der Kenntnis der Menschenrechte und an der Erweckung des Interesses an ihnen.

Sie wissen, was Ihr Freund Ruckhaber über die Notwendigkeit geschrieben hat, einen dem wirklichen Fortschritt gewidmeten Verlag zu schaffen.
Vielleicht können Sie in der Beziehung etwas tun.
--------------------









Mit bestem Gruss









U.v.Beckerath.     gez. Bth.

Anm. von J.Z.: Während ich an meinem Manuskript zu Peace Plans 61-63 arbeitete, regte ich meine damalige Frau Erika dazu an, aus meiner Materialsammlung, besonders den Beiträgen von Ulrich von Beckerath, einen umfassenden Menschenrechtsentwurf zusammenzustellen. Das hat sie dann auch, nach einigem Zögern, getan, in einem ersten Entwurf, handschriftlich. Ich schrieb den auf der Schreibmaschine um, diskutierte und versuchte Einzelheiten zu verbessern und schrieb dabei den Entwurf mehrmals um, setzte etwas hinzu oder liess etwas aus. Bei diesem langwierigen Prozess verlor E. ihr Interesse an dieser Arbeit, und sie wurde mehr und mehr meine eigene. Deshalb habe ich mich auch gewöhnlich auf diesen Entwurf als meinen eigenen bezogen - aufgebaut aber haupt-sächlich auf den Gedankengängen und Anregungen und ursprünglichen Entwürfen zu vielen Rechtsprinzipien, die mir Beckerath zugängig gemacht hatte. Vielleicht komme ich mal dazu all diese verschiedenen Entwürfe in einem Mikrofiche zusammenzustellen. - J.Z., 23/4/83.
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_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

(EINIGE EINWENDUNGEN VON PROF. H. RITTERSHAUSEN
ZUM 1. ENTWURF, 1960:)

BETR.: NEUE ZUSAMMENSTELLUNG DER BISHER BEKANNTGEWORDENEN 
MENSCHENRECHTE UND DER NATÜRLICHEN RECHTE DER VERNÜNFTIGEN 
WESEN.

ZU PUNKT 6: Gilt das auch für Einschränkungen der Vertragsfreiheit, die z.B. von Beckerath immer  bejahte, also etwa das Erfordernis notarieller Form von Grundstücksverkäufen ( um die Verschleuderung unter Alkoholeinfluss usw. zu verhindern)?

ZU PUNKT 7: Satz 1 unmöglich! Einer baut ein Haus, da ein anderer einen 5-jährigen Mietvertrag schliesst und einzieht. Nach einem Monat löst der Mieter den Vertrag. - Einfügen: durch vertragsmassige Kündigung.

UNNATÜRLICH? Jeder Etatist sagt, dass SEIN Staat natürlich sei. - Wie steht es mit der "Fluchtsteuer" usw. der Nazis (Abgaben ca. 1/3 des Vermögens bei Ausreise "als Entschädigung for die abgereiste Steuerquelle"!).

ZU PUNKT 9: M.E. müssen die Ausgetretenen dann für die Strassenbeleuchtung usw. bezahlen; setzt ein völlig umgebautes, auf Preise eingestelltes Steuersystem voraus.

ZU PUNKT 10: Geht m.E. nicht. Dann würde (gesteuert) eine Menge Etatisten IHRER neuen Gemeinschaft beitreten und deren Auflösung mit Mehrheit durchsetzen, wie bei den Nazis.

ZU PUNKT 11: Gilt das auch für die Benutzung von Einbahnstrassen in verkehrter Richtung?

ZU PUNKT 12: DIESES Recht gehört in einen anderen Paragraphen, als das Widerstandsrecht.
Passzwang: M.E. müssen gerade SIE Pässe verlangen und die Passverweigerung (heute ein fast terroristisches Mittel der Staaten ) bekämpfen.

ZU PUNKT 29: Nicht auch die Interna von Firmen und Vereinen? Nur Privatleben von Personen?

ZU PUNKT 39: Er sollte auch das Recht haben, die Zahl seiner Kinder selbst zu bestimmen.

ZU PUNKT 41: Auch bei familiären und industriellen Katastrophen, z.B. Hauseinsturz, Ertrinken. - 
Hinweis - hinweist.

ZU PUNKT 43: Zeile 3: Auch DIE Monopole, die billiger als bei atomistischer Konkurrenz verkaufen? Ich würde den 1. Absatz streichen. Ausgebeutet wird jeder Dumme, der etwas kauft, was für ihn nicht passt usw. Was heisst voller Ertrag? (Zeile 2)

ZU PUNKT 47: Ebenso mittel- und langfristige Inhaberobligationen auszugeben. 
ZU PUNKT 48: Gut!

ZU PUNKT 52: Völlig weg! - Letzte Zeile: Würde zu üblen Erpressungen benutzt werden. Streichen!

ZU PUNKT 56: Anspruch an wen? An Sie?

ZU PUNKT 58: M.E. auf PASSIVEN Widerstand beschränken? Boycott, Gandhi-Methode.

ZU PUNKT 61: Geht m.E. in dieser Formulierung nicht.

ENDE: Warum ist Erika Margarete Zube als Verfasser angegeben? Ich glaubte, SIE, Herr Zube, wären Verfasser.

Wer wird in Berrima trainiert? Für was?
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_________________________________________________________________________________

E.M. & J.M. Zube,







Berrima, den 11.9.1961

Sehr geehrter Herr Professor Rittershausen!

Vielen Dank für Ihre Anregungen zu unserem Menschenrechtsentwurf.

Ihre Anregungen waren bei weitem die fruchtbarsten, die wir bisher erhalten haben. Herr v. Bth. hat sich infolge zunehmender Alterschwäche leider immer noch nicht äussern können.

ZU PUNKT 6: Wir wollen nunmehr als Erläuterung einfügen:

Vernunftwesen werden zu.B. bei Grundstücksverkäufen auf die notarielle Beurkundung nicht verzichten oder diese als eine Einschränkung der Vertragsfreiheit ansehen. Menschen unter Alkoholeinfluss sind, zumindest vorübergehend, nicht als Vernunftwesen zu betrachten.

ZU PUNKT 7: Wir haben nunmehr in den Text eingefügt: ... Verträge   "durch vertragsmässige Kündigung" wieder zu lösen ... "

und in die Erläuterungen:

"Als unnatürliche Zwangsgemeinschaft ist eine Gemeinschaft zu betrachten, bei der durch Aufhebung des Zwanges keine Menschenrechte und natürlichen Rechte vernünftiger Wesen verletzt werden.

Nach Durchsetzung des Austrittsrechtes werden diese unnatürlichen Zwangsgemeinschaften sich allmählich ganz oder teilweise auflösen. Von den Staaten können dann nur noch exterritoriale und autonome Rechts-gemeinschaften aus Freiwilligen übrig bleiben."

Eine "Fluchtsteuer", wie das Hitlerregime sie als "Entschädigung für die abgereiste Steuerquelle" erhob, ist rechtswidrig

1.) weil niemand Sklave bzw. Eigentum des Staates ist (Punkt 1),

2.) weil sie die Freizügigkeit (Punkt 12) beschränkt,

3.) weil sie das Recht auf den vollen Arbeitsertrag beeinträchtigt (Punkt 43) sowie

4.) weil sie das Austrittsrecht (Punkt 7) einschränkt.

Man kann sagen, sie ist offenbar ebenso ungerechtfertigt wie das "jus primae noctis".

ZU PUNKT 9: Da die Mitgliedschaft zu den exterritorialen und autonomen Rechtsgemeinschaften freiwillig ist, wird es die Steuerleistung auch. Zur Finanzierung z.B. des Strassenbaues und anderer kommunaler Aufgaben werden sich die Rechtsgemeinschaften zusammenschliessen und die Kosten untereinander aufteilen, überwiegend entsprechend ihrer Mitgliederzahl. Rechtsgemeinschaften, die diesen Gemeindeverbänden nicht beitreten wollen und auch nicht freiwillig ihre schuldigen Abgaben leisten wollen, können von den anderen Rechtsgemeinschaften auf Grund einer Schiedsgerichtserklärung zur Steuerzahlung gezwungen werden.

Der Gemeindeverband kann Steuern von den Rechtsgemeinschaften natürlich nur in Höhe seiner Selbstkosten, einschliesslich Verwaltungskosten, erheben und zwar nur für notwendige bzw. von allen Rechtsgemeinschaften gewünschte gemeinnützige Anlagen. Wie die einzelnen Rechtsgemeinschaften diese Kosten und die Kosten der eigenen Einrichtngen auf ihre Mitglieder umlegen, bleibt ihnen bzw. ihren Mitgliedern selbst überlassen. Die Freizügigkeit von einer Rechtsgemeinschaft zur anderen und die Freiheit, neue Rechtsge-meinschaften zu gründen, wird eine ungerechte Steuerbelastung verhindern.
( In der Zwischenzeit sind viele andere, bessere und freiheitliche Lösungen vorgeschlagen worden. - J. Zube, 7.1.1986.)

ZU PUNKT 10: Wir wollen nunmehr in den Text aufnehmen:

"Jede exterritoriale und autonome Rechtsgemeinschaft darf sich jedoch weigern, jemand aufzunehmen oder als Mitglied beizubehalten, der andere Ansichten als die Mehrheit der Mitglieder vertritt, z.B. auf politischem und wirtschaftlichem Gebiet."
ZU PUNKT 11: Kein Vernunftwesen will sich leichtsinning der Gefahr eines Autozusammenstosses aussetzen, und es sieht deshalb Einbahnstrassen ebensowenig als ungerechtfertigte Einschränkungen seiner Bewegungsfreiheit an wie Schluchten oder Berge.

ZU PUNKT 12: Passverweigerung ist nur dann ein fast terroristisches Mittel der Staaten, wenn diese Staaten den Passzwang aufrechterhalten. Fällt der Passzwang fort, dann wird auch die Passverweigerung harmlos.

ZU PUNKT 29: Aus diesem Punkt folgt nicht, dass jedes Vernunftwesen verpflichtet ist, alles andere zu offenbaren.

(Die Vertragsfreiheit ermöglicht die Auferlegung einer besonderen Schweigepflicht. Nur die Widerstandspflicht,Punkt 58, verpflichtet jedes Vernunftwesen zur Bekanntgabe von Einschränkungen der Menschenrechte etc., auch innerhalb von Firmen und Vereinen.)
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ZU PUNKT 39: Fall Sie mit dem "Recht, die Zahl seiner Kinder selbst zu bestimmen", Abtreibung meinen, dann fragen wir, weshalb Sie nicht Morden, Töten und Brandschatzen vorschlagen? Da in dem Augenbick der Befruchtung schon alle körperlichen und geistigen Anlagen des künftigen Menschen gelegt werden, bedeutet eine Abtreibung einen Mord. (Prof. Rittershausen hatte das wahrscheinlich nicht gemeint. - J. Zube, 7.1.1986.)

ZU PUNKT 41: Wir haben nunmehr eingeschoben: " ... verpflichtet, bei der Überwindung von Bränden, Naturkatastrophen UND UNFÄLLEN" Hilfe zu leisten. Die Stilblüte im letzten Satz haben wir ausgemerzt.

ZU PUNKT 43: Wir haben auf Grund Ihrer Einwürfe den Text etwas geändert:

"Jedes Vernunftwesen, Kinder und Jugendliche eingeschlossen, hat das Recht, nicht ausgebeutet zu werden, d.h. den vollen Ertrag seiner Arbeit zu erhalten, IHN FREI AUSTAUSCHEN ZU KÖNNEN und jedes KÜNSTLICH AUFRECHTERHALTENE, WIRTSCHAFTLICHE Monopol zu brechen.

Zur Durchsetzung dieses Rechtes ist es u.a. berechtigt, Produktionsgenossenschaften oder andere Genossenschaften mit beliebigen Statuten zu gründen oder ihnen beizutreten."
("Wirtschaftliche Monopole" sind auch eine Stilblüte. Für die Gesamtwirtschaft sind sie immer unwirtschaftlich, wie immer profitabel sie auch für den Monopolisten sein mögen. - J.Z., 21.10.05.)

Zu Ihren Einwürfen im Einzelnen:

"Auch DIE Monopole, die billiger als bei atomistischer Konkurrenz verkaufen?" 
Warum nicht, wenn Billigkeit nicht alles ist, was die Konsumenten wollen? Vielfach wünschen sie sich in erster Linie Vielseitigkeit des Angebots, Höflichkeit und Schnelligkeit bei der Bedienung, etc.
(Die erzwungene blaue Ameisen-Trachtung hat in China für einige Jahre modische und selbst-gewählte Varianten verdrängt. Aber war dieser Zwang rechtmässig, nur weil er Kleidungsausgaben ersparte? J.Z. 7.1.1986.) 
Warum nicht, wenn noch eine weitere Verbilligung möglich ist? Möglich kann sie immer sein durch irgendeine Erfindung oder Betriebsrationalisierung in einem kleinen Betrieb. Monopole, die billiger arbeiten als eine Überzahl miteinander konkurrierender Kleinbetriebe, brauchen die Aufhebung ihrer gesetzlichen Monopolstellung nicht zu befürchten. Sie werden, gerade weil sie billiger arbeiten, die meisten Kunden behalten. Eine Minderheit der Kunden, die, abgesehen von den Preisen, mit den Diensten der Monopolgesellschaft nicht zufriedengestellt wurde, wird sich kleineren, teureren Konkurrenzbetrieben zuwenden. Diese Kunden zu zwingen, bei einem Monopolbetrieb zu kaufen, ist ein Unrecht.

Aber arbeiten diese Monopolbetriebe wirklich billiger? Gibt es Beispiele dafür? Das kann sich doch eigentlich immer erst nach Aufhebung des gesetzlichen Monopols herausstellen.

Viele Kleinbetriebe, die, je für sich allein, unrentabel arbeiten, können sich auch leicht zusammenschliessen, um im Verhältnis zu dem früheren Monopolbetrieb konkurrenzfähig zu sein.

Ferner soll es natürlich auch den Abnehmern der bisherigen Monopolbetriebe freistehen, Produktions- und Konsumgenossenschaften zu gründen, die, richtig organisiert, billiger arbeiten können als ein Monopolbetrieb.

"Ich würde den 1. Absatz streichen. Ausgebeutet wird jeder Dumme, der etwas kauft, was für ihn nicht passt usw."

Wenn jemand aus Dummheit etwas gekauft hat, was ihm nicht passt und was zu kaufen der Verkäufer ihm möglicherweise sogar abgeraten hat, dann hat er entweder ein -vertraglich eingeräumtes - Umtausch- oder Rückgaberecht oder er muss die Folgen seiner Dummheit tragen. Wenn kein Betrug vorliegt, dann hat niemand ihn geschädigt. Er hat sich dann selbst geschädigt, kann also nicht über Ausbeutung klagen.

Man könnte Ausbeutung definieren als:

"Ausbeutung ist insbesondere die Nutzung der Zwangslage oder Unwissenheit von Personen, zu deren Nachteil und zum eigenen Vorteil."

Ausbeutng wird zum Betrug, wenn dabei ein Unwissender absichtlich zu seinem Nachteil getäuscht wird.

Jedes Monopol ermöglicht eine Ausbeutung und führt in der Regel dazu, weil es die auf das Monopol Angewiesenen in eine Zwangslage versetzt.

Die Praxis der Ausbeutung ist heute leider schon sehr vielseitig, wechselseitig und kompliziert geworden.

Neben die Ausbeutung der Zwangslage und der Unwissenheit der unselbständig Beschäftigten, ist die Erpressung der Arbeitgeber, und indirekt der Verbraucher, durch die Gewerkschaften getreten sowie die Erpressung beider durch die Empfänger staatlicher Geldleistungen - auf dem Umweg über den Fiskus. Ferner werden alle geschädigt durch die Aufrechterhaltung, aus Unwissenheit, von unrechtmässigen und unzweckmässigen Zahlungs-, Währungs- und Produktionssystemen, ohne dass irgendjemand entsprechende Vorteile von ihnen hat. Hierher gehören auch "Schutzgesetze", wie z.B. die Schutzzollgesetze, die die von ihnen scheinbar Bevorzugten und Beschützten nicht so gut stellen wie der Freihandel es tun würde. Die Ausgebeuteten sind hierbei noch dankbar, ausgebeutet zu werden, weil sie es nicht als Ausbeutung erkennen. Ebenso beuten Mieterschutzgesetze nicht nur die Hausbesitzer aus, sondern schädigen auf die Dauer
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auch die Mieter, indem sie den Wohnungsbau beschränken und zu Schwarzmarkt- und Wohnungsnotpreisen für Wohnräume führen. Es handelt sich hierbei schon nicht mehr um eine Ausbeutung durch Menschen, sondern durch Systeme.

Ein besserer und treffenderer Ausdruck als "Ausbeutung" müsste daher noch gefunden werden. Bis er aber gefunden ist, müssen wir uns mit dem alten Ausdruck behelfen.

"Was heisst voller Ertrag?"

Die Frage: "Was ist das Recht auf den vollen Arbeitsertrag?" ist nur eine Detailfrage zu der Frage: "Was ist der gerechte Preis für jede Art von Ware und Dienstleistungen?"

Arbeitsertrag ist einfach der frei gebildete Preis der Arbeitsleistung. Er ist der Wert, den die Arbeitsleistung auf einem wirklich freien Markt erzielt. Er kann nur durch die Befreiung des Marktes von all seinen Fesseln erreicht werden.

Auf dem freien Markt wird der Wert durch Freiheit sowohl des Angebots als der Nachfrage bestimmt. Angebot und Nachfrage sind aber heute so vielfältig eingeschränkt und monopolisiert, dass man in der Regel für seine Arbeitsleistung nicht das erhält, was sie wert ist.

Die Beschränkungen des internationalen Güteraustausches z.B. verteuern alle Waren unnötig und vermindern so, unrechtmässigerweise, den Arbeitsertrag. (Deshalb die Forderung in Punkt 42.)
Die Beschränkung der Gewerbefreiheit verhindert viele Unselbständige, Arbeitgeber zu werden und eine zusätzliche Nachfrage nach Arbeitskräften auszuüben. Auch dadurch wird der Arbeitsertrag beeinträchtigt.

(Deshalb Punkt 41.)

Das Gleiche gilt für alle anderen wirtschaftlichen Rechte.

Ferner gibt es noch bestimmte Organisationsformen der Produktion und des Austaussches, die das Recht auf den vollen Arbeitsertrag beschränken oder gar seine Verwirklichung unmöglich machen. Nicht nur eine durch Sklaven betriebene Produktion gehört dazu, sondern auch der heutige Arbeitgeber-Arbeitnehmer Betrieb (das Patronat ). Bei diesem System kann anders als durch Zufall der volle und gerechte Arbeitsertrag weder für Arbeiter noch für die Arbeitgeber oder für die Kapitalgeber ( Kapital = vorgetane Arbeit ) erzielt werden. Die Verteilung des Reinertrages eines Betriebes erfolgt heute vielmehr durch ein System des gegenseitigen Raubes. Der Arbeitgeber kann den Arbeitslohn seiner Arbeiter drücken, weil er mehr oder weniger deren Herr ist und sie jederzeit entlassen kann. Die Arbeiter wiederum, indem sie ihre Arbeitskraft in Gewerkschaften monopo-lisieren, drücken den Arbeitsertrag des Arbeitgebers und des Kapitalgebers (und der Konsumenten! J.Z., 7.1.1986.), indem sie ihnen mit Hilfe von Streiks und Streikdrohungen Tarifverträge aufzwingen, die den Arbeitern oft einen überhöhten Anteil zusichern. 
(Was sie hier als Produzenten unrechtmässig gewinnen, verlieren sie als Konsumenten. J.Z. - 7. 1. 1986.)

Eine weitere Beeinträchtigung des Arbeitsertrages aller Beteiligten findet statt durch die Form (Progressivsteuern) und die Höhe der Besteuerung (Steuern für ungerechtfertigte und von der Mehrheit [ oder Minderheiten - J.Z. 7.1.1986 ] nicht gebilligte Zwecke.) - Steuern sollten nur bei individueller Einwilligung abgezogen werden dürfen.

Ferner wird im Arbeitgeber-Arbeitnehmer-Betrieb der Ertrag aller Beteiligten dadurch vermindert, dass die meisten der Beschäftigten, weil sie nicht Eigentümer sind sondern nur ein Fixum erhalten, kein genügendes Interesse an der Erhöhung und Verbilligung der Produktion besitzen (Langsamarbeit, Diebstähle, Nachlässigkeit, Krankfeiern, Materialverschwendung etc.).

Die Einführung der genossenschaftlichen Produktionsweise würde dies alles gründlich ändern.

Der gerechte Arbeitsertrag ist leicht zu ermitteln bei Selbständigen, sofern sie keine Zunftmonopole errichtet haben. Er besteht einfach in dem Preis ihrer Leistungen bei freiem Wettbewerb, auf einem freien Markt.

Bei arbeitsteiliger Produktion wird die Ermittlung etwas schwieriger. Der Wert der individuellen Arbeitsleistung ist dann gleich dem Wertzuwachs, den das Product und die Leistungen des Betriebes durch diese individuelle Arbeitsleistung erhalten.

Vom Rohertrag des Betriebes ( Verkaufserlös auf dem freien Markt) sind zunächst abzusetzen die Kosten für Rohmaterialien, Maschinen, Gebäude, Grundstücke, Werbung, Verzinsung, Rückzahlung des Kapitals etc. Rechtmässige Steuern sind als von den Besteuerten erwünschte Ausgaben anzusehen. Sie sind jedenfalls Bestandteil des Arbeitsertrages.

(Rechtmässige Tribute? Freiwillige Steuern? Letztere nur wären freiwillige Ausgaben aus dem Arbeitsertrag. - J.Z., 21.10.05.)
Eine gerechte Aufteilung dess Nettoerlöses under die Beschäftigten eines Betriebes, d.h. die Gewährung des vollen Arbeitsertrages an jeden der Arbeitenden, ist nur bei genossenschaftlicher Organisations- und Eigentumsform möglich. In jedem anderen Falle sind zum mindestens einige der Beteiligten keine völlig freien und gleichberechtigten Vertragspartner, weil dann nicht alle auch Eigentümer der Produktionsmittel sind.

In der Regel wird aber auch in Genossenschaften, so weit es überhaupt möglich ist, ein gut ausgebildetes Akkordsystem zur Bemessung und Vergütung der individuellen Arbeitsleistung angewandt werden. Kann das Akkordsystem nicht angewandt werden ( z.B. für die meisten Angestelltentätigkeiten), dann sind die betreffenden Stellen auszuschreiben und, frei nach Angebot und Nachfrage an die alten Genossenschaftsmitglieder oder Neueintretende zu vergeben. Gleiche Fähigkeiten und Kenntnisse vorausgesetzt, erhält dann, falls sich anfangs, bei einem zu hohen
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Gehaltsangebot, mehrere um einen Posten bewerben, derjenige unter ihnen den Posten, der mit dem geringsten Gehaltssatz zufrieden ist. ( Die Arbeitslosigkeit müsste dann allerdings bereits beseitigt sein.)

Man könnte noch behaupten, dass Arbeiter deswegen nie den vollen Ertrag ihrer Arbeit erhalten können, weil sie in der Regel über keine Reserven verfügen, deshalb ihre Arbeitskraft fortwährend verkaufen müssen und dabei auf die Kapitalbesitzer angewiesen sind und von ihnen ausgebeutet werden.

Die Emissionsfreiheit macht aber auch die Nachfrage nach Arbeitskräften frei. Die Aufhebung der Monopole und die Gewerbefreiheit erhöhen die Anzahl derer, die Arbeitskräfte wünschen. Jeder kann dann relativ leicht Kredit erhalten, um sich selbständig zu machen. Genossenschaften werden auch neue Mitglieder aufnehmen, die den Genossenschaftsanteil nicht in bar, sondern erst nach und nach durch Abzug von ihrem Gewinnanteil aufbringen können.

Sobald schliesslich Kapital nicht mehr zum grossen Teil aus Monopolgewinnen und Steuermitteln besteht, sondern nur noch aus dem Ertrag vorgetaner Arbeit, wird der Unterschied zwischen den Besitzenden und den auf ihren wöchentlichen Arbeitsertrag Angewiesenen im wesentlichen nur ein Unterschied zwischen Faulen und Fleissigen, Ungeschickten und Geschickten, Verschwendern und Sparern, Dummen und Klugen sein. Diese Unterschiede aber werden immer bestehen bleiben.

ZU PUNKT 47: Der von Ihnen vorgeschlagene Zusatz wurde eingefügt.

ZU PUNKT 52: Die zweite Hälfte wurde auf Ihren Einwurf hin weggelassen. Eine Formulierung der hierbei sich aus dem Gesellschaftsvertrag ergebenden Pflicht, die nicht zu Erpressungen missbraucht werden könnte, ist uns bisher noch nicht eingefallen. Die erste Hälfte halten wir jedoch für notwendig. Mieterschutzbestimmungen, Bauvorschriften und Verbote von Wertbeständigkeitsklauseln, u.a. für Baudarlehen, schränken dieses Recht ein.

ZU PUNKT 56: Ja, da wir ebenfalls Mitglieder der menschlichen Gesellschaft sind, haben wir dazu auch einen entsprechenden Beitrag zu leisten.

Zu diesem Zweck ist ein besonderes Kreditinstitut zu schaffen. Die Abteilung des bisherign Arbeitsamtes, die bis jetzt schon Umschulungskredite in manchen Fällen gewährt hat, könnte die anfängliche Organization abgeben. Die Arbeitslosenversicherungsbeiträge sollten etwa einen Monat lang weiter erhoben werden. (Sonst wäre sie ja, als Ergebnis der Beseitigung der Massen-Arbeitslosigkeit - durch Einführung der Emissionsfreiheit - ganz einzustellen.) Diese Körperschaft sollte jedoch kein Monopol besitzen. (Es gibt hier sicher bessere Lösungen. Ein freier Kapitalmarkt wird alle solche Antragsteller befriedigen können. Ein Wohlfahrtsrecht auf solche Kredite besteht nicht - ist meine Überzeugung jetzt. Aber jeder ist berechtigt, solche Kreditdienste anzubieten. J.Z. 7.1.1986.)

ZU PUNKT 58: Hat passiver Widerstand Aussicht auf Erfolg?

1.) Einige allgemeine Einwendungen gegen einen passiven bzw. gewaltlosen Widerstand.

( Die Diskussion zu diesem Thema hat natürlich in der Zwischenzeit viele Fortschritte gemacht die ich aber hier nicht überall einschieben kann oder will. Einige Hauptpunkte werden aber von beiden Seiten immer noch vernachlässigt. - J.Z. 7.1.1986.)

Die Namensgebung erscheint unpassend. "Passive Gehorsamsverweigerung" wäre vielleicht besser.

Duldend Unrecht, z.B. in Form von Strafen für rechtmässige aber unbewaffnete Gehorsamsverweigerung, zu ertragen, ist Sklavengesinnung. "Werdet nicht der Menschen Knechte, lasst eure Rechte nicht ungeahndet mit Füssen treten" und "Recht ist mit der Befugnis zu zwingen verbunden", sagte Kant.

Von diesem Gesichtspunkt aus scheint passiver Widerstand nichts als eine zu weite getriebene christliche Duldsamkeit zu sein.

Die Befürworter der Gewaltlosigkeit unterscheiden leider nicht zwischen aggressiver und defensiver Gewalt, einer Gewalt zum Schutze des Rechts und einer Gewaltanwendung zu seiner Verletzung. Gewalt an sich ist nichts Übles, nur ihr Missbrauch ist vom Übel. Es geht nicht so sehr darum, selbst keine Gewalt anzuwenden, als darum andere, die gewaltsam Unrecht verursachen, jetzt und künftig daran zu hindern, nötigenfalls mit Gewaltanwendung.

Zugegeben, Gewalt sollte so wenig wie möglich gebraucht werden. Andererseits sollte sie aber auch so viel wie nötig ausgeübt werden.

Waren die Attentatsversuche gegen Hitler unrechtmässig? Hätten die Alliierten Hitler nicht mit Waffengewalt bekämpfen sollen?
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Es ist richtig, dass es besser ist, hilflos und unbewaffnet zu sterben und als Opfer eher denn als Tyrann. Noch besser aber ist es, sich selbst zu helfen, zu vermeiden, dass man Opfer wird, indem man Tyrannen bewaffneten Widerstand entgegensetzt, sie unschädlich macht und sich dadurch am Leben erhält.

Wenn das Wort : "Wer zum Schwerte greift, wird durch das Schwert umkommen", wahr wäre, dann wäre die Menschheit wahrscheinlich schon ausgestorben, denn es gibt nicht viele Männer, die noch an keinem Krieg teilgenommen haben.

Eine Welt, die weitgehend neutral ist oder nur auf einen passiven Widerstand eingestellt ist, ermutigt dadurch, ohne es zu wollen rechtswidrige und gewaltsame Aggressionen, und Rechtsbrecher wird es voraussichtlich immer geben.

Geschieht demjenigen Unrecht, den man zwingt, das zu tun, was er als Vernunftwesen von selbst tun würde?

Ist es unrechtmässig, einen von einem Schwurgericht zu einer Zuchthausstrafe verurteilten Verbrecher zwangsweise in Haft zu halten?

Ist es unrechtmässig, in Revolutionszeiten eine aufgeregte Menge von sinnlosen Zerstörungen und Plünderungen mit Gewalt abzuhalten?

Handelt eine Saalschutzorganisation in einer demokratischen Versammlung unrechtmässig, wenn sie sich gegen kommunistische order nazistische Störenfriede zur Wehr setzt?

Keine tyrannische Regierung wurde bisher durch gewaltlosen Widerstand gestürzt.

Welche Aussichten hätte ein Schachspieler, der seinen Gegner mit passivem Widerstand

mattsetzen will, d.h. ohne ihm eine Figur wegzunehmen?

Wer dem anderen stets die Initiative und die Gewalt lässt und ihm nie gewaltsam widersteht, muss auf die Dauer unterliegen. Welche Aussichten hat z.B. ein passiver Widerstand gegen Umsturzvorbereitungen durch eine gut bewaffnete und organisierte kommunistische oder nazistische Minderheit?

Hat je die Mehrheit viel freiwillig getan für die Nazis, Rotchinesen, Sowjets? Gehorchten sie nicht überwiegend nur unter Zwang? Sind sie nicht erfolgreich, durch Gewaltanwendung, an der Ausübung eines gewaltlosen Widerstandes gehindert worden?

Eine passive Nicht-Mitwirkung ist zu vergleichen mit dem Liegenbleiben vieler Kriegsgefangener auf dem Marsche in die Gefangenschaft. Sie wurden entweder erschossen oder kamen durch Kälte, Hunger und Erschöpfung um.

Wie leistet man passiven Widerstand, wenn der Gegner Atomwaffen verwendet? Eine tyranische Regierung wird einfach Atomwaffen über Gegenden abwerfen, in denen passiver Widerstand geleisted wird. Die Überlebenden sind dann genügend eingeschüchtert.

Schon wenn ein geringer Teil dieser "Widerstandskämpfer" zur Zwangsarbeit verurteilt wird, kehrt der Rest zum Gehorsam zurück.

Wenn man politische Vorgänge als Kräfte und Kraftwirkungen ansieht, dann kann passiver Widerstand offenbar ebensowenig Erfolg haben, als wenn er versuchsweise gegen Naturkatastrophen wie z.B. Waldbrände und Überschwemmungen angewandt würde.

In welcher Weise könnte die Polizei passiven Widerstand gegen Verbrecher leisten?

Wie sollten Gefängniswärter Übergriffen und Vergehen von Strafgefangenen stets gewaltlos widerstehen können? Die Gefangenen versuchen natürlich das Gewaltlosigkeits-System gegenüber den Wärtern anzuwenden, gewöhnlich ohne Erfolg, es sei denn, man sieht Verärgerung und Mehrarbeit der Wärter als Erfolg an.

Ein gewaltloser Widerstand, ohne Rücksicht darauf, ob er nun zweckmässig ist oder nicht, ist nur dort überhapt möglich, wo schon so viel Freiheit vorhanden ist, dass eine gewaltsame Revolution überflüssig ist, weil alles auf dem Wege der Evolution erreicht werden kann.

Zugegeben, man kann mit gewaltslosem Widerstand gegenüber einem demokratischen Staat etwas erreichen. Viel mehr aber könnte man in einem solchen Staat durch Ausnutzung der Rede- und Pressefreiheit bewirken. Ist etwa Ungehorsam gegenüber den Gesetzen eines demokratischen Staates der richtige Weg, um sie abzuschaffen oder zu ändern? Unbeschränkte Pressefreiheit (dazu gehören u.a. Zeitungen, in denen jeder, nötigenfalls unter Zahlung der Unkosten, seine Meinung publizieren kann) und Rede- und Versammlungsfreiheit ( auch unter freiem Himmel und in Stätten wie der Rednerecke im Hyde Park in London, verbunden mit einer guten Voranzeige aller öffentlichen
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Versammlungen, in einer besonderen Zeitschrift ) machen auf die Dauer gewaltsamen und gewaltlosen Widerstand überflüssig.

Gegenüber einem totalitären Staat dagegen kann mit dem passiven Widerstand so gut wie nichts erreicht werden. Die Blutopfer derjenigen, die einem Tyrannen gewaltlos Widerstand entgegensetzen, wären voraussichtlich grösser als die der Widerstandskämpfer und der Tyrannenhelfer zusammengenommen in einer rechtmässigen Revolution. Die französische Revolution, die zum Sturze von Napoleon III führte, kostete kein Blutopfer.
In der Regel fehlt es keiner totalitären Regierung an Raum für Massengräber für die Anhänger der Gewaltloigkeit.

Der gewaltlose Widerstand trifft nicht nur den, den er treffen soll (wenn diesen überhaupt ),sondern auch andere, Unbeteiligte. Typische Beispiele: Steuerstreik und Generalstreik.

Viele Anhänger eines gewaltlosen Widerstandes setzen stillschweigend voraus, dass Polizei, Armee und Staatsbeamte nicht mit ihnen sympathisieren, d.h. auf ihre Seite treten könnten. Wem sonst sollten sie widerstehen sollen? Haben sie aber auch die Mehrheit der Mitglieder der Staatsorgane für sich gewinnen, dann ist jeder Widerstand überflüssig.

Andernfalls könnte man nur annehmen, dass die Befürworter der Gewaltlosigkeit eine Minderheit darstellen, die gegen irgendwelche Massnahmen der Mehrheit opponiert. Dann darf diese Minderheit aber auch nur verlangen, ihre Neuerungen im Kreise ihrer Mitglieder auszuprobieren und durchführen zu dürfen.

Eine der Grundideen der Befürworter der Gewaltlosigkeit scheint zu sein:

"Eine Minderheit kann sich gegenüber einer Mehrheit nur mit Gewalt behaupten. Eine Mehrheit dagegen kann sich gegenüber einer herrschenden Minderheit leicht mittels gewaltlosem Widerstand durchsetzen."

Wenn die Mehrheit sich gewaltlos gegen die gewaltsame und herrschende Minderheit durchsetzt, dann hat sie gewiss viele Blutopfer zu beklagen, viel mehr jedenfalls, als wenn sie selbst zur Gewalt gegriffen hätte. Die Minderheit hätte sich dagegen bei Gewaltanwendung fast kampflos ergeben müssen. Da dies vorauszusehen ist, vertreten die Anhänger der Gewaltlosigkeit ein Verfahren, bei dem mehr Blut, und zwar das der guten Bürger, nicht das der diktatorischen Oberschicht, vergossen wird, als bei Anwendung von defensiven Gewaltmassnahmen.

Die Befürworter des gewaltlosen Widerstandes bekämpfen bestimmte Regierungen oder Regierungs-institutionen, denken in der Regel aber nicht daran, sich eigene und bessere Einrichtngen zu schaffen oder doch wenigstens vorzubereiten, d.h. eigene Banken, Gerichte, Schulen, Wohlfahrtseinrichtungen, Gesetze, Finanzämter, Parlamente, Verwaltungen, Versorgungsbetriebe, Armeen, Universitäten etc. Haben sie das aber getan, dann brauchen sie keinen gewaltlosen Widerstand mehr zu leisten. Sie schreiten ganz einfach zur Selbsthilfe. Natürlich wäre auch das nur in einem demokratischen Staat möglich.

2.) Kriegsdienstverweigerung und Generalstreik
Die Theorie geht dahin, dass, wenn alle Untertanen passiven Widerstand leisten, leicht jede Diktatur gestürzt werden kann. Zugegeben. Aber: Polizisten und Soldaten gehören auch zu den Untertanen und, wenn bereits alle Soldaten und Polizisten der Regierung den Gehorsam verweigern, wozu sollen dann noch alle neuen Rekruten und alle Arbeiter in Streik treten, Arbeiter und Händler die Steuerzahlung einstellen etc.? Das wäre dann offensichtlich überflüssig.

Was den Befürwortern des passiven Widerstandes somit dunkel vorschwebt, ist im Grunde genommen ein einmütiger und deswegen unblutiger Militäraufstand zur Durchsetzung der Rechte des Menschen und Bürgers.

Aber selbst die Kriegsdienstverweigerer sind sich darüber noch nicht ganz klar geworden. Viele Kriegsdienstverweigerer wollen, im Grenzfall, auch dann keine defensive Gewalt anwenden, wenn alle Soldaten und Offiziere einer Armee, bis auf einen, den Kriegsdienst verweigern und dieser eine sie daraufhin, nach und nach - vorausgesetzt er hat genügend Zeit, Energie und Munition, als Meuterer erschiesst. In der Praxis genügt es natürlich schon seit Jahrtausenden, jeden zehnten Kriegsdienstverweigerer zu erschiessen, um Gehorsam von den übrigen zu erzwingen.

Ein Generalstreik ist in der Regel kein allgemeiner Streik, weil er sich nicht auch auf Polizei und Armee erstreckt. Er kann daher in der Regel leicht durch militärische Massnahmen unterdrückt werden.

Vorausgesetzt nun, man könne nicht auf die Mitwirkung von Polizei und Armee rechnen ( Warum eigentlich nicht? Ist dann das Programm, das man vertritt, wirklich einleuchtend und rechtmässig? ), dann geht die Theorie dahin, dass in einer Diktatur nur alle Arbeiter passiven Widerstand, insbesondere durch Streiks, zu leisten brauchten, um die Diktatur zu beseitigen. Der Diktator könnte ja schliesslich nicht alle erschiessen lassen. Die Arbeiter müssten nur bereit sein, ihr Leben einzusetzen.
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Hierbei wird übersehen, dass selbst in Sowjetrussland die Mehrzahl der relativ wenigen dort produzierten Konsumgüter für die Arbeiter und nicht für Regierung, Partei und Armee bestimmt sind. Die Einstellung der Produktion dieser Güter schädigt also die Widerstandskämpfer selbst und kaum die Regierung. Regierung und Armee sind mir Vorräten ausreichend versehen. Sie können leicht abwarten, bis die Widerstandskämpfer sich selbst ausgehungert haben. Vergleichen kann man die Widersinnigkeit der Generalstreiksidee nur mit dem Verhalten einer Armee, die vor Beginn eines langen Feldzuges dafür sorgt, dass Produktion und Nachschub von Waffen, Uniformen, Transportmitteln und Lebensmitteln eingestellt werden.

Die beiden Weltkriege haben bewiesen, dass die Macht eines Volkes überwiegend in der Kraft seiner Volkswirtschaft besteht. Warum sollten also die Widerstandskämpfer sich selbst entmachten, dass sie einen Generalstreik durchführen? Warum sollten sie die Fabriken nicht für sich selbst arbeiten lassen ( statt für den Staat - J.Z. 7.1.1986), ja sogar die Produktion noch anregen durch Einführung der Emissionsfreiheit für private Zahlungsmittel sowie für mittel- und langfristige Schuldverschreibungen, Zulassung von wertbeständigen Kapitalanlagen und Gründung von Produktionsgenossenschaften? Warum sollten die Revolutionäre durch einen Generalstreik den Beginn der unausgebeuteten Arbeitstätigkeit hinausschieben?

Dass jeder nötigenfalls sein Leben in einem Generalstreik hinzugeben bereit ist, wird voraussichtlich nie der Fall sein. Aber Revolutionen werden ja meistens von Minderheiten gemacht. Wenn aber eine Minderheit Widerstand leisten will, dann sollte sie sich Waffen verschaffen und sich militärisch organisieren, bzw., wenn sie aus Soldaten besteht, die eigenen Waffen gebrauchen. Sie hat dann grössere Chancen, sich gegenüber einer Tyrannenherrschaft durchzusetzen und weniger Verluste. (Sie hat dann auch eine bessere Chance von trainierten Soldaten zwecks Massenverbrüderung ernst genommen zu werden. Die Soldaten sollten gleich, wie die Zivil-Miliz Mitglieder, auf die Menschenrechte vereidigt und in der Regel, ihrer grösseren militärischen Kenntnisse wegen, zunächst einmal befördert werden. - J.Z., 7.1.1986.)

Sinnvoll sind nicht Generalstreiks sondern e.g. Gehorsamsverweigerungen der Soldaten, die in einen Militäraufstand übergehen, neue Milizformationen zum Schutze der Menschenrechte, Streiks in bestimmten Betrieben, wie Atombombenfabriken, seien sie als Atomkraftwerke getarnt oder nicht, in Betrieben also, die der Regierung die Möglichkeit zur Verwirklichung verbrecherischer Absichten geben. Doch auch dann müssen die Arbeiter vorher die Sympathien der bewaffneten Macht gewinnen.

Weitere sinnvolle und rechtmässige Streikmassnahmen sind: Annahmeverweigerung gegenüber dem Papiergeld des Diktators und ein richtig organisierter Steuerstreik. ( Siehe in Peace Plans 399-401 unter Wirtschaftliche Massnahmen der Revolutionäre. ) Alle diese Massnahmen richten sich nicht gegen die Revolutionäre sondern ausschlieslich gegen die Anhänger der Diktatur.

Wenn dagegen Ärzte, Feuerwehrleute, Drucker, Postarbeiter, Melker, Transportarbeiter, Arbeiter in Kraftwerken ( Atomkraftwerke ausgenommen ), etc. streiken, werden offensichtlich die Menschenrechte vieler Unschuldiger verletzt.

"Streik gegen einzelne private Arbeitgeber kann zweckmässig und rechtmässig sein. Streik gegen private Arbeitgeber, wobei auch unbeteiligte Mitbürger betroffen werden ( Eisenbahnstreik, Poststreik ), kann zweckmässig sein, ist aber nicht rechtmässig. 'Generalstreik ist Generalunsinn' sagte Legien. Die Befürworter selbst schränken den Generalstreik manchmal, durch die Tatsachen belehrt, ein.

Ein Generalstreik ist ein Beispiel dafür, wie sich eine ursprünglich nicht unzweckmässige Idee zu einer nicht unrechtmässigen Massnahme, durch unkritische Ausdehnung über die ursprünglichen Grenzen hinaus zu einer unrechtmässigen und zuletzt sogar unsinnigen Massnahme entwickelt." - Ulrich von Beckerath. (Dasselbe könnte man über eine atomare "Verteidigung" sagen. - J.Z., 7.1.1986.)


3.) Steuerverweigerung. (Vergleiche die etwas verbesserten Fassungen in Peace Plans 61-63 (Englisch) und 399-401 (Deutsch).

Auch die Steuerverweigerung ist eine Art des passiven Widerstandes. Ganz abgesehen von der Schwierigkeit, sie bei vorwiegend indirekten Steuern und indirektem Steuerabzug durchzuführen, verbleibt das Dilemma, wer denn dann die Mittel für die laufenden Staatsleistungen aufbringen soll, für Renten, Pensionen, die Verwaltungs- und Gerichtskosten, die Subventionen etc. Die Mehrheit der Bevölkerung wünscht diese Leistungen und möchte sie nicht unterbrochen sehen, wird also die Steuerzahlung nicht längere Zeit hindurch verweigern. Soldaten, Polizisten -und Zöllner aber werden gern die Aufbringung der Mittel zur Zahlung ihrer Gehälter erzwingen. Ziel kann es daher nur sein, eine Steuerverweigerung so zu organisieren, dass alles bis auf z.B. die Rüstung weiter funktionieren kann. ( Bis diese Institutionen und Ausgaben als unnötig erkannt oder durch billigere, bessere und private ersetzt sind unter Konsumersouveränität. - J.Z., 7.1.1986.)
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Wie? Letzten Endes könnte dies nur durch freiwillige Steuerzahlung geschehen.

(Vergleiche insbesondere PEACE PLANS Nos. 14 & 15.)

Würden die Banken Anweisungen, keine Steuern zu zahlen, befolgen? 90 % der Steuern werden durch Verrechnung bezahlt. Banken stehen fast stets auf der Seite des Staates.

Der Staat könnte einfach verfügen, monatlich seien 10 % aller Bankguthaben zu seinen Gunsten abzubuchen.

Wieviele Bürger sind noch ganz ehrlich gegenüber der Steuerbehörde? Nur die hohen Strafen auf Steuerhinterziehug halten die meisten Steuerzahler davor zurück, Steuern in grösserem Ausmass zu hinterziehen.

Der Staat kann auch leicht die Steuerzahler zu Steuerzahlungsgemeinschaften zusammenfassen, die er kollektiv für Rückstände verantwortlich macht. Diese Gemeinschaften erzwingen dann von ihren Mitgliedern die Steuerzahlung wirksamer als heute die Finanzämter.

Heute könnte die Regierung sich auch immer noch durch Ausgabe von Zwangskurs-Papiergeld (Inflation) helfen. Solange es dieses Monopol Zahlungsmittel gibt, müssen die Steuerzahler es annahmen, wenn sie nicht auf die Geldwirtschaft und ihre Vorteile verzichten wollen.

Die Nazis hätten sicherlich Listen mit Namen der Steuerverweigerer veröffentlicht mit der Aufforderung an die Arbeitslosen, Kriegsopfer etc.: "Holt euch aus den Haushaltungen derer, die euch verhungern lassen wollen, das was ihr braucht. Wir sichern euch Straflosigkeit zu." Was wäre da aus einem Steuerstreik geworden?

Sinnvoll und aussichtsreich wäre die Steuerverweigerung nur dann, insoweit und für diejenigen, die sich organisiert haben um für sich die staatlichen Dienstleistungen, einschliesslich Polizei und Gerichte, überflüssig zu machen, weil sie eigene Institutionen dieser Art besitzen, d.h. diejenigen, die exterritoriale und autonome Rechtsgemeinschaften aus Freiwilligen gebildet haben. Dann aber ist die Steuerverweigerung ueberfluessig. Es handelt sich ja dann nur um eine freiwillige Steuerzahlung an die eigene Regierung und Aufbringung der Kosten für die eigenen Institutionen (z.B. Strassen und Bibliotheken), die man gemeinsam mit anderen autonomen Rechtsgemeinschaften aufrechterhalten will.


4.) Boycott.

Auch der passive Widerstand, der in Boycottmassnahmen besteht, ist nicht vorbehaltlos zu billigen. Einschränkungen, z.B. des Handels mit der Sovietunion, schädigen in erster Linie die den Sowjets überwiegend feindlich gesinnte Bevölkerung und hindert die Sowjetregierung nicht am Aufbau einer riesigen und gut gerüsteten Militärmacht. Voltaire's Wort: "Auch die schwächste Regierung ist immer noch stark genug, das Elend ihrer Untertanen gelassen zu ertragen", kann hier angewandt werden.

Die übrigen Methoden der Gewaltlosigkeit : Fasten, Sitzstreik, Protestmärsche etc. sind so widersinnig, dass es sich erübrigt, darauf einzugehen.

ZU PUNKT 61: Warum nicht?

ZUR SCHLUSSBEMERKUNG: Seit zwei Jahren arbeiten meine Frau und ich an der Fertigstellung eines Buches: "Was muss an den Staatsverfassungen geändert werden, damit ein dauernder Weltfriede möglich wird, und wie können diese Reformen durchgesetzt werden?"

Insbesondere werden darin natürlich die neu entdeckten und noch nicht genügend bekannten Menschenrechte und ihr Einfluss auf den Weltfrieden abgehandelt. Ich schreibe anfangs den Entwurf eines Kapitels nieder. Dann sprechen wir es beide durch, bis alle Meinungsverschiedenheiten beseitigt sind. Dann schreibe ich die neue Fassung nieder, die schliesslich von meiner Frau noch einmal durchgesehen und korrigiert wird. Was dabei von wem stammt, ist kaum mehr zu sagen. Während der Arbeit daran stellte sich die Notwendigkeit heraus, eine relativ kurze und möglichst vollständige Neufassung der Menschenrechte für den Anhang des Buches auszuarbeiten. Hierbei war das Verfahren umgekehrt. Meine Frau schrieb den ersten Entwurf und dann korriegierten wir ihn zusammen, deshalb ist sie als Verfasser angegeben. In den letzten Monaten ihrer Schwangerschaft und jetzt mit 2 Bäbies von 3 und 16 Monaten, fand und findet sie kaum noch Zeit, daran zu arbeiten. Wir haben leider keine Verwandten hier, die uns etwas im Haushalt helfen könnten. Bezahlte Hausgehilfen aber sind in Australien nur für wenige erschwinglich.

Ich finde wenigstens während meines häufigen Nachtdienstes als Gefängniswärter noch Zeit zum Lesen und bin manchmal nicht zu müde zum schreiben.

Das Berrima Training Centre ist nämlich ein Lager für jugendliche Strafgefangene, die noch als besserungsfähig angesehen werden und zu Tischlern und Schriftmalern zusgebildet werden sowie ihre versäumte Schulbildung ( Volkschule bis Abitur ) nachholen und an den verschiedensten Korrespondenz-kursen ( Automechaniker bis Steuerberater ) teilnehmen.
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Es grüssen Sie hochachtungsvoll, 










gez. J. M. Zube & E. M. Zube.

P.S. Ich bin mir heute nicht mehr so sicher, dass mir meine damalige Frau so viel an dem Manuskript geholfen hat. Anfangs war das wohl der Fall. Aber dann verlor sie mehr und mehr Interesse daran. Aber als junger Ehemann lügt man sich, seiner Frau und anderen auch etwas vor.

Ich vermute dass die Natur die Prioritäten einer jungen Mutter wenigstens für einige Jahre ändert. Das führt dann zu Persönlichkeitsänderungen ( nicht notwendigerweise andauernden ), die zusammen mit der Alltagserfahrung einer jungen Mutter, zum grossen Teil jedes Tages allein mit Kleinkindern im Hause gefangensitzend, auf Haushaltsarbeit beschränkt, leicht zu Ehekrisen führen können, besonders wenn der Ehemann noch viele Überstunden arbeitet und in den wenigen Stunden zu Hause dann meist noch an einem Manuskript arbeitet oder arbeiten will, während die Frau sich dann doch wenigstens etwas ausspannen will.

Das waren jedenfalls einige der Faktoren die mit anderen ( z.B. Abwesenheit von Grosseltern und gleichgesinnten Freunden ) und ungenügender Lebenserfahrung auf beiden Seiten, zu unserer Ehescheidung führten.

Zu einer Übersetzung ins Englische, dieser Zwischenbemerkungen zwischen zwei Menschenrechtsentwürfen, nehme ich mir jetzt nicht die Zeit - aber vielleicht später, für eine künftige Ausgabe.








J. Zube, 7.1.1986.
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Anhang I

2174.) Entwurf zu einer neuen Zusammenstellung der bisher gefundenen Menschenrechte und

der natürlichen Rechte der vernünftigen Wesen

Einleitung

2175.) Fast alle Schwierigkeiten, die sich bei der Verwirklichung der bisherigen Menschenrechtserklärungen ergaben, lassen sich auf eine der drei folgenden Ursachen zurückführen:

2176.)  1.) Die bisherigen Menschenrechtserklärungen waren zu unvollständig. Wichtige Rechte, wie z.B. das Emissionsrecht (ohne das weder die Arbeitslosigkeit beseitigt werden kann, noch ein völlig freier und deswegen ungefährlicher Wettbewerb möglich ist), fehlten völlig.

2177.)  2.)  Irrtümlich wurden, unter der Voraussetzung, dass alle Menschen ausreichend vernünftig seien, alle Rechte allen, ohne Einschränkung, zugesprochen, die äusserlich Menschen glichen, Verbrecher, Geisteskranke und Kinder eingeschlossen.

2178.) 3.)  Zu viele der bisher aufgeführten Rechte sind keine Freiheitsrechte des Individuums, sondern Forderungen und Staat oder Gesellschaft, die weder der Staat noch die Gesellschaft erfüllen können, z.B., das "Recht auf Arbeit".

2179.) In diesem Entwurf wird versucht, eine gewisse Vollständigkeit zu erreichen, zwischen Rechten der Vernunftwesen und den Rechten aller Menschen zu unterscheiden, sowie alle vermeintlichen Rechte auszulassen, die nur unerfüllbare oder ungerechtfertigte Wünsche oder Forderungen sind.

Erläuterung einiger Begriffe

2180.) Recht ist die Übereinstimmung der Freiheit eines jeden mit jedermanns Freiheit zu einem allgemeinen Gesetze. Es ist mit der Befugnis zu zwingen verbunden. (Kant)

2181.) Freiheit ist der Zustand, in dem jeder Mensch und jedes Vernunftwesen alle ihre Recht ungehindert ausübern können. Sie darf nicht mit Willkür verwechselt werden. Willkürhandlungen auch nur eines Einzelnen führen fast immer zur Unfreiheit anderer, haben also nichts mit einem allgemeinen Freiheitszustand gemeinsam.

2182.) Gewiss ist, dass eine vollständige Theorie des Rechts zugleich auch eine Theorie der Freiheit und der Befugnis ist. Daher kann zwischen Recht und Freiheit kein absoluter Gegensatz bestehen.

2183.) Menschenrechte sind grundlegende Rechte, die jedem einzelnen Menschen von Geburt an gleichermassen zustehen, ohne Rücksicht auf seine individuellen Eigenarten, wie z.B. Rasse, Geschlecht, Religion und Weltanschauung. Sie können auch von einer Mehrheit von Bürgern keinem Menschen abgesprochen werden. 

2184.) Vernunftwesen sind von der Natur mit Vernunft, bzw. der Anlage dazu, begabt worden und damit auch mit dem Recht, ihre Vernunft zu gebrauchen, ebenso wie sie ihre Organe und Gliedmassen gebrauchen dürfen.

2186.) Ihre Vernunft können sie aber nur dann frei gebrauchen, wenn ihnen gewisse grundlegende Rechte zustehen. Diese sind die natürlichen Rechte der vernünftigen Wesen. 

Sie sind unveräusserlich und unverlierbar wenn, solange und soweit der Betreffende ein Vernunftwesen bleibt.

Präamble

2187.) Unkenntnis, Vergessen und Missachtung der Menschenrechte und der natürlichen Rechte der vernünftigen Wesen sind die alleinigen Ursachen von politischen, sozialen und wirtschaftlichen Misständen sowie Kriegen und Bürgerkriegen.

2188.) Die Kenntnis aller Menschenrechte und aller natürlichen Rechte der vernünftigen Wesen vermittelt auch das nötige Wissen, wie die Unterdrückung dieser Rechte vermieden bzw. beseitigt werden kann.
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2189.) Ebenso wie die Grundsätze der verschiedenen Religionsgemeinschaften 
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würden auch diese Grundsätze wieder in Vergessenheit geraten, wenn sie nicht regelmässig in öffentlichen Versammlungen, durch Rundfunk, Fernsehen und Presse vorgetragen würden. Eine der Pflichten aller Publikationsorgane gegenüber der Öffentlichkeit is damit gekennzeichnet.

2190.)                       Index für die folgenden Punkte der Menschenrechtserklärung

(Die Nummern geben die Sequenz der Aufführung an.)

Arbeit, das Recht sie sich zu verschaffen: 40.

Arbeitsertrag, Recht auf den vollen - : 43.

Arbeitszeit: 53.

Asylrecht: 13.

Ausbildungsrecht: 31.

Austrittsrecht: 7.

Bewegungsfreiheit: 11.

Eheschliessung und Scheidung: 38.

Eigentum, Recht auf - : 44.

Emissionsfreiheit: 50.

Exterritorialie und autonome Rechtsgemeinschaften aus Freiwilligen: 9.

Fehler, Recht sie zu machen: 35.

Freiheit, Recht auf - : 2.

Freiheitsgrundsatz: 5.

Freizügigkeit: 12.

Geheimhaltungsrecht: 29.

Geräusche, Recht sie zu verursache, sowie das Recht auf Ruhe: 37.

Gewerbefreiheit: 41.

Haftzeitentschädigung: 22.

Handel, Freiheit des - : 42.

Informationsfreiheit: 28.

Inhafthaltung, Schutzrecht gegen willkürliche - : 17.

Koalitionsrecht: 55.

Krieg, Recht einen unrechtmässigen Kried und die Beteiligung daran abzulehnen: 65.

Leben, Recht auf - : 3.

Meinungsäusserung, Freiheit der - L 26.

Militärische Organisation: 64.

Monopole, Ausbeutung natürliche - : 45.

Nachkommen, Recht auf - : 39.

Naturforschung: 32.

Petitionsrecht: 27.

Popularklage: 60.

Preise: 47.

Privatleben, Recht auf - : 36.

Rechtsgemeinschaften, Recht auf Mitgliedschaft: 10.

Rechsprechung: 18.

Rechtsschutz: 14.

Religionsfreiheit: 34.

Ruhe, Recht auf - : 37.

Scheidung und Eheschliessung: 38.

Schiedsgerichtsbarkeit: 19.

Schuldnachweis ist erforderlich: 21.

Schuldtilgung: 49.

Sklaverei: 1.

Sprache, freie Wahl der - : 33.

Steuerzahlung, freiwillige: 46.

Stimmrecht: 24.

Strafmass: 23.

Streikrecht: 56.

Tyrannenbeseitigung: 62.

Umstellungskredit, Recht auf - : 58.

Unversehrtheit der Person: 4.

Verantwortlichkeit, individuelle: 20.

Vereinigungsfreiheit: 8.

Verhaftung: 15.

Verhöre: 16.

Verrechnen, Recht zu - : 48.

Versammlungsfreiheit: 30.

Versichern, Recht, sich zu - : 57.

Vertragsfreiheit: 6.

Vollmachterteilung: 25.

Vormundschaft: 59.

Waffenbesitz: 63.

Wertmass, freie Wahl des Wertmasses: 52.

Widerstandsrecht: 61.

Wohnraum, Recht, sich Wohnraum zu beschaffen: 54.

Zahlungsmittel, freie Wahl des Zahlungsmittels: 51.

1. Sklaverei

2191: Alle Menschen sind frei geboren, d.h., nicht als Eigentum oder Sklave einer Person oder Körperschaft, z.B. eines Staates, und können auch niemals Eigentum oder Sklave einer Person oder Körperschaft werden.

2.) Recht auf Freiheit

2192.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht auf Freiheit.

2193: Erläuterung: Alle erwachsenen Menschen, ohne Rücksicht auf Geschlecht, Rasse, Religion, Weltanschauung oder Zugehörigkeit zu irgendwelchen Vereinigungen, haben als im Besitz gleicher Rechte bzw. gleicher Freiheiten betrachtet zu werden bis zu dem Zeitpunkt, das sie durch ihr Handeln (Verletzen der Rechte anderer Menschen) beweisen, dass sie in Bezug auf manche oder alle Freiheiten keine Vernunftwesen sind. Sie können dann einige oder alle Rechte der vernünftigen Wesen für immer oder nur für begrenzte Zeit verlieren.

2194.) Kinder werden noch nicht mit unbeschränkten und gleichen Rechten geboren. Sie erwerben sie nach und nach mit zunehmenden Jahren, bis sie nach Erreichung einer bestimmten Altersgrenze
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oder schon vorher, durch Ablegung einer Reifeprüfung, die vollen Rechte von Erwachsenen beanspruchen können.
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2195.) Einem Menschen, der dauernd oder vorübergehend unvernünftig ist, geschieht kein Unrecht, wenn man ihn zwingt, das zu tun, was er als Vernunftwesen von selbst tun würde.

3.) Recht auf Leben

2196.) Jedes Vernunftwesen (Kinder eingeschlossen, weil sie die Anlage Vernunftwesen zu werden in sich tragen) hat das Recht auf Leben.

Erläuterung: Unvernünftige Wesen haben kein absolutes Recht auf Leben. Es kann ihnen, ausser von sich selbst, abgesprochen werden.

4.) Recht auf Unversehrtheit der Person

2197.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht auf Unversehrtheit seiner Person. Das Recht auf gesunde Atemluft sowie auf durch giftige oder radioaktive Stoffe unverseuchte Lebensmittel, Regen-, Fluss- und Meereswasser sowie das Recht, nicht gefoltert oder anderer grausamer Behandlung unterworfen zu werden, können auch unvernünftige Wesen für sich in Anspruch nehmen.

5.) Freiheitsgrundsatz

2198.) Jedes Vernunftwesen ist berechtigt, auf eigene Kosten und eigenes Risiko, nicht nur im Privatleben, sondern auch auf sozialem, wirtschaftlichem und politischen Gebiet, alles zu tun, was die Menschenrechte bzw. die natürlichen Rechte anderer Personen nicht beeinträchtigt, unabhängig von der gerade bestehenden Gesetzgegung.

Erläuterung: Niemand darf gezwungen werden, seine Lebensweise nach eine gerade vorherrschenden und in Gesetzen verankerten Theorie einzurichten. Der Staat hat z.B., kein Recht, mit Gesetzen einzugreifen in Experimente wirtschaftlicher, rechtlicher, sozialer und politischer Art, sofern durch diese Experimente allein Leben, Gesundheit, Eigentum und Arbeitsmöglichkeiten der betreffenden Personen beeinträchtigt werden können.

6.) Vertragsfreiheit

2199.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht nach freiem Willen mit anderen Verträge zu schliessen und dabei auch Abweichungen von gesetzlichen Regelungen zu vereinbaren, sofern sich diese Abweichungen im Rahmen der Menschenrechte und der natürlichen Rechte der vernünftigen Wesen halten. 

Erläuterung: Vernunftwesen werden z.B. bei Grundstückskäufen nicht auf die notarielle Beurkundung verzichten, oder diese als eine Einschränkung der Vertragsfreiheit ansehen. 

Menschen unter Alkoholeinfluss sind, zumindest vorübergehend, nicht als Vernunftwesen zu betrachten.

6. Austrittsrecht

2200.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht, freiwillig eingegangene Verträge durch vertragsmässige Kündigung wieder zu lösen und aus jeder unnatürlichen Zwangsgemeinschaft, d.h. auch as dem Staat, der Armee, der Gewerkschaft, der Einheitspartei usw. ebenso wie aus einer Religionsgemeinschaft auszutreten, ohne dadurch auch nur ein Menschenrecht zu verlieren.

2201.) Erläuterung: Der Gesellschaftsvertrag ist nicht ein zwischen Individuen freiwillig geschlossener Vertrag, sondern eine natürliche Zwangsgemeinschaft.

2202.) Als unnatürliche Zwangsgemeinschaft ist eine Gemeinschaft anzusehen, bei der durch Aufhebung des Zwanges keine Menschenrechte und natürlichen Rechte vernünftiger Wesen verletzt werden. 

Nach Durchsetzung des Austrittsrechtes werden diese unnatürlichen Zwangsgemeinschaften sich allmählich ganz oder teilweise auflösen. Von den territorialen Staaten können dann nur noch exterritoriale und autonome Rechtsgemeinschaften aus Freiwilligen übrig bleiben.

2203.) Kein Staat darf den Ausgetretenen Einrichtungen und Dienstleistungen aufdrängen, die die Ausgetretenen gewillt und fähig sind, sich selbst zu verschaffen, oder auf deren Gebrauch sie verzichten wollen.
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2204.) Ein Zwang zur Beibehaltung der Staatsmitgliedschaft oder der Zugehörigkeit zu einer exterritorialen und autonomen Rechtsgemeinschaft darf auch im Kriegsfalle in keiner Form und unter keinem Vorwand ausgeübt werden.

8.) Vereinigungsfreiheit
2205.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht, sich mit anderen zu Gemeinschaften und Vereinen zu verbinden. Es darf nicht gezwungen werden, einer Vereinigung anzugehören.

Erläuterung: Jedes Vernunftwesen ist z.B. berechtigt, aber nicht verpflichtet, einer Partei anzugehören, die die Menschenrechte vertritt, und es ist berechtigt, jederzeit aus ihr wider auszutreten sowie eine andere Partei zu gründen.

(Parteien der heutigen Art, die andere überstimmen und dadurch ein territoriales Monopol, wenn auch nur zeitweise, erhalten können, und damit die Macht, Andersgesinnte zu zwingen, wird es in einer menschenrecht-lichen Zukunft nicht mehr geben. - J.Z., 3.4.02.) 

9.) Exterritoriale und autonome Rechtsgemeinschaften aus Freiwilligen

2206.) Die aus einem Staate Ausgetretenen haben das Recht, überall, auch auf dem Gebiete dieses Staates, exterritoriale und autonome Rechtsgemeinschaften zu gründen, sofern diese ebenfalls das Austrittsrecht vorsehen und sich im Rahmen der Menschenrechte und der natürlichen Rechte der vernünftigen Wesen halten.

10.) Mitgliedschaft bei Rechtsgemeinschaften

2207.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht, einem Staat order einer exterritorialen und autonomen Rechtsgemeinschaft oder auch mehreren gleichzeitig anzugehören, nach freier Wahl, sowie das Recht, seine Mitgliedschaft zu wechseln. Keinem Menschen darf seine Mitgliedschaft willkürlich entzogen werden. 

Jeder exterritoriale und autonome Rechtsgemeinschaft darf sich jedoch weigern, jemanden aufzunehmen oder als Mitglied beizubehalten, der andere Ansichten als die Mehrheit der Mitglieder vertritt, z.B. politische und wirtschaftliche Theorien oder Glaubenssätze.

11.) Bewegungsfreiheit

2208.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht auf unbehinderte Bewegungsfreiheit, soweit nicht die Gesellschaft (d.h., die Gemeinschaft der vernünftigen Wesen) eine Freiheitsbeschränkung rechtfertigen kann. (Z.B. Strassenordnung und Quarantäne.)

12.) Freizügigkeit

2209.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht auf Freizügigkeit, unbeschränkt von Gebietsgrenzen.

Erläuterung: Dieses Recht schliesst das unbeschränkte Ein- und Auswanderungsrecht sowie das Niederlassungsrecht in sich ein. Auch ein Passzwang würde dieses Recht beeinträchtigen.

13.) Asylrecht

2210.) Jedes Vernunftwesen, das aus einem Gebiet flieht, weil dort seine Rechte verletzt oder bedroht werden, hat das Recht auf Asyl in jedem Lande.

14.) Rechtsschutz

2211.) Jeder Mensch hat das Recht auf wirksamen Rechtsschutz vor unabhängigen und unparteiischen oder paritätisch zusammengesetzten Gerichten gegen alle Handlungen, die seine Rechte verletzen.

15.) Verhaftung

2212.) Niemand darf willkürlich angeklagt, in Haft genommen oder gehalten werden. Eine Verhaftung darf ausser im Falle der Ergreifung auf frischer Tat nur auf Grund eines begründeten richterlichen Befehls erfolgen, der bei der Verhaftung bekanntzumachen ist.

16.) Verhöre

2213.) Jeder Beschuldigte hat das Recht, nur in Gegenwart seines Anwaltes oder eines anderen, unparteiischen Zeugen verhört zu werden.
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17.) Schutzrecht gegen willkürliche Inhafthaltung

2214.) Jeder Mensch hat das Recht, binnen 24 Stunden nach seiner Verhaftung vor seinen Richter geführt zu werden, sowie auf Verurteilung bzw. Freisprechung innerhalb einer angemessenen Frist.

18.) Rechtsprechung

2215.) Jeder Mensch hat das Recht, nur von einem unabhängigen und unparteiischen oder paritätisch zusammengesetzten Gericht in einem öffentlichen Verfahren, in dem alle für seine Verteidigung nötigen Voraus-setzungen gewährleistet sind, verurteilt werden zu können.

Erläuterung: Die Öffentlichkeit darf bei einem Gerichtsverfahren nur dann und insoweit ausgeschlossen werden, als durch sie das Recht auf Privatleben eines der Zeugen verletzt oder beschränkt würde.

(Jetzt würde ich hier eher vom Recht der Zeugen auf Leben und physische Unversehrtheit sprechen, wenn sie z.B. gegen mächtige Personen Aussagen machen. - J.Z., 3.4.02.)

19.) Schiedsgerichtsbarkeit

2216.) Jedes Vernunftwesen ist berechtigt, mit anderen an Stelle der staatlichen Gerichte, bzw. der Gerichte seiner exterritorialen und autonomen Rechtsgemeinschaft, private Schiedsgerichte zu vereinbaren und durch diese die ihn betreffenden Rechtsfälle entscheiden zu lassen.

20.) Individuelle Verantwortlichkeit

2217.) Jeder Mensch hat das Recht, nur für seine eigenen Handlungen zur Rechenschaft gezogen werden zu können. 

Erläuterung: Niemand darf kollektive vertantwortlich gemacht werden auf Grund seiner Zugehörigkeit zu irgendeiner Vereinigung oder Gruppe, für Handlngen, die er nicht selbst begangen oder unterlassen hat.

21.) Schuldnachweis ist erforderlich

2218.) Jeder Mensch hat das Recht, so lange als unschuldig angesehen und behandelt zu werden, bis ihm seine Schuld durch einen Richterspruch nachgewiesen wurde. Während seiner Haftpflicht darf er keinen Härten unterworfen werden, die nicht zur Sicherstellung seiner Person erforderlich sind.

22.) Haftzeigentschädigung

2219.) Jeder Mensch hat im Falle eines Freispruchs Anspruch auf Schadensersatz gegenüber der Rechtsge-meinschaft der Ankläger bzw. denjenigen, die ihn zu Unrecht verhafteten und in Haft gehalten haben.

23.) Strafmass

2220.) Jeder Mensch hat das Recht, nur zu einer Strafe verurteilt werden zu können, die seinem Vergehen oder Verbrechen angemessen ist.

24.) Stimmrecht

2221.) Jedes Vernunftwesen ist berechtigt, Volksentscheide anzuregen und in ihnen über Verfassungsfragen, Gesetzesanträge, (Steuern! - J.Z., 3.4.02.) und internationale Verträge selbst und direkt mitzuentscheiden.

25.) Vollmachterteilung

2222.) Jedes Vernunftwesen ist berechtigt, einem anderen an seiner Stelle mit der Wahrnehmung seiner Rechte und Interessen zu beauftragen und diese Vollmacht jederzeit ohne Angabe von Gründen zurückzuziehen.

Erläuterung: Dies gilt insbesondere für die Wahl und Abberufung von Abgeordneten, Beamten und Offizieren.

26.) Freiheit der Meinungsäusserung

2223.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht, seine Feststellungen, Gedanken und Meinungen durch Wort, Schrift, Druck, Bild oder in sonstiger Weise uneingeschränkt zu äussern und zu verbreiten.
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2224.) Erläuterung: Diese Freiheit der Meinungsäusserung gilt selbst dann, wenn eine Meinungsäusserung von anderen als unwahr, Schmutz oder Schund angesehen wird.

2225.) Die Rede- und Pressefreiheit darf unter keinen Umständen und in keiner Weise durch vorbeugende Massregeln, namentlich Zensur, Konzessionen, Sicherheitsbestellungen, Staatsauflagen, Beschränkungen der Druckereien, des Buchhandels, durch Postverbote, Beschränkung der Versorgung mit Papier oder anderen Hemmungen des freien Verkehrs (oder der Kommunikation - J.Z., 3.4.02.) beschränkt, suspendiert oder aufgehoben werden. 

2226.) Eine Aufreizung zu einer Rechtsbrechung (z.B., zu Totschlag, Sachbeschädigung etc.) würde die Menschenrechte gefährden. Vernunftwesen würden diese Grenze der freien Meinungsäusserung nicht überschreiten. Sie würden auch nicht absichtlich Irrtümer oder Lügen verbreiten.

2227.) Zur Presse- und Redefreiheit gehört es, dass jeder das Recht hat, Falschmeldungen und irrtümliche Meinungen so bald wie möglich und in gleicher Ausführlichkeit zu berichtigen bzw. berichtigen zu lassen.

(Jetzt würde ich sagen: Nur auf eigene Kosten, z.B. auf einer Web-Seite. Von der Quelle, die den falschen Bericht brachte, könnte man höchstens verlangen, dass es auf die URL der Berichtigung hinweise. Organe, die auch solche Berichtigungshinweise verweigern, würden von Vernunftwesen systematisch boykottiert werden. - J.Z., 3.4.02.) 

27.) Petitionsrecht

2228.) Jeder Mensch hat das Recht, einzeln oder in Gemeinschaft mit anderen Petitionen abzufassen, sie zu veröffentlichen und andere zur Unterzeichnung aufzufordern. 

28.) Informationsfreiheit

2229.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht, sich mit allen rechtmässigen Mitteln über alles zu informieren, was nicht das Privatleben anderer lebender Personen betrifft.

29.) Geheimhaltungsrecht

2230.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht und die Pflicht, Informationen geheim zu halten, deren Preisgabe die Menschenrechte oder die natürlichen Rechte der vernünftigen Wesen verletzen würden.

Erläuterung: Unvernünftigen Wesen die Wahrheit zu verschweigen ist manchmal pflichtgemäss. 

Die Vertragsfreiheit vermöglicht die Auferlegung einer besonderen Schweigepflicht. Andererseits: Die Widerstandspflicht verpflichtet jedes Vernunftwesen zur Bekanntgabe von Einschränkungen der Menschenrechte etc. auch innerhalb von Firmen, Vereinen und Gemeinschaften.

30.) Versammlungsfreiheit

2231.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht, sich mit anderen zu versammeln, auch bewaffnet und unter freiem Himmel. Das Recht zur Teilnahme an Demonstrationen ist darin eingeschlossen.

Erläuterung: Nur ganz friedliche Demonstrationen fallen unter die Rede- und Pressefreiheit. Eroberungs-, Besetzungs- und Zerstörungsaktionen und gewaltsame "Demonstrationen" gegen Andersgesinnte und deren Eigentum, müssten sich natürlich gefallen lassen, dass ihnen auch mit grosser Waffengewalt entgegengetreten wird. Das Austrittsrecht und die exterritorialen Gemeinschaften von Freiwilligen werden Aufruhr auf den Strassen gewöhnlich verhindern. Die heutigen Demonstranten wären dann frei ihre "Ideale" ganz und selbst zu verwirklichen - aber nur unter sich und nur auf ihre Kosten und ihr Risiko. - J.Z., 3.4.02.) 

31.) Ausbildungsrecht

2232.) Jeder Mensch hat das Recht und die Pflicht, seine Anlagen, die den Menschenrechten, den natürlichen Rechten der vernünftigen Wesen und den Pflichten gegen sich selbst nicht widerstreiten, auzubilden oder ausbilden zu lassen sowie sich ein gewisses Mindestmass an Bildung anzueignen.

Erläuterung: Kinder haben, wenn die Eltern ihnen keine ihren Fähigkeiten angemessene Erziehung gewährleisten können, gegenüber der Gesellschaft einen Anspruch auf ein ausreichendes Erziehungsdarlehen. Die Pflicht, sich immer mehr zu vervollkommnen, rechtfertigt einen Schul- und Ausbildungszwang, bei dem die Wahl der Schule bzw der Ausbildungsstätte freisteht.

(Die freie Gesellschaft wird hier wohl meist durch private oder genossenschaftliche Kreditinstitutionen vertreten werden die sich auf solche steuerfreien und wertbestaendigen Personalkredite spezialisieren. - J.Z., 22.10.05.)
32.) Naturforschung

2233.) Jedes Vernunftwesen ist berechtigt, naturwissenschaftliche Experimente vorzunehmen und naturwissenschaftliche Kenntnisse zu sammeln und zu verbreiten, solange diese Experimente und Kenntnisse nicht die Rechte anderer Menschen, insbesondere das Recht auf Leben und Unversehrtheit der Person gefährden.

Erläuterung: Atomspaltungs- und Atomfusionsexperimente, z.B., dürfen nur dann vorgenommen werden, wenn im Falle ihres Gelingens oder Versagens niemand anders als die beteiligten Wissenschaftlier und ihre freiwilligen Helfer gefährdet würden.
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33.) Freie Wahl der Sprache

2234.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht, seine Muttersprache oder jede beliebige andere Sprache zu sprechen und in ihr zu schreiben und zu lesen.

Erläuterung: Natürlich ist niemand verpflichtet, ihn zu verstehen, anzuhören, Schriften in seiner Sprache zu lesen und ihm in seiner Sprache zu antworten. - J.Z., 3.4.02.)

34.) Religion

2235.) Jeder Mensch hat das Recht, keiner Religion anzugehören oder einer beliebigen Religion und die dazu gehörigen Kulthandlungen unbehindert auszuüben, solange diese nicht mit den übrigen Menschenrechten und den natürlichen Rechten der vernünftigen Wesen im Widerspruch stehen.

Erläuterung: Jeder Mensch ist berechtigt, sich jederzeit einer Kirche oder anderen Religionsgemeinschaft anzuschliessen (sie zu gründen - J.Z., 3.4.02) oder aus ihnen auszutreten. 

Niemand darf gezwungen werden, auf irgendeine Weise an den Handlungen und Feierlichkeiten einer Religions-gemeinschaft teilzunehmen oder deren Feiertage zu beachten.

Neue Religionsgemeinschaften dürfen sich bilden. Einer Anerkennung ihres Bekenntnisses bedarf es nicht. 

Niemand ist verpflichtet, seine religiöse Überzeugung zu offenbaren oder eine religiöse Eidesform zu benutzen.

35.) Das Recht, Fehler zu machen

2236.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht, auch unüberlegt und ungeschickt zu handeln, wenn es dadurch nicht die Menschenrechte, die natürlichen Rechte der vernünftigen Wesen oder seine Pflichten gegen sich selbst verletzt.

36.) Recht auf Privatleben

2237.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht auf ein ungestörtes Privatlben. Dieses schliesst ein u.a. das Recht auf Freizeit und Musse, auf Briefgeheimnis, Post-, Telegraphen- und Fernsprechtgeheimnis und das Recht, Abbildungen seiner Person ohne Angabe von Gründen zu verbieten, sich beliebig zu bekleiden, sowie das Recht auf Unantastbarkeit seines Hauses bzw. der Wohnung und eines privaten Grundstückes. Hausdurchsuchungen, die Beschlagnahme von Briefen und Telegrammen sowie die Überwachung von Telephongesprächen dürfen, abgesehen von einer Ausübung des Widerstandsrechtes oder einer rechtmässigen Verhaftung, nur auf Grund eines mit Gründen versehenen richterlichen Befehlts vorgenommen werden, welcher den Beteiligten sofort zugestellt werden muss.

Erläuterung: In diesem Recht finden u.a. die Presse-, Rede-, Informations- und Bewegungsfreiheit ihre Grenze.

37.) Recht, Geräusche zu verursachen, sowie das Recht auf Ruhe

2238.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht, Geräusche zu verursachen (z.B. bei seiner Arbeit, Forbewegung oder Freizeitbeschäftigung). Diese dürfen aber nicht zu ruhestörendem und andauerndem Lärm ausarten, weil andererseits jeder Mensch das Recht auf Ruhe hat.

38.) Eheschliessung und Scheidung

2239.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht, sich nach eigenem, freien Willen mit einer oder mehreren vernünftigen Personen des anderen Geschlechts zu beliebigen Bedingungen, auf die Dauer oder nur für eine bestimmte Zeit, zu einer ehelichen Gemeinschaft zusammenzuschliessen. Jedes Mitglied einer solchen Gruppe kann auch ohne Zustimmung der anderen jederzeit wieder aus diese Gruppe austreten.

39.) Recht auf Nachkommen

2240.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht, beliebig viele Kinder zu zeugen bzw zu empfangen. Dieses Recht findet seine Grenze in der Pflicht, seine Kinder nach besten Kräften zu unterhalten.

40.) Recht, sich Arbeit zu beschaffen

2241.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht, arbeitsteilig seinen Lebensunterhalt zu produzieren, d.h., das Recht, sich selbst Arbeitsgelegenheit zu beschaffen, ohne dadurch anderen Arbeitsgelegenheit wegzunehmen, und alle zu diesem Zweck notwendigen Massnahmen
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finanzieller, monetärer sowie organisatorischer Art durchzuführen.

Erläuterung: Jedes Vernunftwesen hat z.B. das Recht, sich zur Arbeitsbeschaffung zu beliebigen Bedingungen mit anderen zuammenzuscshliessen, z.B. zu Arbeitsbeschaffungsbanken, die eigene Zahlungsmittel ausgeben, sowie zu privaten Arbeitsvermittlungsstellen.
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41.) Gewerbefreiheit

2242.) Jedes Vernunftwesen kann über seine Dienste und seine Zeit frei verfügen. Es hat das Recht, jede Art von Beruf, Arbeitsplatz und Berufsausbildungsstätte frei zu wählen und die gewählte Tätigkeit frei auszuüben und zu wechseln. Es kann nicht gezwungen werden, Zwangsarbeit zu leisten, ist aber verpflichtet, bei der Überwindung von Bränden, Naturkatastrophen und bei Unfällen Hilfe zu leisten.

Erläuterung: Auch Unterrichtsanstalten zu gründen und zu leiten steht jedem frei. Wer ohne akademische Ausbildung, z.B., als Arzt oder Rechtsanwalt tätig sein will, darf natürlich die Öffentlichkeit in keiner Weise über die Art seiner Ausbildung täuschen. Er muss vor seiner Praxis bzw. seinem Büro einen unübersehbaren Hinweis auf die Art seiner Ausbildung oder Qualifikation anbringen.

42.) Freiheit des Handels

2243.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht, mit seinen Arbeitsprodukten, Zahlungsmitteln, Wertpapieren und Wertgegenständen anderer Art oder mit den ihm von anderen zu diesem Zweck anvertrauten oder mit den von anderen erworbenen Gütern einen freien und auf kein Gebiet und keinen bestimmten Zeitraum eingeschränkten Handel zu treiben.

Erläuterung: Dieses Recht erfordert die Aufhebung aller Zölle, Devisengesetze, Kontingentierungsvorschriften, Aussenhandelsmonopole und Ladenschlussvorschriften.

Es schliesst das Recht ein, frei Wertgegenstände wie z.B. Gold zu kaufen, anzuhäufen und frei wieder zu verkaufen. 

Zum Schutze der Menschenrechte darf jedoch der Handel mit Giften, Explosivstoffen, Waffen etc. beschränkt werden, d.h., sie dürfen frei nur an Vernunftwesen verkauft werden.

43.) Recht auf den vollen Arbeitsertrag

2244.) Jedes Vernunftwesen, Jugendliche eingeschlossen, hat das Recht, arbeitsteilig seinen Lebensunterhalt zu verdienen und dabei nicht ausgebeutet zu werden, d.h., den vollen Ertrag seiner Arbeit zu erhalten, ihn frei austauschen zu können und jegliches künstlich aufrechterhaltene wirtschaftliche Monopol zu brechen.

2245.) Zur Durchführung dieses Rechtes ist es u.a. berechtigt, Produktionsgenossenschaften oder andere Genossenschaften mit beliebigen Statuten zu gründen oder ihnen beizutreten.

2246.) Erläuterung: Ausbeutung ist insbesondere die Nutzung der Zwangslage oder Unwissenheit von Personen zu deren Nachteil und zum eigenen Vorteil. Ausbeutung wird zum Betrug, wenn dabei ein Unwissender absichtlich zu seinem Nachteil getäuscht wird.

2247.) Jedes Monopol ermöglicht eine Ausbeutung und führt in der Regel dazu, weil es die auf das Monopol Angewiesenen in eine Zwangslage versetzt.

2248.) Arbeitsertrag ist der frei gebildete Preis der Arbeitsleistung. Er ist der Wert, den die Arbeitsleisung auf einem wirklich freien Markt erzielt. Er kann nur durch die Befreiung des Marktes von allen seinen Fesseln erreicht werden.

2249.) Gesetze, die von bisher Arbeitslosen ein für sie unerschwingliches Barkapital für die Gründung einer Genossenschaft fordern, sind rechtswidrig.

2250.) Dieses Gesetz schliesst auch das Recht ein, die Umwandlung eines Betriebes in eine Genossenschaft zu versuchen, indem die zu einer Genossenschaft zusammengefasste Belegschaft das Angebot macht, den Betrieb mit Obligationen zu kaufen, die nach und nach innerhalb der nächsten Jahre fällig werden und aus dem künftigen Arbeits- und Kapitalertrag eingelöst werden.

2251.) Ferner schliesst es das Recht eines jeden Erfinders, Entdeckers und Urhebers ein auf eine angemessene Belohnung von Seiten der Ausbeuter seiner Entdeckung, Erfindung oder Werke.
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2252.) Niemandem darf sein Arbeitsertrag verkürzt werden, nur weil er alleinstehend ist, nicht einmal zugunsten der Kinderreichen.

2253.) Gesetzliche Monopole, z.b. betreffend die Versorgung mit Wasser, Gas, Elektrizität, die Müllabfuhr und die Entwässerung, das Postwesen etc. sind rechtswidrig.

44.) Recht auf Eigentum

2254.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht, Eigentum zu erwerben und zu besitzen, allein oder in Gemeinschaft mit anderern.

2255.) Das Eigentumsrecht gilt uneingeschränkt nur für erarbeitetes, ererbtes, gewonnenes oder geschenkt erhaltenes Eigentum. 

Es kannn nicht geltend gemacht werden an natürlichen Monopolgütern wie z.B. Ländereien, Bodenschätzen, Energiequellen, Seen, auch nicht an Verkehrswegen wie Eisenbahnen, Kanälen, Flüssen, Meeren, Strassen und Luftverkehrswegen.

2256.) Es schliesst die Testierfreiheit für den Teil des Vermögens ein, der nicht zur Sicherung des Existenz-minimums der nächsten Familienangehörigen erforderlich ist.

2257.) Jeder hat das Recht auf eine vorsorgliche, durch Richterspruch festgesetzte Entschädigung im Falle einer Enteignung seines Besitztums, die im gerichtlich festgestellten öffentlichen Interesse erforderlich ist. Im Falle einer öffentlichen Notlage muss die Entschädigung sofort nachträglich gerichtlich festgesetzt werden.

45.) Ausbeutung natürlicher Monopole

2258.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht, sich an der Ausbeutung aller natürlichen Monopole, wie z.B. Ländereien, Bodenschätze, Energiequellen, Flüsse, Seen und Meere zu beteiligen, sowie an der Verwaltung aller gemeinnützigen Einrichtungen, die ebenfalls eine Art natürliches Monopol besitzen, wie z.B. Eisenbahnen, Strassen, Kanäle und Telephonnetze.

Erläuterung: Dieses Recht lässt sich in Form von offenen, d.h., jedem jederzeit als Mitarbeiter, Einleger oder Mitberater zugänglichen Genossenschaften verwirklichen, deren Mitglieder entsprechend ihrem aufgewandten Kapital und ihrer Arbeit entlohnt werden.

46.) Freiwillige Steuerzahlung

2259.) Jedermann ist berechtigt, die Leistung von Steuern für alle Zwecke zu verweigern, die weder seine Zustimmung finden noch zum Schutze der Menschenrechte und der natürlichen Rechte der vernünftigen Wesen erforderlich sind und auch nicht zu seinem Vorteil geschehen.

2260.) Jeder Steuerzahler hat ferner das Recht zu bestimmen, für welche der von ihm gebilligten oder auch ohne seine Zustimmung gerechtfertigten Ausgaben der auf ihn entfallende Steuerbetrag zu verwenden ist.

Erläuterung: Infolge der Freiwilligkeit der Mitgliedschaft in exterritorialen und autonomen Rechtsgemeinschaften wird die Steuerzahlung weitgehend freiwillig. Die Unzufriedenen treten aus und schliessen sich zu neuen Gemein-schaften zusammen. 

Als gerechtfertigt anzusehen sind z.B. die von einer Miliz zur Ausübung des Widerstandsrechtes erhobenen Kriegssteuern. Ein Zwang bei der Erhebung derartiger Steuern ist daher gerechtfertigt.

Über die Verwendung seines Steuerbetrages könnte jeder selbst verfügen, indem er z.B. seinen Steuerbetrag oder einen Teil davon direkt einer oder mehreren der von ihm besonders befürworteten Einrichtungen, z.B. einer öffentlichen Bibliothek oder Universität überweist. 

Alle nachweislich derart geleisteten Steuern müssen selbstverständlich von den an den Fiskus zu zahlenden Steuerbetrag, nicht nur vom steuerpflichtigen Einkommen, abgesetzt werden können.

Eine weitgehende Öffentlichkeit aller Einnahmen und Ausgaben sowie des Bedarfs der Regierung, der einzelnen Ministerien und öffentlichen Einrichtungen, in Verbindung mit der Verschiedenheit der Interesssen der einzelnen Steuerzahler, würden automatisch für den nötigen Ausgleich sorgen.

(Alle bisherigen Ausgaben für die nicht genügend Steuerzahler bereit sind, freiwillig einen Teil ihrer Steuern zu leisten [z.B., mehr als 5 % ], sind aus den Haushalten zu streichen und die Steuern sind entsprechend zu verringern. - J.Z., 3.4.02 & 22.10.05.)
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47. Preise

2261.) Jedes Vernunftwesen ist berechtigt, jede Art von Preis für seine Waren, Arbeit, Kapital, Wohnruam, etc. völlig frei mit seinem Geschäftspartner auszuhandeln.

48.) Recht, zu verrechnen

2262.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht, seine Forderungen und seine Schulden auf dem Wege der Verrechung auszugleichen und sich dafür die technisch beste Form selbst wählen zu dürfen.

49.) Schuldtilgung

2263.) Jeder Mensch hat das Recht, die Tilgung seiner Schuld mit beliebigen Zahlungsmitteln zu versuchen. Er darf nicht gezwungen werden, seine Schulden nur mit einer bestimmten Art von Zahlungsmitteln zu tilgen. 

Niemand darf für zahlungsunfähig erklärt werden bevor nicht jede Möglichkeit einer Verrechnung erschöpft ist.

50.) Emissionsfreiheit

2264.) Jedes Vernunftwesen ist berechtigt, wie Geld gestückelte und typisierte, zwangskursfreie, z.B. auf irgend-einen Sachwert wie Gold lautende Wertzeichen, Gutscheine und Verrechnungswechsel, die zum Umtausch in Güter oder Dienstleistungen beim Emittenten berechtigen, herzustellen, herstellen zu lassen und anderen zur Erfüllung seiner Zahlungsverpflichtungen anzubieten.

Jedes Vernunftwesen ist ferner berechtigt, mittel- und langfristige Inhaberobligationen auszugeben. Voraussetzung ist nur, dass alle Einzelheiten der Ausgabe der Öffentlichkeit zugänglich sind.

(Jedes Vernunftwesen ist verpflichtet seine Schuldpapiere anzunehmen. - (Zusatz von H. Rittershausen.)

51.) Ablehnungsrecht gegenüber minderwertigen Zahlungsmitteln

2265.) Jeder Mensch ist berechtigt, nach seiner Meinung minderwertige Zahlungsmittel, die er nicht selbst ausgegeben hat und zu deren Annahme er sich nicht vertraglich verpflichtet hat, ohne Angabe von Gründen ganz abzulehnen oder nur zum Kurswert anzunehmen.
Dieses Recht findet seine Grenze in der Verpflichtung, das örtlich allgemein umlaufende Zahlungsmittel zum Nennwert anzunehmen, solange es vollwertig ist und nichts Abweichendes vereinbart wurde.

52.) Freie Wahl des Wertmasses

2266.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht, sein Vermögen wertbeständig anzulegen und bei allen Schuldverträgen (u.a. auch bei Lohn-, Renten-, Mietverträgen und Wohnungsbaudarlehen), Willenserklärungen und Angeboten sowie bei der Emission von Zahlungsmitteln (und Wertpapieren - J.Z., 3.4.02.) beliebige Wertmasse und Wertbeständigkeitsklauseln zu verwenden.

53.) Arbeitszeit

2267.) Jedes Vernunftwesen ist berechtigt, eine beliebig lange oder kurze Arbeitszeit für sich zu vereinbaren.

54.) Recht, sich Wohnraum zu beschaffen

2268.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht, sich Wohnraum zu beschaffen, ohne ihn anderen anders als auf dem Wege freier Konkurrenz wegzunehmen, durch Miet-, Bau- oder Kaufvertrag auf völlig freier Grundlage.

55.) Koalitionsrecht

2269.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht, Gewerkschaften und Berufsverbände zu gründen und ihnen anzu-gehören, aber auch das Recht, den Eintritt in solche Organisationen zu verweigern, jederzeit aus ihnen wieder auszutreten sowie Abweichungen von tariflichen Regelungen zu vereinbaren. 
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56. Streikrecht

2270.) Jedes Vernunftwesen ist berechtigt aber nicht verpflichtet, sich an einem Streik zu beteiligen, der nur den Arbeitgeber und nicht etwa Aussenstehende schädigt (wie es z.B. bei einem Streik der Post-, Bahn- und Bankbeamten geschieht).

Erläuterung: Dieses Recht gibt nicht die Befugnis, Arbeitskollegen zu zwingen, an einem Streik teilzunehmen oder einen Arbeitsvertrag nach Belieben zu brechen, d.h., ein Streik ist nur nach Voranzeige und Ablauf einer Kündigungsfrist zulässig. 

Das Streikrecht beeinträchtigt nicht das Kündigungsrecht des Arbeitgebers.

57.) Recht, sich zu versichern

2271.) Jeder Mensch ist berechtigt und verpflichtet, Vorsorge zu treffen gegen die Wechselfälle des Lebens durch Abschluss eines Versicherungsvertrages mit einem beliebigen Versicherungsträger.

Erläuterung: Er darf nur gezwungen erden, sich so hoch zu versichern, dass z.B. bei Krankheit, Unfall, Invalidität oder fortgeschrittenem Alter sein Existenzminimum gesichert ist. Die Mitgliedschaft in einer autonomen Rechtsgemeinschaft, die jedem Mitglied, das körperlich oder geistig nicht in der Lage ist, sich und seine Familie selbst zu unterhalten, das Recht auf ein Darlehen zur Deckung des Existenzminimums einräumt, ist als eine ausreichende Versicherung anzusehen. 

58.) Recht auf Umstellungskredit

2272.) Jeder Mensch, dessen Arbeitskraft z.B. infolge technischer Neuerungen in dem bisher betriebenen Beruf keinen ausreichenden Ertrag mehr liefert, hat Anspruch auf einen Umstellungs- oder Umschulungskredit gegenüber der Gesellschaft.

Erläuterung: Für diesen Zweck ist ein besonderes Kreditinstitut zu schaffen, welches an die Stelle der bisherigen Arbeitsämter treten, aber keine Monopolstellung erhalten sollte. 

(Verschiedene autonome Rechtsgemeinschaften werden auch darüber verschiedene Regeln verwirklichen. - J.Z., 3.4.02.)

59.) Vormundschaft

2273.) Jedes Vernunftwesen ist berechtigt, sich zum Vormund eines anderen zu machen, aber nur um dessen Rechte zu schützen oder durchzusetzen.

Erläuterung: Dieses Recht beeinträchtigt z.B. nicht das Recht aller Eltern, die Rechte ihrer Kinder selbst zu wahren, sondern verhindert nurden Missbrauch elterlicher Gewalt.

60.) Popularklage

2274.) Jedes Vernunftwesen ist berechtigt, sobald es sich um die Verletzung der hier zusammengestellten Grundrechte handelt, vor allen Gerichten Klage zu erheben, auch dann, wenn es ihn nicht persönlich betrifft.

61.) Widerstandsrecht

2275.) Jedes Vernunftwesen ist berechtigt und verpflichtet, allen Angriffen auf die Menschenrechte und die natürlichen Rechte der vernünftigen Wesen Widerstand zu leisten und bei der Durchsetzung und Aufrechterhaltung dieser Rechte mitzuwirken.

2276.) Zum Widerstandsrecht gehört das Recht, gesetzliche Vorschriften, Anordnungen der Behörden und dergleichen unbeachtet zu lassen, ween sie älter als 30 Jahre sind oder wenn sie nicht durch ein allen Bürgen zugesandtes Gesetzblatt bekanntgemacht werden, welches die für jeden Bürger geltenden Gesetze etc. enthält, also nicht die nur für einen bestimmten Kreis geltenden, z.B. für einzelne Gewerbegruppen. 

Dieses Recht gilt auch für den Fall, dass die Gesetze etc. nicht oder nicht ausreichend erklärt und begründet sind. Die Erklärungen und Begründungen sind zusammen mit den Gesetzen etc. im Gesetzblatt zu veröffentlichen.

2277.) Erläuterung: Dieses Recht kann abgeleitet werden aus den übrigen Menschenrechten bzw. den natürlichen Rechten der vernünftigen Wesen sowie aus der allgemeinen Rechtsidee, wonach das Recht verbunden ist mit der Befugnis, es zu erzwingen.
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2278.) Das Recht auf Leben und Unversehrtheit der Person sowie jede militärische oder sonstige Gehorsamspflicht finden hier ihre Grenze. 

Alles, was im Rahmen dieses Rechtes getan wird, ist nicht als Eidesverletzung, Verrat, Spionage, Sabotage oder Desertation anzusehen.

2279.) Wenn ein Individuum seine eigenen Rechte verteidigt, ist es nur berechtigt, Rechtsbrecher unschädlich zu machen, sie nötigenfalls im Akte der Selbstverteidigung zu töten, nicht aber Rache-, Vergeltungs- oder Strafmassnahmen durchzuführen. Dies ist Sache einer freien und unparteiischen Gerichtsbarkeit.

62.) Tyrannenbeseitigung

2280.) Auf Grund des Widerstandsrechtes und der Widerstandspflicht hat jedes Vernunftwesen das Recht und die Pflicht Tyrannen unschädlich zu machen.

Erläuterung: Als Tyrann ist jeder Machthaber anzusehen, der die Menschenrechte und die natürlichen Rechte der vernünftigen Wesen nicht anerkennt und Befehle erteilt oder Massnahmen vorbereitet hat, durch deren Ausführung diese Rechte verletzt würden, und der nur durch die Unterdrückung derartiger Rechte an der Macht bleibt.

(Andernfalls wären die Mitglieder der jetzigen föderativen Zentralregierung von Australien, die für die Schaffung und Aufrechterhaltung von Konzentrationslagern für illegale Immigranten sorgte, auch als Tyrannen anzusehen und zu behandeln. Die Rede- und Pressefreiheit und die Möglichkeit eine andere Regierung zu wählen, haben sie aber noch nicht unterdrückt. Leider wird die Unterdrückung der illegalen Einwanderer von einer öffentlichen Meinung unterstützt, sie sehr von einer langjährig anhaltenden Massenarbeitslosigkeit beeinflusst ist und auf Unwissenheit beruht wie diese Arbeitslosigkeit schnell durch volle Wirtschaftsfreiheit, insbesondere durch volle Geldfreiheit beseitigt werden könnte. - Dann wäre diese unrechtmaessige und grausame Massnahme nicht mehr populär. Seit dem 2. Weltkrieg gab es 5 Millionen legale oder später legalisierte Einwanderer nach Australien. Mit ihren Kindern und Enkeln machen sie einen noch grösseren Teil der heutigen Bevölkerung von ca. 20 Millionen aus. - Letzlich sind alle Australier, die Aboriginess eingeschlossen, frühere oder spätere "boat people", i. e., Einwanderer und die früheren besitzen natürlicherweise keine grösseren Rechte als die späteren. -  J.Z. 3.4.02.) 

63.) Recht auf Waffenbesitz

2281.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht, zur Ausübung des Widerstandsrechtes Waffen, die nicht schon ihrer Natur nach menschenrechtswidrig sind, zu besitzen, zu tragen und sich ihrer nötigenfalls zu bedienen.

Erläuterung: (Das schliesst natürlich aus: die Produktion, den Handel mit, den Besitz und den Gebrauch von ABC Massenmordwaffen. - J.Z., 22.10.05.)
64.) Recht, sich militärisch zu organisieren

2282.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht, sich zur Ausübung eines bewaffneten Widerstandes militärisch zu organisieren, und sich regelmässig im Waffengebrauch zu üben.

2283.) Erläuterung: Die sich aus den übrigen Rechten ergebenden Voraussetzungen sind, dass diese Organisationen auf freiwilligem Eintritt und Austritt beruhen, ihre Mitglieder auf die Menschenrechte und die natürlichen Rechte der vernünftigen Wesen vereidigen, keine menschenrechtswidrigen Waffen verwenden, die Wahl und Abberufung von Offizieren durch die Untergebenen vorsehen, dass der Gehorsam den Offizieren gegenüber in den Grundrechten seine Grenze findet und dass die Mitglieder auch als Soldaten nicht auf Rede-, Presse-, Vereins- und Versammlungsfreiheit verzichten müssen.

2284.) Die Zwangsrekrutierung ist nicht nur unrechtmässig sondern überflüssig, denn nur Vernunftwesen sind zum Widerstand berechtigt und verpflichtet und Vernunftwesen würden sich freiwillig zu einer Bürgerwehr der hier angedeuteten Art melden. 

Da unvernünftige Wesen kein Widerstandsrecht besitzen (ihre Rechte müssen von anderen geschützt werden), dürfen sie ebenfalls nicht der "Wehrpflicht" unterworfen werden. Für eine Milizarmee wäre sie in der Regel nur eine Belastung. Abgesehen davon, wird das Austrittsrecht jeden Versuch zur Einführung oder Aufrechterhaltung einer Zwangsrekrutierung zunichte machen.

65.) Recht, einen unrechtmässigen Krieg und die Beteiligung daran abzulehnen

2285.) Jedes Vernunftwesen hat das Recht und die Pflicht, einen rechtswidrigen Krieg und die Beteiligung daran abzulehnen und dieses Recht zu verteidigen. 

Dieses Recht schliesst das Recht ein, in Volksabstimmungen und in Versammlungen der Bürgerwehr über Krieg und Frieden, Rüstung und Abrüstung mitzuentscheiden und sich an einer ggf. notwendigen Revolution gegen eine Regierung zu beteiligen, die einen unrechtmässigen Krieg vorbereitet oder angefangen hat.

2286.) Erläuterung: Dieses Recht wird solange immer wieder verletzt werden, wie Zwangsrekrutierung und "Wehrpflicht" bestehen und Massenvernichtungswaffen (Atom-, Gas-, Gift-, Bakterienwaffen) angewandt werden, die ihrer Natur nach stets auch Unbeteiligte und Unschuldige oder gar Freunde und stillschweigend Verbündete treffen und somit die Menschenrechte und die natürlichen Rechte der vernünftigen Wesen verletzen. 

Die blosse Existenz derartiger "Waffen" bedroht dieses Recht und das Recht auf Leben.
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Zum Widerstandsrecht gehört es daher auch, alle derartigen "Waffen" zu zerstören und alle verdächtigen Örtlichkeiten nach etwa versteckten Massenvernichtungswaffen durchzusuchen. Das Widerstandsrecht ist hierbei dem Recht auf Privatleben und Privateigentum übergeordnet.

Schlusswort zu dieser Menschenrechtserklärung

287.) Die hier zusammengestellten grundlegenden Rechte können von keiner Mehrheit, Kirche, oder machthabenden Gruppe ausser Kraft gesetzt werden und dürfen nicht unterdrückt werden, auch nicht in einem Krieg und während eines Aufruhrs. 

Beamte und Soldaten können diese Rechte ebenso uneingeschränkt ausüben.

Jede Gesetzgebung ist an sie gebunden.

(Kein Menschenrechtsentwurf ist entgültig. Neue Rechte und Verfeinerungen alter Rechte werden noch für lange Zeit entdeckt werden. Eine ausreichende Diskussion über sie hat noch nicht stattgefunden, obwohl sie jetzt vielleicht nötiger ist als je zuvor. - J.Z., 3.4.02. - Weder Pressefreiheit, noch die Mikrofilmmoeglichkeiten noch das Internet noch die Veroeffentlichungsmoeglichkeiten auf "floppy disks", CD-ROMs und DVD haben bisher dazu gefuehrt die Menschenrechtserklaerungen ausreichend bekannt zu machen und zu diskutieren. Dafuer kann man heute, in den meisten Laendern nicht die Regierungen verantwortlich machen sondern nur die erwachsenen Buerger selbst. - J.Z., 17.11.05.)

134

_________________________________________________________________________________

WHAT HAS TO BE CHANGED IN THE CONSTITUTIONS OF ALL STATES

TO MAKE A LASTING PEACE POSSIBLE

AND HOW CAN THESE REFORMS BE REALIZED?

C O N T E N T S

MAJOR DIVISIONS

PART ONE:
WHAT FUNDAMENTAL HUMAN RIGHTS HAVE TO BE INCLUDED IN THE CONSTITUTIONS OF ALL  STATES TO ASSURE LASTING WORLD PEACE AND WHAT INSTITUTIONS ARE TO BE ESTABLISHED UPON THESE CONSTITUTIONAL CHANGES?: 25 - 155

(A) PRINCIPLES: 25 - 71

Sec. I    What GENERAL new human rights must be included in all constitutions?: 25 - 63

Sec. II   What ECONOMIC new human rights are to be included in all constitutions?: 64 - 71

(B) INSTITUTIONS: 72 - 155

Sec. III  To what extent have our institutions and principles for the protection of human rights to be changed? - What new institutions for the protection of human rights have to be established?: 72 - 92

Sec.IV   What new economic institutions are to be established upon the above economic rights?: 93 -155

PART TWO:
HOW CAN THE REFORMS DESCRIBED IN THE ABOVE FOUR SECTIONS BE REALIZED?: 156 - 328


(C) FORCEFUL REALISATION WHERE NECESSARY: 156 - 276

Sec.V    Realisation of human rights and of the natural rights of rational beings, and thereby of peace, by REVOLUTIONS to overthrow the dictatorial regimes: 156 - 203

Sec.VI   The organization of MILITIAS for the protection of human rights and the establishment of world peace - and their conduct and programme in war and peace: 204 - 276


(D) ENLIGHTENING PROPAGANDA WHERE POSSIBLE: 277 - 328

Sec.VII How can the reform ideas advanced in this programme be sufficiently spread in the democratic States?: 277 - 328

APPENDIX: 329 - 392

ALPHABETICAL INDEX: 393 ff.

For more detailed subdivisions see pages 11 - 24 & 447.
The whole book is accessible online at:

www.panarchism.info 
=====================================================================

2

WHAT HAS TO BE CHANGED IN THE CONSTITUTIONS OF ALL STATES

TO MAKE A LASTING PEACE POSSIBLE

AND HOW CAN THESE REFORMS BE REALIZED?

BY J. M. ZUBE, 1962

3

THE GOVERNMENTS HAVE DONE WHAT THEY COULD DO 

AND STILL DO 

WHAT THEY CAN DO. 

WHAT CAN BE ACHIEVED IN THIS WAY EVERYBODY CAN SEE:

EVERYTHING IS PREPARED FOR THE GREATEST OF ALL WARS. 

NOTHING IS DONE TO ESTABLISH A LASTING WORLD PEACE.

COMPLETELY NEW PATHS HAVE TO BE TAKEN:

THE STATIST INSTITUTIONS HAVE LARGELY TO BE REPLACED

BY PRIVATE ONES - & THE MAXIMS OF "PRACTICAL" & POWER POLITICS BY MORAL AND RATIONAL PRINCIPLES.

"People want peace so much that governments had better get out of their way 

and let them have it!" - Dwight D. Eisenhower

"The conditions and not people cause wars.

The conditions of war cannot develop out of purely personal relations 

but merely out of the existing conditions." - Jean Jaques Rousseau

"Ask all people: Do you want peace? 

Unanimously they will answer:

"I wish, desire, want and love it!"

Thus you must also love justice -

for justice and peace are two friends.

If you don't love the friend of peace, 

then peace will neither love you nor come to you." - Augustinus

=====================================================================

329

A P P E N D I X   I

DRAFT OF A NEW DECLARATION OF THOSE HUMAN RIGHTS

AND NATURAL RIGHTS OF RATIONAL BEINGS -

WHICH WERE SO FAR DISCOVERED

CONTENTS

Introduction

Explanation of Terms

Preamble

Text of the Draft, including Comments

I. Existence

1. Life

2. Physical Injuries

II. Freedom and Equality

3. Free-born

4. Equality of Rational Beings

III. Expression and Information

5. Freedom of Expression

6. Petitions

7. Education

8. Information and Secrecy

9. Natural Science Research

10. Assemblies

11. Language

12. IV. Movement, Migration and Asylum

V. Privacy

13. Right to Privacy

14. Family, Marriage and Sex

15. Noise and Quietness

16. Right to Make Mistakes

VI. Tolerance for Tolerant Social Actions
17. Religious Tolerance

18. Social, Economic and Political Tolerance

19. Contracts

20. Individual Secession

21. Associations and Exterritorial and Autonomous Communities of Volunteers

VII. Economic Rights

22. Work

23. Professions

24. Unions and Strikes

25. Prices

26. Free Trade

27. Full Value for Production

28. Property

29. Natural Resources

30. Voluntary Taxation

31. Clearing

32. Issue of Money

33. Rejection of Deteriorated Money

34. Standard of Value

35. Housing

36. Insurance

135

330

VIII. Protection of Human Rights and Natural Rights of Rational Beings

A) Democratic Constitutions

37.  Representation and Recall

38.  Referendum

B) Legal Actions

39.  Legal Protection, Guardianship and Authority

40.  Indemnification

41.  Individual Responsibility

42.  Proof of Guilt is Required

43.  Fair Trial

44.  Arbitration

45.  Arrests

46.  Interrogations

47.  Punishment

C) Rightful and Forceful Resistance

48.  Resistance against Oppression

49.  Arms

50.  Military Organization

51.  Tyrannicide

52.  Revolution

53.  Right to Refuse Participation in an Unjust War

General Comment

_________________________________________________________________________________

W A N T E D: All other human rights drafts by individuals and minorities for a special microfiche online or CD issue on alternative human rights drafts. 

"No man is good enough to govern another man without the other's consent."





- Abraham Lincoln

"God grant that not only the love of liberty

but a thorough knowledge of the rights of man,

may pervade all the nations of the earth, 

so that a philosopher may set his foot anywhere 

on its surface, and say, 'this is my country'." - Benjamin Franklin

"Establish justice as the only means

of banishing the menace of war." 

- Ramsay Muir, in: Future of Democracy, 1939.

"None of the evils which totalitarianism claims to remedy 

is worse than totalitarianism itself." - A. Camus

"Statute law is not based on natural law; 

they are the antithesis of each other."


- Sprading: Liberty and the Great Libertarians, 20 .

"... Bastiat spelled out his concept of moral law 

(frequently referred to as natural law) 

as the source of all life and progress - and thus 

the proper basis for all relationships among men." - Dean Russell: Bastiat, 3.



"Laws - just laws, natural laws - 



are not made, they are discovered." - Albert Parson

The following draft is a revised version of the one published in PEACE PLANS No. 4, in June 1965. 

It had previously undergone several revisions. 

I am looking forward to more revisions with the aid of my readers. 

Most of the suggestions go back to notes made by Ulrich von Beckerath. 

These were first compiled into a draft by my former wife, Erika Margarete Zube, born Lehmann, now Shoshanna Shaw. 

This one may be about the 12th version of her first draft. 

There were many omissions, additions and rewordings. 

I am all too aware that the intelligent and interested collaboration of many people is required to gradually turn this draft into something widely acceptable. 

I never expect it to be completely finished and look forward to new discoveries of human rights and aspects of them.

                                                                        John Zube, August 79.

(If only many people had offered constructive criticism, like Professor Heinrich Rittershausen did, then this draft could have been rapidly improved and thus finally achieved wide-spread recognition. Alas, the most important jobs are often not systematically and widely tackled but rather ignored or forgotten. - J.Z., 22.10.05.)
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DRAFT OF A

NEW DECLARATION OF THOSE HUMAN RIGHTS AND NATURAL RIGHTS

WHICH WERE SO FAR DISCOVERED

INTRODUCTION

Almost all difficulties experienced with former human rights declarations are due to one of the following three factors:

1. They were all too incomplete. Important rights were not included, e.g. the right to issue private money tokens, without which neither unemployment could be abolished nor a free and therefore harmless competition could be realized. (See 32.)

2. They assumed that all human beings, criminals, madmen and children included, are sufficiently rational or human in an idealised sense to entitle them to claim all human rights.

3. Many of the supposed rights were not freedoms of individuals but instead demands directed against the State or society, demands which neither the State nor society could fulfil, e.g. the right to be supplied with work by State authorities. (Compare 22.)

In this draft an attempt has been made:

1. to further approach completeness,

2. to discern between rights of rational beings and rights of all human beings and

3. to omit presumed rights which are only unjustified wishes or demands.

"Her" should be read instead of "his" wherever this applies, at least until a better and more attractive term has been invented.

Points which are either new to most people or which were so far not included in most of the previous human rights declarations, were stamped "NEW" on the margin in the original translation. This characterization has here been omitted.

Those especially interested in Children's Rights are referred to plan 244/5 in PEACE PLANS No. 15, pages 49-59, those interested especially in crime and punishment and the rights of criminals and victims and prison staff to plan 227 in PEACE PLANS No. 13, pages 47-70.

A SHORT EXPLANATION OF MAJOR TERMS

RIGHT is the agreement of everybody's unfettered actions with the unfettered actions of everybody else according to a general principle of freedom.

It is accompanied by the authority to enforce it. ( Based on Kant's definition.)

FREEDOM is a condition in which each being can exercise all his rights unhindered. It must not be mixed up with ARBITRARINESS. Arbitrary actions, even of a single person, lead almost always to the infringement of the freedom of others. Arbitrariness has therefore nothing in common with a general condition of freedom.

RIGHT AND FREEDOM are closely related. The "law of equal freedom" is just another name for "right".

HUMAN RIGHTS are basic rights to which every human being is entitled at least from his birth. (The case for:  "from conception" has been stated in plan 243 in PEACE PLANS No. 15), without regard to individual characteristics such as race and sex, religious and political opinions. Even a majority cannot deprive a man of these rights. (Compare point 4.)

RATIONAL BEINGS were endowed by nature with reasoning powers and are capable of using them.

A REASONABLE PERSON exercises them habitually.

Rational and reasonable beings have the right to use their reasoning powers in the same way as they may use their limbs. Their bodies and their minds must be unfettered and unchained. This means that they must leave all other such beings unfettered and unchained.

Only when they enjoy certain basic rights can they make free and fullest use of their physical abilities and their reasoning powers. These rights are the NATURAL RIGHTS OF RATIONAL BEINGS. They are inalienable as long and to the extent that the claimant remains rational.
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THE MINIMUM RATIONALITY REQUIRED
for this purpose and in the context of this declaration is only the capacity and willingness to

a) distinguish between rightful and wrongful actions, 

b) respect the basic rights of others and 

c) exercise this respect.

On this particular point compare also point 2 of the introduction above, the comments at the end of this declaration, the distinction between "rational beings and their natural rights" and "human beings and their human rights" in most of the following points, and also the details given in points 4, 7, and 39.

PREAMBLE

Ignorance, neglect, and contempt of human rights and natural rights of rational beings are the main obstacles to freedom, justice, peace and wealth in the world.

Knowledge of all fundamental rights includes the knowledge how the suppression of these rights could be avoided or abolished.

Like the principles of the different religious communities, the elementary rights, too, would often fall into oblivion if they were not sufficiently publicised e.g., periodically, in public meetings, broadcasts and in the press. (Compare: 48.)

One can rightly state that if one would have to have any kind of religion in order to get along harmoniously with one's fellow beings, any minimum civilisation, enlightenment, wisdom, maturity or morality, then the firm belief in, thorough knowledge of and consistent respect for the human rights of all human beings and the natural rights or all rational beings, should be sufficient.

I.   EXISTENCE

1.   LIFE

Every RATIONAL being has the right to life, children included because of their inborn capacity to become rational.

COMMENT: This right authorises all rational beings to undertake all precautionary and defensive measures to preserve or extend their lives and interdicts all attacks on the right to life of other rational beings.

Irrational and unreasonable beings have no unrestricted right to life. While, like other living beings, they may not be destroyed arbitrarily, rational beings may, under certain circumstances, even pass the death sentence upon them and execute it. (Compare 43 & 51.)

2.   PHYSICAL INJURIES
Every RATIONAL being has the right not to be physically injured against his will.

Every HUMAN being has the right to clean air, to food and water unspoiled by the addition of poisons, germs and radioactive elements, and the right not to be tortured or otherwise cruelly or inhumanely treated and punished. (Compare: 47.)

II.   FREEDOM AND EQUALITY

3.   FREE-BORN

All HUMAN beings are born free, that is, not as property or slave of any person or corporation, not even of a State, and they can never become or remain the property or slave of any person and any corporation against their will. 

(Compare: 4, 20, 30, 48, 51.)

4.   EQUALITY OF RATIONAL BEINGS

Every RATIONAL being has the right to equal freedom.

COMMENT: All adult human beings, without regard to sex, race, religion, ideology or membership in any nation, organization or group, property, birth or any other status,
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certain actions, e.g. offences against the rights of others, that they are not rational. Then they may lose some or all rights or rational beings, forever or for a limited period only.

Anyone who has temporarily or permanently lost his reasoning powers is not wronged if he is forced, in order to uphold the basic rights of others, to do what as a rational being he would have done on his own initiative, like e.g., pay indemnification for damage he has done. (Compare: 39-48.)

Children are not born with unrestricted and equal rights. They gain them gradually, while growing up, until either by passing a certain age or before, after passing an examination of their reasoning powers, they can claim the full rights of rational beings.

III.   EXPRESSION AND INFORMATION

5.   FREEDOM OF EXPRESSION

Every RATIONAL being has the right to express and publish without interference his observations, thoughts, opinions, ideas, and information, in words, writing, print, pictures, or any other way, regardless of frontiers.

COMMENT: This freedom of expression is supreme even if an opinion is considered by others as wrong, obscene, valueless or harmful. Freedom of press may under no condition and in no form be infringed, suspended or abolished through preventive measures such as censorship, licensing, demand of caution-money, imposed conditions, mailing restrictions, broadcasting restrictions, limitation of the paper supply or other hindrances of free communication.

The instigation of a mob to commit a crime (e.g. manslaughter or destruction of property) would offend against fundamental rights. Rational beings would not trespass against this limit of freedom of expression.

Rational beings would not intentionally spread lies and errors, either. There is no right to wilfully spread false information which would injuriously affect the life, liberty, property or reputation or others. Therefore, as an integral part of liberty of expression and of the individual responsibility of people for their actions, every rational being has the right, 

a) to correct himself at his expense What he considers wrong or

b) to demand correction by others, at the expense of the offending party,

of all such wrong reports and erroneous opinions, as soon as possible and at equal length.- In cases of doubt and whenever the accused denies the charge and refuses to publish the correction at his expense, then jurisdiction shall decide. It may be initiated by anyone interested in the truth of the matter and willing to outlay the cost of the prosecution. Avenues shall be either the existing courts, autonomous juries, militia courts or arbitration courts. Finally, all costs shall be paid by the loser.

Any viewpoint expressly stated as merely a personal opinion, speculation, hypothesis or at most theory, shall not be subject to such charges.

(I have not yet finalised my ideas on this point and hasten to assure the readers that all views expressed in my PEACE PLANS series are just "personal opinions"!) 

(I do no longer uphold that "right" Alternative media do now offer everyone numerous and permanent correction options. - J.Z., 17.12.02.)

(On may place oneself a correction on the Internet, either on a website or on a blog. Then one could at most demand of the offender, that he would point out the URL of the counter-statement. Perhaps public opinion pressure would achieve that in most cases, combined with the self-interest of the offenders. - Search engines might come to automatically point out corrections to each false report, statement or opinion uttered somewhere and permanently recorded and accessible in digitized forms. For false newspaper reports on their own the old saying applies: "Out of the newspapers, out of the mind!" To false radio and TV reports the saying "In one ear, out one ear!" does largely apply. The main thing is that the permanent written reports become corrected. I am currently reading Dubnow's History of the Jews in Russia and Poland, which points out many old and slanderous anti-Semitic pamphlets and books und currently do still receive emails in which these are cited as serious and scientific reference works! - Complete bibliographies would also point out such untruthful writings. - J.Z., 22.10.05.)

Once e.g. central registries for personal reputations are established and publicly accessible, encyclopaedias of definitions, slogans and refutations, as above suggested, general data banks and information centres, especially archives for ideas - and all relevant comments, and once everyone, e.g. by resorting to micrographics, as well as digitized writings, enjoys full freedom of press and information - see my booklet "Gone Fiching for Liberty"and my CD-ROM project - there will be less and less need for such a "right to insist on correction of wrong statements in public" because these corrections would take place automatically, in a truly free market place for ideas. But in the meantime one should have something like the above indicated authority to shout: "liar!" in public and to demand a retraction, if only one is willing to foot all the costs arising - in case one is wrong. Think about it and if you prefer the alternatives, many of which were discussed in this book, promote them! 

I also like the suggestion made, of public challenges to opponents, to place bets on the rightfulness of their statements and let the matter be settled in public debates, adjudicated by agreed upon arbitrators. The costs of such "duels" could be low - apart from the amounts betted, the entertainment and enlightening value of the procedures high and the organiser of such duels could recover betting losses from the sale of tickets to the show and the granting or printing rights for records of the proceedings and broadcasting and taping rights. The matter is important, seeing the number of lies and errors spread in the media.)

(By now such debates and bets could be organized electronically. - J.Z., 22.10.05.)
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6.   PETITIONS

Every HUMAN being has the right to sign, authorise and publish petitions, to collect signatures for them and to submit them.

(Obviously, the Internet has not yet been sufficiently utilized to publish petitions and to gather signatures for them. If that were done, they could become much more effective than they were so far. - Only a fraction of public opinion and ideas and proposals are presently represented in the mass media and precisely there the best ideas are usually excluded. - J. Z., 22.10.05.)

7.   EDUCATION

Every HUMAN being has the right to develop at his expense all his faculties which do not endanger the human rights of others and, furthermore, the duty to acquire a certain minimum education in basic communication skills and on human and natural rights. Without such minimum education, they are not to be recognized as adult and rational beings but subject to guardianship in their own and in the interest of others. 

(Compare: 11, 23 and 39.)

8.   INFORMATION AND SECRECY

Every RATIONAL being has the right to seek and receive information by all rightful means about everything that does not concern the private life of other living persons. He has the right and duty to keep information secret if its disclosure would offend against or endanger the human rights or natural rights of rational beings.

COMMENT: To keep the truth from unreasonable beings is sometimes a duty. 

Freedom of contract makes the imposition of a special secrecy possible.

The right to resist, though, obliges every rational being to point out infringements of human rights or natural rights of rational beings, even within firms and associations and based upon contracts.

9.   NATURAL SCIENCE RESEARCH
Every RATIONAL being has the right to undertake scientific experiments and to acquire and spread scientific knowledge - as long as they do not endanger the rights of others, particularly the right to life.

COMMENT: Nuclear fission and fusion experiments, for example, may only be undertaken and atomic power plants only be set up if, in case of their complete failure, nobody but the scientists and their voluntary helpers would be endangered. In cases of doubts, a referendum, even a repeated referendum among the people whose rights would be threatened, should decide and not some bureaucrats or selected scientists.

Medical experiments with human beings, who did not volunteer for this, are not permissible.

10. ASSEMBLIES
Every RATIONAL being has the right to assemble with others, even armed and in the open air.

11. LANGUAGE

Every HUMAN being has the right to use his mother tongue or any other language.

COMMENT: The minimum education of rational beings requires a working knowledge of at least one major or international auxiliary language.

IV. MOVEMENT, MIGRATION, AND ASYLUM

12. Every RATIONAL being has the right to unrestricted movement and residence unless society (the community of rational beings) can justify a particular limitation, like e.g. traffic or quarantine rules.

Every RATIONAL being has the right to migrate freely, anywhere.

Every HUMAN being fleeing from a country because his rights are violated or threatened there, has the right to seek and be granted asylum from oppression and persecution, in every other country.
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COMMENT: The right to free migration includes the right to unrestricted immigration
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and emigration and the right to settle anywhere. Even the requirement of passports would restrict it. No State, nation, race or community has the right to exclusive possession of any continent or country. All their territorial possessions are restricted to the recognised private property claims of their individual members. Compare: 29, 39, 48 and PEACE PLANS No. 5, plan 120.

V. PRIVACY

13. RIGHT TO PRIVACY

Every RATIONAL being has the right to an undisturbed private life. This includes e.g., the right freely to enjoy rest and leisure, privacy of postal and other communications, inviolability of one's property, home and family life, even the right to dress as one likes and the right to behave, however odd and non-conformist. as long as one does not infringe the rights of others.

COMMENT: The rights to freedom of expression, information and movement are limited by this right.

14. FAMILY, MARRIAGE AND SEX
Every RATIONAL being has the right freely to associate with one or several RATIONAL persons of the other or even the same sex, under optional contractual conditions, permanently or only for a certain time, to a matrimonial or other family or sexual group.

Each member may leave any such group at any time when his/her basic rights are infringed, otherwise after giving notice.

Sexual acts among RATIONAL consenting adults are not to be subjected to any restrictions.

Every RATIONAL being has the right to father or mother an optional number of children but is obliged to support them to the best of his/her ability until they are themselves RATIONAL beings and can support themselves as a consequence.

15. NOISE AND QUIETNESS

Every RATIONAL BEING has the right to cause some noises during his work, travel or spare time activities but he may not cause undue noise because, at the same time, every rational being has the right to quietness and rest. (Compare: 2.)

16. RIGHT TO MAKE MISTAKES

Every HUMAN being has the right to make mistakes and errors, to act thoughtlessly and clumsily, to learn by his own experiences, as long as he does not offend against the rights of others or the duties a rational being has towards his own person.

COMMENT: Men who rule themselves may make mistakes, but they have a chance to correct them. If let alone, their common sense would soon rectify them whenever things get so far wrong as to attract their notice. At the worst, one might state, they would only harm themselves.

However, as Kant has clearly stated, there are also certain duties every rational being has towards himself as a rational being. Such duties, and also the rights of others, are infringed when someone unnecessarily incapacitates himself by excessive intoxication, while moderate drinking may, under normal circumstances, still be considered as permissible. Compare: 18, 21 and 39.

VI. TOLERANCE FOR TOLERANT SOCIAL ACTIONS

17. RELIGIOUS TOLERANCE

Every HUMAN being has the right to belong to no religious denomination or to any of his choice, to change his religion and to manifest it in teaching, practice, worship, and observations, to establish or give up or leave a religion or church at any time,
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as long as he does not infringe human rights or natural rights of rational beings.
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COMMENT: Most importantly, everyone may leave a religious group, community or church at any time. This would often indicate his advance to the status of a rational being. Nobody may be forced to participate in any way in religious ceremonies, to respect for himself religious holy days of others, to reveal his religious belief or non-belief or to use or not to use any religious confirmation of an oath. .

New religious movements or churches may be formed by anyone. No recognition of their faith is required. Those resorting, in extreme cases, to sacrifices of not yet adult members, will be interfered with to uphold the basic rights of minors, even against their own parents, by a militia for the protection of human rights and natural rights, as is suggested below.

18. SOCIAL, ECONOMIC AND POLITICAL TOLERANCE
Every RATIONAL being has the right to do everything not only in his private life but also in the social, economic and political sphere, regardless of the existing laws, if and as long as it is done at his own expense and risk and does not infringe the human rights or natural rights of rational beings.

COMMENT: It is unjust to force rational beings to arrange their lives according to a temporarily prevailing theory, even one incorporated in parliamentary or other laws or official rules.

For instance, no State has any rightful authority to interfere with social, constitutional, economic and political experiments, if these experiments are tolerant, that is, concern only e.g. the life, health, property, and employment of voluntary participants.

At the same time, exterritorial and autonomous communities constituted of genuine volunteers do have the right to regulate their own affairs, i.e. of all of their voluntary and rational members, however they like. Those who dissent in such communities do always have the option of seceding and then experimenting or doing their own thing in another such community.

19. CONTRACTS

Every RATIONAL being has the right to conclude contracts freely, even to contract upon deviations from existing laws, as long as these deviations remain within the framework of human rights and the natural rights of rational beings.

COMMENT: Rational beings would e.g. not undertake a real estate business without sufficient documentation and would not regard the requirement of public registration of such contracts as an infringement but rather as a safeguard of their rights.

People, who are e.g., strongly under the influence of alcohol or other disabling drugs are at least temporarily not to be considered as rational. Compare: 7, 8, 14, 20-38, 44.

20. INDIVIDUAL SECESSION

Every RATIONAL being has the right to give notice of withdrawal from a free contractor association and to secede from every unnatural association based on compulsory membership, including e.g. the State, armed forces, unions and totalitarian parties, in the same way as he may resign from a church, i.e., without losing, as a consequence, even a single human right or natural right.

COMMENT: The social contract is neither voluntarily concluded between individuals nor is it unnatural. Its compulsion consists only in the inescapably duty to protect human rights and natural rights of rational beings. Compare 48. (In case of obvious suppression of individual rights and liberties no notice is required.- J. Z., 22.10.05.)

21. ASSOCIATIONS AND EXTERRITORIAL AND AUTONOMOUS COMMUNITIES OF VOLUNTEERS 

Every RATIONAL being has the right to join or form private associations. He may not be forced to join or to remain in any of them. 

ALL RATIONAL beings have, furthermore, the right to associate in exterritorial and autonomous communities, even within the territories of those States from which they have seceded, as long as these new communities permit secession themselves and act within the framework of the human rights and the natural rights of rational beings.

142

337

RATIONAL beings have the right to join even several such communities simultaneously, according to their free choice, and the right to change their membership. Nobody may be arbitrarily deprived of his membership. But every community may refuse to accept or keep someone who has obstinately offended against its laws.

COMMENT: Every rational being has e.g. the right but is not obliged to belong to a party standing up for basic rights. He is free to leave it at any time and also to set up another party more to his liking.

No State or exterritorial and autonomous community, union or armed force may enforce membership in any form and under any pretence or in any situation, not even during wars or revolutions. Compare: 48 - 53.

Rights 20 and 21 give not only the majority in each generation but every individual rational being the right to choose for himself the form of government, mini-government or non-governmental society or community that he or she believes to be the most conducive to his or her own happiness. 

In other words, these rights give the opportunity for full self-government and independence to all minorities, no matter how small they are. Lastly, they amount to individual sovereignty - for everyone who wants to claim it and sees to it that he or she respects the individual sovereignty or the minority autonomy, and the majority autonomy, of others. 

They would thus help to avoid wars and civil wars. Only police actions against aggressive totalitarians would still be necessary.

The court of Taranto, Italy, gave a ruling in 1954 in which it stated that the tendency today is "to regard citizenship as an essentially voluntary relationship, the implication being that one has to accept the principle of the freedom of will of the individual and to concede his claims to an opportunity of shaping his life according to his own free choice."

Concerning unions see: 24.

For further explanations see e.g. www.panarchy.org and www.panarchism.info 
VII. ECONOMIC RIGHTS

22. WORK
Every RATIONAL being has the right to provide himself with paid work without depriving anybody of it, by undertaking all monetary, financial and organisational measures necessary for this purpose.

COMMENT: This follows from the right to life which includes the right to support oneself and this implies that every rational being has the right to associate with others under optional conditions in order to achieve employment, e.g. by setting up clearinghouses and employment banks issuing their own means of payment (without legal tender, naturally) and by establishing private employment agencies. Compare: 21 & 32.

23. PROFESSIONS

Every RATIONAL being may freely dispose of his services and his time. He has the right to choose a profession or job and to attend a training institution of his choice, to exercise his chosen profession freely and to change it.

He has the right to contract any number of working hours for himself.

He may not be submitted to forced labour but is obliged to render assistance in emergencies like conflagrations, earthquakes, floods and accidents.

COMMENT: Nobody has to submit to restrictions like the passing of certain examinations, the acquiring of certain degrees, licensing or registration demands, before he may exercise a profession - except among volunteer associations, all of whose members insist upon such distinctions.

Everybody is e.g. free to set up schools and universities, manage them, teach in them, unless as member of a certain exterritorial and autonomous volunteer association, he has for the time being renounced this right.

Whosoever wants to practise as a teacher, physician or lawyer without having the conventional academic qualifications, has naturally no right to deceive the public. He has e.g., to exhibit sufficient information concerning his kind of qualifications and training at the most conspicuous place outside his office. Compare 7.

Whenever "conscripted" in case of emergencies, he may, later on, claim a just remuneration from the community or individuals which benefited from his exertions.
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24. UNIONS AND STRIKES

Every RATIONAL being has the right to form and to join trade unions and other professional associations of his choice and he may refuse to join them.

He has the right to leave them at any time and also to negotiate separate work contracts which are different from the collective bargaining contracts signed by unions for their voluntary members.

Every RATIONAL being has the right but not the duty to participate in a RIGHTFUL strike (a rightful act of withholding his own labour in full accordance with his labour contract), a strike which affects only the employer and not innocent outsiders, as a strike e.g., of postal and railway workers, bank employees, fire fighters, policemen, doctors and prison officers inevitably would.

COMMENT: No union may monopolise any kind of activity for its members.

The above described right to strike does not permit to hinder someone who wants to go on working or who wants to take over a job, which the striking men think is not good enough for them. People who prevent others from exercising their basic rights are, naturally, not to be considered and treated as rational beings.

The above right to strike does not permit the breaking of an employment contract at will. A strike will therefore only be permissible if it has been agreed upon in the work contract and only after the contracted notice has been duly given.

This right to strike does also in no way infringe the corresponding right of employers to give notice to employees nor does it in any way diminish the rights of those who disagree with coercive unionists and are thereupon denounced by them as "scabs" and "strike-breakers".

What is right in "the right to strike" as a basic right is only the "right of a slave or serf to resist genuine exploitation and oppression" and here the terms are to be very carefully defined before they can become a justification for forceful acts of resistance.

Once rights 27, 29 and 32-34 are realized, unions and strikes will probably be found superfluous and one will come to consider the "right to strike" no longer as a basic right. People who manage their own working lives in a free market and private property and free contract situation, will have no one but themselves to complain about or strike against.

25. PRICES
Every RATIONAL being has the right to freely settle the price to be paid for his products, labour, capital etc. together with his business partner or customer, employer or tenant etc.

COMMENT: No legally fixed minimum or ceiling prices, wages, fees or rents of any kind are rightful - except within the framework of an exterritorial and autonomous community of volunteers. Everybody is free to ask for or to pay more or less than a "fixed" price-or rate or wage.

26. FREE TRADE

Every RATIONAL being has the right to trade freely with all kinds of goods, products, assets, valuables and services with everybody, everywhere, across all artificial frontiers and at any time, without let or hindrance.

COMMENT: This right requires e.g. the repeal of all customs duties, imposed quotas, monopolies, foreign exchange restrictions and shopping hour laws. It includes the right to trade freely with valuables like gold. 

Trade with poisons, explosives, weapons etc. may be restricted for the protection of human rights and the natural rights of rational beings. Thus they may e.g., be freely sold only to rational beings.

As long as the majority is too ignorant to make use of this right, the enlightened minorities may, based on rights 18-21, establish exterritorial and autonomous communities of Free Traders for Free Trade among themselves. All other human and natural rights may, naturally, be realized in the same way.
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27. FULL VALUE FOR PRODUCTIVE CONTRIBUTIONS

Every RATIONAL being (minors included - their guardians ought to see to that) has the right not to be exploited while earning his livelihood. In other words, he has the right to receive a compensation equivalent to the product or full free market exchange value of his work. For the realisation of this right, he is authorised to break all artificially upheld economic monopolies, including all State monopolies, and to set up or join productive partnerships and cooperatives with optional statutes.

COMMENT: Exploitation is, in particular, the abuse of an exigency or of the ignorance of others, to their disadvantage and the own advantage. It becomes a criminal act, a fraud, if somebody is intentionally deceived or coerced in the process.

Legal monopolies permit exploitation and lead to it as a rule because they put those dependent upon the monopolised product or service into a predicament.

Large enterprises established through free competition and kept going through efficiency - in spite of or as a result of free competition by others - do not possess a monopoly, no matter how large they are, and thus cannot exploit others merely by the fact that they are large. Any enterprise that is closer to its optimal size will be more productive. Small enterprises can obtain most of the benefits of large enterprises by means of cooperation between them.

The full exchange value of one's work is the freely established price for one's product or service, or that part of the total price of an item which is due to one's service. It is the price which labour would receive on a truly free market. It could only be achieved by freeing the market from all its chains and fetters - which amount, directly, to chains and fetters for individuals. Compare 22-36.

Naturally, people may renounce this right for themselves as long as they like.

No law or regulation may restrict the establishment of cooperative productive enterprises, partnerships and similar self-managing arrangements of productive people, including investors, e.g. by demanding a minimum of liquid capital, approval by some authority, adherence to certain prescribed rules etc. Compare 18.

The above right includes the right to attempt to transform an enterprise into a productive cooperative association by inducing the labour force of it, including the present owners and management staff, to associate into a cooperative or partnership of volunteers, offering to take over and manage the enterprise themselves, paying for it on terms, or with bonds gradually redeemable within 5-20 years. This would require no other sacrifice than that of apathy and irresponsibility. These bonds would, in practice, become redeemed out of the additional profits gained through this organisational reform. This reform would extend the advantages and responsibilities of free enterprise to everyone productively engaged, from the director to the messenger boy. It would transform the so-called capitalism, one of the few, into a genuine capitalism, one of and for all. 

A system may be rightfully called capitalistic only if all participants are capitalists and free. Capitalism is not dying out. It has barely even begun and is everywhere still in chains, mainly legally imposed ones. The so-called chains of capitalism are in reality chains on capitalism, on all free people who morally own their labour and their property but are not allowed to make the best possible use of them. Whoever calls the present system capitalistic does, as somebody once said, slander capitalism.

Inventors, discoverers and authors are entitled to a reasonable reward, payable by those who profit most from their work. Market institutions can assure this reward better than government ones or privileged and coercive unions of innovators. See especially Peace Plans 20 &183. In cases of doubt the juridical process will decide. Different exterritorial and autonomous communities of volunteers will also make different arrangements for them.

Infringements of this right e.g. by general or special taxes supposedly for the common good, or based on marital status and number of children, are not permissible in any territorial State but, only by consent, e.g. among the members of exterritorial and autonomous communities of volunteers, who agreed for themselves rather to certain tax or contribution levies, than arranging for the individual payment of all services wanted by fees or subscriptions. Compare 30.

All monopolies established by laws, e.g. concerning water and electricity supply, money and credit supply, rubbish removal, police and postal services, broadcasting and transport facilities, including patents and copyrights, are unjust and may rightly be broken or ignored - unless they have been individually consented to by members of volunteer communities. Within these communities they can be rightfully applied.
28. PROPERTY
Every RATIONAL being has the right to acquire, hold, and dispose of property, alone
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as well as in association with others. This right is unlimited only with regard to earned, inherited, won or donated property. It cannot be claimed of natural resources such as land, mineral deposits, sources of energy, lakes, rivers, seas and oceans, air and space, nor of socially essential services and structures like railways, streets and canals, because this would establish particularly harmful monopolies in many cases.

It includes the right to freely dispose of all property by last will and testament except that required to secure a minimum standard of living to one's dependants.

No one may be deprived of his property except in cases of evident public necessity, legally ascertained and on condition of a previous and just indemnification. Both of these are subject to a trial by jury, if claimed. In an emergency the indemnification has to be settled immediately afterwards. 

COMMENT: Compare 29 and 30. 

(Produced air, e.g., in space colonies, or bottled air for divers, is another matter. It is property, entitling to payment from the users. - J.Z., 17.12.02.)

(Exterritorially autonomous communities of volunteers may make different arrangements regarding individual and collective property rights for their members, including socialistic and communistic ones, as long as they can stand them. Individual members remain free to secede from them, so they have no reason to complain. - J.Z., 22.10.05.)

29. NATURAL RESOURCES
Every rational being has the right to participate

a) in the exploitation of all natural resources like land, mineral deposits, energy resources, rivers, lakes, seas and oceans, air space and space beyond the Earth, and

b) in the administration of all institutions, installations and structures beneficial to all, if and as long as they possess some kind of inherent monopoly like rail-ways, streets, canals, telephone networks and whole cities do.

COMMENT: Private as well as national, State, federal, provincial or municipal ownership would monopolise them and thus infringe right 27. Therefore, such monopolies should be rendered harmless by the above right. It could be realized by the "open co-operatives" proposed by Theodor Hertzka. These were called "open" because they would allow everybody to join them, either as a working member, or as an investor, or as both, or as a councillor and voter in its general meetings and also because they would have no business secrets at all. 

The members of an open cooperative, like that of most other cooperatives, would share their earnings according to their work and capital contributions. The sharing of monopoly profits and decision-making power achieved by this openness would reduce monopoly profits practically to nil. 

Compare the above points 12 and 26 and also PEACE PLANS No. 5, plan 113.

(The introduction of "open cooperatives" is to be voluntary, not compulsory. Initially, many will be established through the purchase, on long terms, by present staffs of existing enterprises, utilizing industrial obligations as means of payment. Later they will often be established by members of cooperative enterprises declaring that from now on they will be open cooperatives, namely, as soon as they find out that it will be in their economic interest to do so. - Under full employment, free trade and free movement of capital most enterprises would anyhow be open to new investors and new members. - Already today well run capitalistic firms do pay attention to their customers and often beg them to explain their opinions about the firm and its function in writing. But their authoritarian structure does not always make the best use of the suggestions received

Even the most just and useful reforms and new rights should not be introduced by territorial compulsion but only by and among volunteers, in their own communities. Others should mainly be set free to follow their successful examples - as soon as they want to do this. - J.Z., 22.10.05.)

30. VOLUNTARY TAXATION

Every human being has the right to refuse payment of taxes for all purposes to which he has not given his consent - unless they are necessary for the protection of human rights or natural rights of rational beings.

Concerning the remaining taxes - which would necessarily be direct - for purposes a taxpayer has either generally approved or which, according to the above rule are justified, even without his consent, he has the right to decide how his tax contribution for a certain period has to be spent. Nobody may be forced to pay a higher tax contribution for the same public service than others or, in other words, more than a poll tax.

COMMENT: Naturally, within the framework of an exterritorial and autonomous community, all kinds of other tax or no-tax arrangements may be adopted by its voluntary members

Justified in the above sense would e.g. be taxes levied by a militia (Compare 50) to finance a police action for the protection of human rights or natural rights.

Everybody could decide how his tax contribution ought to be spent by transferring it directly to the institutions most favored by him, e.g. libraries and universities.

For all such contributions tax deductions could be claimed, not only from the taxable income but from the taxes claimed and consented to. The department of taxation could only demand to have a look at the receipts.

Extensive publicity of all revenues, current and planned expenditures of the government, government departments and public bodies, combined with the great diversity of interests of the taxpayers and their great number, would guarantee that all really desired services would be financed to the extent that they are desired.

When this right is realized, most of the present State expenditures, financed out of unjust levies, would come to an end. Most of the rest, consisting of justified or generally desired expenditures, would be covered out of contributions of the voluntary members and by fees for particular services. Whosoever required more services would then have to pay more. Progressively increased and even flat rate taxation would have
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to be abolished - in all but volunteer communities.
As a result of voluntary membership in exterritorial and autonomous communities (Compare 21), the payment of taxes within them would automatically become voluntary to a large degree. Discontent people would secede and associate in new communities which are more to their liking. Within such communities, they would collect contributions according to a tax or contribution scheme of their choice. Because of their voluntary membership, their payment would still be voluntary.

The total costs of all justified and common external expenses of all exterritorial and autonomous communities of volunteers could be equitably distributed among these communities by means of a poll tax or a percentage from the membership fee collected. Every community belonging to such a voluntary federation, would have to guarantee the payment of this tax or fee. It could distribute this burden among the members in any other way than a poll tax or a surcharge to its membership fees, if only the members agree, even by progressive taxation.

Voluntary taxation, even in the limited form described above, would make excessive State expenditures and ever increasing public debts impossible - because there would be no guaranty for a repayment of a public loan by future involuntary taxpayers and, naturally, every expenditure must be covered by general consent and sufficient payments by voluntary contributors.

This would mean a part-realisation of the right to be born free, e.g. free from the burden of imposed taxes and free from the burden of debts incurred by former generations. Exterritorial and autonomous communities of volunteers would, with regard to loans, be in the same position as any other private enterprise.

Compare the section in the above book, the articles on tax strikes and voluntary taxation in PEACE PLANS 13 and 14, and also the plan for the complete abolition of taxation, meaning coercive taxation, which is implied in the proposal in PEACE PLANS No. 19C.
31. CLEARING
Every RATIONAL being has the right to settle his debts with his assets by clearing, whenever they are due and may select the best technical form for this purpose.

He has the right to try to pay off his debts with any kind of exchange medium. He may not be forced to discharge them only with one particular means of payment - unless he has explicitly contracted to do so.

Nobody may be declared bankrupt before every possibility for clearing is exhausted.

COMMENT: On these and other aspects of monetary freedom arising out of free clearing, compare especially PEACE PLANS issues 8-11,19 and 40-45.- Some of these and other monetary freedom  writings are now online at:www.reinventingmoney.com 

32. ISSUE OF MONEY
Every RATIONAL being has the right to issue and offer as means of payment - private money tokens, purchasing and clearing certificates, goods and service vouchers, banknotes etc., which are typified and in pieces like money, provided only that they are not legal tender in general circulation but instead subject to a free market rate and the right of individuals to reject them (the issuer and his debtors excepted) and that they guarantee a certain value, e.g. the value of a certain weight of gold on a free market, expressed in goods or in services of the stated value.

In other words, every RATIONAL being has the right to issue private exchange media which entitle the bearer to exchange them at their stated value into goods and services of the issuer.

Every RATIONAL being is, furthermore, entitled to issue freely transferable short, medium and long-term promissory notes, bonds and other securities, provided that no detail of their issue or relating to it is kept secret.

COMMENT: This right would introduce free competition in the field of the supply of exchange media and would thereby abolish currency and short-term-credit shortages. It would establish, for the first time, a really free market. Thus it would put an end to involuntary mass unemployment, sales difficulties for goods needed by many people and to depressions in general. Even people unemployed because of technological advances would then easily get a loan for retraining and another job.

(Under this condition good monies and clearing certificates would drive out the bad ones because in general circulation the good ones would be preferred and the bad ones discounted or rejected altogether. - J. Z. 22.10.05.)

Once a perfect clearing system is established, even individuals could get their personal IOU's, in standardised form and round denominations like money, widely enough accepted as means of payment. Until then, associations of shop keepers, large public utilities 
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and note issuing banks discounting (or "cutting up" into handy pieces) sound commercial bills (the "real bills doctrine", properly understood and applied), would have the least difficulties in achieving at least a local circulation for their currency.
33. REJECTION OF DETERIORATED MONEY

Every HUMAN being has the right to refuse acceptance of exchange media either completely or at their nominal value, unless he has issued them himself or has obliged himself to accept them.

This right finds its limit in the obligation to accept the local currency at its nominal value as long as it is not deteriorated and nothing to the contrary has been agreed upon.

COMMENT: This right requires the repeal of all legal tender laws, privileges and monopolies for the issue of means of payment. It would make inflations impossible. Compare Peace Plans No. 19 A.

34. STANDARD OF VALUE

Every RATIONAL being has the right to invest his capital safely, that is to use in all business contracts, including e.g. employment, rent, building and insurance contracts, declarations and offers, a standard of value or a value protecting clause of his choice, e.g. a gold clause.

He has, furthermore, the right to base his own private money tokens on the value standard chosen by him and acceptable to his trading partners.

COMMENT: A freely agreed upon standard for measuring values may not be interfered with by any law. Finally, the most reliable standard would be almost universally and voluntarily accepted. Most likely, it will be the value of a certain weight of gold on a completely free market - until something still better is found.

35. HOUSING
Every RATIONAL being has the right to supply himself with accommodation without taking it from others in any way but free competition, by free contracts concerning rent and purchase, building and building loans. He may not be forced to provide or subsidize housing for others than his dependents.

36. INSURANCE
Every RATIONAL being has the right and duty not only to support himself while he can but also to provide in some way against the basic risks of normal life, e.g. by taking out an insurance with an insurance company of his choice.

COMMENT: While temporarily still member of an exclusive territorial State, he may only be forced to take out an insurance just sufficient to guarantee a minimum standard of living in case of illness, accident, invalidity, and old age, so that he may never become a burden to others, claiming support based on his right to life.

Membership in certain exterritorial and autonomous communities of volunteers may guarantee such or even a larger protection, either free of direct contributions or in form of loans or in other ways.

VIII. PROTECTION OF HUMAN RIGHTS AND NATURAL RIGHTS OF RATIONAL BEINGS

A ) DEMOCRATIC CONSTITUTIONS

37. REPRESENTATION AND RECALL_

Every RATIONAL being has the right to authorise somebody to represent his rights and interests. He may withdraw this authority at any time without having to state his reasons.

COMMENT: This concerns particularly the election and recall of parliamentarians, public servants and military officers. Compare: 20, 30 and 50.
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38. REFERENDUM

Every RATIONAL being has the right to initiate a referendum and to decide in it together with other members of the same community about proposed laws, constitutional questions, international treaties, armament and disarmament, war and peace, the financing of his community etc., as long as all such decisions would not offend against the basic rights of others. Compare: 52.

B ) LEGAL ACTIONS

39. LEGAL PROTECTION, GUARDIANSHIP AND AUTHORITY
Every HUMAN being has the right to effective legal protection by independent and impartial courts, by guardians or other representatives, against all acts infringing his fundamental rights.

Every RATIONAL being has the right to make himself the guardian of any human being, or rational being temporarily out of his mind, in order to protect and realize that person's rights and also, to protect the rights of others against him. This guardianship authority is only temporary - until each case is settled. See under resistance.
Every RATIONAL being has the right to institute legal proceedings before every court of justice - whenever human rights or natural rights of rational beings are infringed, even if he is not personally involved (class action authority).

COMMENT: Often legal protection cannot be given or not immediately or soon enough. Therefore, it cannot fully replace self-help measures and guardianship measures against serious offences. Compare 48-53.

The guardianship provision here proposed does not infringe e.g. the right of parents to take care of their own children but it would prevent or end the abuse of parental power.

On the rights of children see especially plans 244 and 245 in PEACE PLANS No. 15.

40. INDEMNIFICATION
Every HUMAN being wrongly confined, treated or dealt with, harmed or infringed in his rights or possessions, has the right to be indemnified by those responsible for these acts.

41. INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY
Every HUMAN being has the right to be held responsible only for his own actions or negligence and not collectively for actions of other members of his group, be it a State, a racial or religious or any other group.

COMMENT: Whoever respects this right would, perhaps first among many other things, destroy "his" atomic weapons, even one-sidedly, and would negotiate a separate peace treaty with the involuntary subjects of a dictator.

One possible exception from this rule was described in Peace Plans 13, plan 227 - for persons found to have been so unjust and irrational, at least at one stage, that they were convicted of a crime.

42. PROOF OF GUILT IS REQUIRED

Every HUMAN being charged with a penal offence has the right to be presumed innocent until convicted.

Whenever detention becomes indispensable for an accused, in case capital crimes, then he may not be submitted to any hardship not required for preventing escape. Excessive bail must not be demanded. See also 43.
43. FAIR TRIAL
Every HUMAN being has the right to be sentenced only by an independent and impartial or equitably constituted court, in a public trial at which he has all the guaranties necessary for his defence.

Anyone accused, in all but trivial cases may, instead, claim a trial by a jury of his peers. This jury is to be as independent of central government legislation, prescribed
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procedures and judges as the old Anglo-Saxon juries once were. They may or should take the best current individual rights declaration as their main guide.

Nobody may be subjected to arbitrary detention. Every human being has the right to be brought before a magistrate, or the equivalent, within 24 hours after his arrest, the right not to be detained any longer without authorisation of the magistrate and the right to be either charged and sentenced or discharged within a reasonably short period.

COMMENT: Tyrants ignore or suppress this right with regard to almost all their subjects. Consequently, they could not claim it for themselves. While they are in power, they would never permit legal proceedings against themselves. Their subjects may, therefore, condemn them even to death without such a trial. Compare 51.

The public may be excluded only when and insofar as the right of a witness to privacy is involved and claimed.

The accused has the right to hear cause and nature of his accusation, to be confronted with the accusers and witnesses and to call for evidence in his favour.

(For international or inter-community trials between members of diverse exterritorially autonomous communities of volunteers, Jerome Internoscia's "New Code of International Law"(1910, reproduced in PEACE PLANS Nos. 85-95 should be consulted and deviations from it should become publicly justified.- A suggestions by Ulrich v. Beckerath - Added only now by me. - J.Z. 22.10.05.)

44. ARBITRATION
Every RATIONAL being, not wanting to submit to the jurisdiction of the courts of his State or exterritorial and autonomous community, has the right to agree with others upon arbitration courts to settle all their disputes or to arrange for a jury trial as stated above.

45. ARRESTS

Nobody may be arbitrarily accused or arrested. An arrest is permissible only upon a warrant signed by a magistrate, president of an arbitration court or a grand jury.

The warrant has to be presented before the arrest. Otherwise, arrests are only permitted when somebody is caught in the act of committing a crime.

46. INTERROGATIONS
Every accused has the right to be interrogated only in the presence of his lawyer or of another impartial witness, selected by him. None of his statements may be held against him unless they have been confirmed by this witness. Compare 2.
47. PUNISHMENT

Every HUMAN being has the right to be sentenced only to a punishment corresponding to his offence or crime.

COMMENT: See also point 48 and plan 227 in PEACE PLANS No. 13. (Now available from me digitized as email attachment, until it appears online or on a CD. - J. Z., 22.10.05.)

C) RIGHTFUL AND FORCEFUL RESISTANCE

48. RESISTANCE AGAINST OPPRESSION
Every RATIONAL being has the right and duty to resist by all rightful means all attempts to suppress human rights or natural rights of rational beings and to help in the realisation and protection of these rights.

The right to resist includes the right to ignore all laws and regulations which 

a) are older than 30 years,

b) are not made public by posting the full text to every citizen concerned,

c) are not sufficiently explained and motivated in these publications.

COMMENT: This right can be deduced from the other rights and the general idea of right which authorises the use of force for its protection.

It does not apply to rights which have been voluntarily and individually renounced for the time being.

No generation may bind the following by its laws.

No general rules of conduct can have any obliging power without having been made sufficiently public and having been motivated and explained sufficiently.
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The right to life and personal security and any military or other subordination find their limit in this duty. Everything done under the authority of this right is neither to be considered as breach of an oath nor as treason, espionage, sabotage, desertion, mutiny, rebellion, sedition, subversion etc. in any derogatory sense.

An individual may render an attacker or offender harmless in self-defence or while defending others, may arrest him or even kill him if necessary but he is not authorised to carry out retaliatory or punitive measures. This is the concern of impartial courts, juries and arbitration courts.

49. ARMS
For the exercise of the right to resist, every RATIONAL being has the right to own and bear arms which do not, by their very nature, automatically endanger the basic rights of others.

COMMENT: All weapons for mass extermination do, inevitably, threaten or offend against human rights and natural rights of rational beings.

Infantry and police weapons on the other hand, can be used discriminately, sparing innocent people and avoid unnecessary destruction.

50. MILITARY ORGANIZATION
Every RATIONAL being has the right to associate with others in military organisations for the realisation and protection of human rights and natural rights of rational beings and to train himself in the use of rightful weapons.

COMMENT: From the other human rights and natural rights of rational beings, it follows that these organizations must be organized in such a way that they could not be used for anything else. Membership must be voluntary, permitting anybody to leave this organization at any time.

Members must swear to defend the fundamental rights and nothing else and to resist all orders to the contrary.

They are not permitted weapons which are, by their very nature, unjust.

They would have to be free to elect and, if necessary, to recall their officers.

Their obedience must find its limit in the human rights and natural rights of rational beings and they must, even as soldiers, retain their liberty of speech, press and assembly.

Such an organization, described in the above-mentioned book in more details, would not be a militaristic and oppressive force but an ideal police and peace force.

51. TYRANNICIDE
From the right and duty to resist it follows that every RATIONAL being has the right and duty to render tyrants harmless, killing them if necessary.

COMMENT: A tyrant is a powerful politician who does not recognize the human rights and natural rights of rational beings and has systematically offended against them or has given orders or prepared measures which, if carried out, would offend against these rights of a large number of people. A threat with atomic weapons is such an offence. Furthermore, he is a person who cannot be peacefully recalled or legally charged because he remains in power only by suppressing basic rights like freedom of speech, press, assembly and association, and the rule of law.

If a man is backed up by a tyrannical majority then he is not a tyrant in the usual sense of the word but merely the leader of a tyrannical mob. Nevertheless, he could also be executed as a tyrant under the above ruling and be it only because he is an all too successful demagogue in his advocacy of the suppression of the rights of minorities or individuals.

52. REVOLUTION
In extreme cases, when peaceful remedies are not provided and individual acts of resistance are insufficient, the right and duty of RATIONAL beings to resist becomes a right and duty of RATIONAL beings to revolt against a tyrannical government and its voluntary supporters - if this is done without offending against human rights and natural rights of rational beings.
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COMMENT: The suppression of these rights has to be regarded as a declaration of war against mankind. Revolutionaries who know, use, and respect these rights, particularly rights 20, 21, 32 and 41, could carry out a revolution against a dictator with relative ease. All revolutions which do not respect these rights are to the same degree not justified and deserve to be suppressed.

Rights 18-21 provide opportunities for rapid but peaceful radical (revolutionary) changes for all those who really desire them. Wherever these particular rights are respected, revolutions are neither justified nor necessary.

53. RIGHT TO REFUSE PARTICIPATION IN AN UNJUST WAR
Every RATIONAL being has the right and duty to refuse participation in an unjust war and to defend this right.

COMMENT: This right implies e.g. the right to decide directly, by voting in plebiscites (compare 38), or to secede individually from such a government (see 20 & 21), the right to decide in meetings of a volunteer militia (50) about war and peace, armament and disarmament, weapons and defence methods, and also the right to rise against a government which e.g. prepares an unjust war.

It is infringed as long as State membership and taxation are compulsory and as conscription and weapons for mass extermination (especially nuclear, germ and poison weapons) exist. These weapons would inevitably kill non-combatants, even secret friends and allies, and offend therefore against human rights and natural rights. The mere existence of such weapons is a threat to this right and the right to life. Every rational being has therefore the right to participate directly in the destruction of all such weapons and the means by which they are produced and to search all suspicious localities for hidden weapons of this kind. The right to resist does at least in these cases supersede the right to inviolability of one's home or, rather, the latter does not include a right to hide mass extermination weapons.

Conscription is unwarranted because only rational beings are entitled and obliged to resist. Rational beings would voluntarily join a militia of the above (50) indicated kind.

Since unreasonable beings have, mostly, no right and duty to resist, their rights must be protected by others, by rational citizens. (Compare 39.) Consequently, it is not permissible to conscript them. For a volunteer peace force of the above indicated kind, they would, anyhow, be more of a burden than an asset. In future, the recognition and realisation of the right to secede from all unnatural associations would frustrate all attempts to uphold or introduce conscription.

G E N E R A L  C O M M E N T

All abovementioned basic rights may be invalidated neither by a majority nor by a church or political organization and may not be infringed even in times of war and revolution or by laws or juridical decisions. Public servants and soldiers may claim them as well as any other citizen. Every law and public official is bound and limited by them.

Apart from the newly included rights, the most controversial concept underlying the whole of this declaration is naturally its concept of "unequal" rights, of rights of all human beings and of natural rights of rational beings only. But this concept is not as new as it may seem at first. Many human rights declarations include a general limiting clause, restricting the exercise of human rights to those only who would not abuse them to suppress the rights of others. Thus, for example, article 30 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, adopted by the United Nations on December 10th., 1948, says :

"Nothing in this Declaration may be interpreted as implying for any State, group or person 

any right to engage in any activity or to perform any act aimed at the destruction of 

any of the rights and freedoms set forth herein."

This is only another way of saying that only rational beings, that is beings who can at least distinguish between right and wrong and are willing to respect the rights of others, may claim all human rights for themselves.

If one conceded human rights without any restrictions e.g. to tyrants and their helpers and to other criminals, then world peace and local peace would remain threatened. 

If one conceded the right to bear arms to members of totalitarian organizations or other people known to be 
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inclined towards unprovoked and violent aggression against the rights of others, because of their temperament, addiction, intolerant ideas or criminal inclinations, then one would actually aid them in their suppression of the rights of all others. Then the exercise of a human right or natural right would endanger the human rights. This is a contradiction which can only be solved by recognising that most human rights are meant to be only rights for rational beings. In practice, but not yet in theory and public consciousness, this is to a large extent already recognized by the imposition of legal restrictions on madmen, totalitarians and criminals. No mad, totalitarian or criminal act is covered by the abstract definition of right which was quoted in the beginning. As has been properly stated:

"Liberty is the only thing you cannot have unless you are willing to give it to others.











- White

Other, quite common and practical and legal distinctions, which embody the same idea and thus prevent the granting of EQUAL rights to EVERYONE are those between adults and children and those between adults in the full possession of their senses and adults who are temporarily or permanently unable to make important rational decisions.

By distinguishing in almost every of the above articles between the rights of all human beings and the natural rights of rational beings, an attempt was made to incorporate such previous and general limiting clauses in every particular right. I am aware that this distinction requires much more discussion than it has had so far.

For such a discussion a number of humanitarian and egalitarian dogmas and premises has to be set aside as not being sufficiently proven or not supplying sufficient proof merely by their repeated statement.

From the above it should also be clear (but the subject is so important that I restate the point here shortly) that the voluntary restriction of human rights and natural rights, undertaken by the adult and, otherwise, rational members of an exterritorial and autonomous community of volunteers, is possible and likely and rightful when voluntarily maintained and applied only to themselves, i.e. to volunteers. Then outsiders may not interfere in order to restore there the rule of basic rights, which are not desired by the people associated in such a community. 

A panarchistic society would embrace many different exterritorial and autonomous volunteer groups. Some of them would claim all the human and natural rights so far discovered and would experiment even with new rights proposals or presumed discoveries. Other such communities would recognize almost none of these rights for themselves. Many, if not most, at least in the beginning, would have a mixed system of laws and basic rights. 

This declaration of basic rights would unite all these different groups only insofar as no individual or group would be authorised to infringe any of these stated rights against members of other communities (The own they may contract to restrict.) - whenever these others do claim such rights for themselves. Moreover, any human or rational being is free to claim all of these rights at any time for himself, e.g., by seceding from his present restrictive community. More on this below.

I am not yet satisfied with this draft myself although I have already rewritten it many times. I find it deplorable that so few people are willing to undertake such labours. This draft could and should be further improved. It has still to pass a barrage of discussion, proposals and criticism to emerge purified and improved.

After all, thinking is, as Heinrich von Kleist said, a collective process to a large extent. (How much thinking could we do without our inherited languages, and without ever been contradicted or doubted?) 

I am, therefore, asking and waiting for your contributions. But, please, send me only constructive criticism: proposals for alterations, better wordings, expressions of other rights which should be included.

Once it is sufficiently criticised and improved, then the aim must be to make it part of e.g., the Australian Constitution as a bill of rights, and, finally, to include it in every other constitution, also. The present Australian constitution is concerned only with the federal and State machinery of government, legislation and jurisdiction and not at all with human rights and natural rights of individual citizens.

While I obtained and used the texts of the more important and government-sponsored declarations of human rights, I am particularly interested to collect and make use of human rights codes of other individualists.

By now, in 1979, I have already accumulated a small collection of private human rights drafts and I intend to publish it and a discussion of them in this series. (This was done in PEACE PLANS 589 & 590.)

Moreover, a supplementary essay collection is planned on definitions and justifications of concepts like "rights", 
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"human rights", "natural rights" and "freedom", which would survey the various attempts - and there were many very interesting recent ones - to establish them on as firm a foundation and as provably as possible. 

The contest between the moralists and the utilitarians has remained unsettled for all too long. I would, naturally, not mind it either, if some utilitarian would bother to offer a similar code in form of clauses for a contract or an "agreement of the people" as was once proposed by those misnamed "Levellers".

The above human rights declaration is to a large degree the vision of a future, rational and just society, seemingly on a uniform basis, a foundation of extreme libertarianism, one to be accepted by all. Thus understood it comes into conflict with the ideal political system described in "Panarchy" (See Appendix 11/2), a system in which everybody would have only one right, the right to choose and change (compare the essay on panarchy). But is there really a contradiction?

If you read "Panarchy" more closely, you will find that de Puydt's underlying concept is also a belief in human rights. One might say that the declaration brings nothing but a detailed application of the main panarchistic principle: 'Laissez-faire, laissez-passer" and shows its extent and its limits. It believe that it shows the maximum of freedom which may be claimed and the minimum of rights one has to respect in others.

You might object: did he not claim "one" right only? I concede this point and ask: What is a "right? It is a freedom you may or may not claim for yourself. You may claim it fully or partly, to any degree you desire. You are, as a rule, not obliged to make use of any human or natural right.

(This objection was then not sufficiently answered: While there is only one "right" or a right, in general terms, as defined best so far, probably, by Immanuel Kant, there are numerous human rights and rights of rational beings that are derived from this proper definition of "right" or based upon it. - J.Z., 22.10.05.)

Apart from the still very controversial concept of duties a rational being has towards himself (Kant), these rights imply "duties" only with regard to the rights of others, not in case they are merely temporarily and voluntarily disclaimed but, whenever they are suppressed against the will of the victims. 

It is your duty to inform yourself, to protest, to resist, if rights of others are suppressed, and not when others, voluntarily and intentionally, do not exercise them. The panarchic concept of human rights means, each may exercise them to the extent he, together with his associates, wants to exercise them - but he has always to respect fully these rights in the members of other communities who claim or tolerate these rights among their members.

If both peace plans (the human rights declaration and the "panarchy" proposal by de Puydt, both published by me first in PEACE PLANS No. 4)) were realized together - and they go far in showing how it could be done - we would see numerous different exterritorial and autonomous communities of volunteers established:

On the one extreme end would be loose associations of libertarians, even of anarchists, who would lay claim to and exercise most if not all these rights, as free and rational beings. Their political and other social institutions would be reduced to the absolute minimum they think to be necessary (possibly only to some insurance companies, watch-men services and arbitration courts) but even in these there would be considerable variations among them. The human rights declaration itself would form their statutes - with the exemptions required by their varied beliefs.

On the other extreme end we would find friendly or paternal despotisms, based on unanimous mass following, extreme welfare States, whose members claim no individual rights at all or none without far-reaching restrictions. There, we would have even totalitarian societies - clipped of their intolerance towards members of other societies. They would be totalitarian only towards their voluntary members, like e.g., the communist party is in its internal organization. (A totalitarianism deprived of its wrongful side, its external intolerance and interventionism, deserves another and better name.)

In between these extremes there would be numerous other communities with all the varieties and shades their members desire.

I believe that radical individualist-libertarian communities with full economic freedom would be the ideal societies for rational beings, towards which all other communities would tend to develop.

You may believe that the period of transition would end in an almost general voluntary acceptance of your particular utopian scheme. Good luck to you. If your social experiments would prove you right and disprove my theories, I would soon join you. Nothing succeeds more than success.

There should be an open path for all rightful attempts to succeed.

Whilst we are both attempting to realize our own programmes for ourselves and compete, peacefully, for more members, we have only to agree upon a basis for our external affairs.
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As I said above and repeatedly, the recognition of the human and natural rights of the members of other communities, at least to the extent that they claim them, would be a sufficient basis for peaceful cooperation and coexistence of independent communities. 

Everybody who would ignore them with regard to anybody but his own voluntary followers, would thereby reveal himself as an aggressive, despotic, perhaps even an imperialistic and tyrannical person and would, naturally, have to expect the corresponding forceful resistance against him from a federation of the members of all other free communities, ideally organized in a volunteer militia for the protection of human rights and natural rights.

This kind of panarchy, voluntarism, anti-monopolism, mutualism, pluralism, libertarianism, anarchism, individualism, communalism, anti-imperialism, coexistence, cooperation, competing governments, parallel institutions, meta-utopia, free enterprise and free market in the political, economic and social spheres, would also lead to an easy separation between rational beings and their comprehensive natural rights and the more or less still unreasonable beings with lesser rights, as described in the above draft. They would, apart from those rational beings, who would take upon their shoulders the burdens and pleasures, if any, of ruling and advancing more or less immature voluntary followers, separate themselves voluntarily, spontaneously, in different communities, as described in the essay "Panarchy". The more rational they would be, the more basic rights they could claim and exercise, tolerantly, among their equals.

One of the many advantages of the human rights and natural rights of rational beings, in a panarchic society, would be that for their realisation the majority need not be won over first. These freedoms could, to a large extent, already be realised and protected by small minorities and could, from the smallest beginnings, spread all over this globe. It would e.g. be sufficient if freedom of expression and information, even the right to issue private money tokens, to trade freely, to secede, to establish productive cooperatives, to resist, are at first only intelligently applied by small and local minorities. These rights do have a self-preserving and self-multi-plying power. Once they are intelligently and successfully applied anywhere, they would attract more and more adherents.

If either the Soviet Union or Red China were to adopt and realize the human rights declaration, then whoever did so would no longer have to be afraid of the other communist power. The opponent's soldiers would then refuse to fight in earnest and would rather desert or revolt.

(To hope for or gloat over the possibility that these powerful regimes might come to war with each other, reveals, I believe, a horrifying ignorance or lack of human feeling and moral sentiment, as, in the process of such a war, these rulers would not hesitate to sacrifice millions of their involuntary "followers". Furthermore, this attitude reveals ignorance of the possibility that we might become directly involved, also, as we were in the war between Hitler and Stalin.)

Once these basic rights are sufficiently broadcast and explained, then in these and similar countries their soldiers might rise against their oppressors, with the aim to realize these rights for themselves and for their fellow citizens. As this declaration implies the panarchic system, they would find only little fanatical resistance against their liberation attempts. Yes, discontented, oppressed and conscripted soldiers are, in some countries at least, likely to be the first to claim and realise the panarchic freedom so lucidly explained by de Puydt.

Among all the plans so far published in this Peace Plans series, almost all refer directly or indirectly to the above declaration of basic rights and the "panarchy" proposal now online in several languages at: www.panarchy.org .
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_________________________________________________________________________________

Ralph Borsodi in "Seventeen Problems of Man and Society", Charotar Book Stall, India, 1968, reproduced in PEACE PLANS 427, pp. 491,499,500 and 510/11, describes "Panarchy" as a term for something very different from de Puydt's and my concept of panarchy:


"Panarchy - A State in which government is total, in which everybody is employed by the 
government, in which no private sector exists." (page 491)


"Panarchists believe that the State should plan every institution in society and own and 
operate every 
enterprise." (page 510.)

Proudhon, similar to Borsodi and opposite to de Puydt, used the term "panarchy" in 1863 in his work on federalism (Macmillan Student Edition, Selected Writings, S. Edwards, 1969, p.103:


"Government of all men by all men, that is PANARCHY or COMMUNISM."

The meaning of de Puydts "panarchy" is perhaps still best summed up with the saying:


"To each the government or non-governmental society of his or her choice!"
Whoever wants to read more about it should at least look up www.panarchism.info and www.panarchy.org 

I do also offer a long and growing A-Z compilation on this subject, so far available only as zipped email attachment from me. File Pan AZ. It is already so long that it would probably take several emails to transmit it. - It is intended to grow towards an electronic encyclopedia: "On Panarchy". My LIBERTARIAN MICROFICHE PUBLISHING effort has so far compiled 24 volumes "On Panarchy", on 24 LMP microfiche, all still "in print". J.Z., 22.10.05. 
_________________________________________________________________________________

Two further pages from the same peace book, pages 390 & 391, 

which in PP 589 were reproduced on pages 156/157:
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Generally speaking, e.g. the pistol in the hand of an "assassin" is a more effective defence for the West than 1,000 nuclear destructive devices - provided only that at the same time a peace-, revolution- and social reform programme like the above is available and sufficiently publicised to lead to corresponding actions.

"NO SECURE AND JUST PEACE CAN BE BASED ON AN ARMED

BALANCE OF POWER BETWEEN NATIONS."

President Wilson, 1917 (re-translated)

_________________________________________________________________________________

V.

S U M M A R Y

I have made several attempts to summarise my peace programme and the following was neither the first nor will it be the last one. The contents listing of this book may serve as such, the listing of peace plans in PEACE PLANS No. 12, the contents listing of peace plans in PEACE PLAN No. 46, plan 221 in PEACE PLANS No. 12, and appendixes 1, 6, 9 & 10 in Peace Plans Nos. 16-18. The human rights draft in this book and several of its panarchistic appendixes do also constitute peace programmes. 

The following is just the shortened version (mainly in point 13) of the original book manuscript. Others will arise out of future discussions. 

Programme lists of this type are, I believe, not superfluous until their end is obtained. But they should always be read and discussed in their proper context.

ESTABLISHMENT OF WORLD PEACE AND OF A JUST SOCIAL ORDER BY MEANS OF:

1.   Decision on war and peace by the people themselves and direct.

2.   Public declarations by the people on their peaceful and rightful intentions towards each other.

3.   Destruction of all mass destruction devices (ABC "weapons") by the armed citizens themselves.

4.   Establishment of local militias of volunteers for the protection of basic rights.

5.   International federation of such local militias.

6.   Provision of work and accommodation for all citizens and soldiers fleeing countries ruled by 
tyrants.

7.   Inducing soldiers of tyrants to rise or defect, either to the militias or to their own and self-chosen 
government-in-exile, one with rightful war and peace aims.

8.   Outlawry of all tyrants and their high-ranking assistants.

9.   Initiation of military insurrections and revolutions against all tyrants and totalitarian regimes.

10. Conclusion of separate peace treaties with the suppressed people, citizen groups and military 
units, over the heads of their governments.

11. Transformation of national and territorial States which are, by their very nature war-like, into 
exterritorial and autonomous communities of volunteers which can, by their very nature, 
peacefully coexist.

12. Proclamation and realisation of newly discovered human rights and natural rights of rational 
beings which are required for the establishment of a free and just and therefore peaceful 
society, especially:

      a) the right to individually secede from all presently coercive associations, including States and 
armed forces,

      b) the right to undertake tolerant experiments in the economic, social and political spheres,

      c) the right and duty to resist all preparations for the conduct of wrongful wars and all other 
attacks upon basic rights,

      d) the right to arm and organise militarily for the protection of basic rights,
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     e) the right to unrestricted freedom of movement and migration,

     f) the right of recall towards all representatives and members of governments who have not 
sufficiently fulfilled their duty to work for the establishment of world peace,

     g) the right not to be held collectively responsible for actions of other members of the same 
protective, racial, religious or ideological community,

     h) the right to refuse the payment of taxes for the conduct of wrongful, i.e. aggressive, not 
defensive or liberating wars,

     i) the right to receive the full value of one's labour, which, among other things, the right to ignore 
monopolies and to establish productive cooperatives and other partnerships or to join them,

     j) the right to privately issue standardised and typified means of payment without legal tender, in 
money denominations (necessary to overcome mass unemployment),

    k) the right to refuse to accept altogether or at par any means of payment one considers inferior 
(necessary to overcome the threat of inflation) and

     l) the right to freely choose a standard of value for one's contracts.

13. Acceleration of the process of enlightenment by means of a new kind of genuinely cultural 
revolution, which could achieve the necessary public opinion changes in a very short time.

_________________________________________________________________________________

"PANARCHY - rare (from pan, Greek for rule, realm.): UNIVERSAL REALM. "1839 Bailey: Festus XIX (1848) 208: "The Starry Panarchy of Space". - Another "panarchy" "definition" that is VERY different from de Puydt's. Found in: Oxford English Dictionary.

_________________________________________________________________________________

"If you want genuine and lasting peace,

make diversity instead of unity your aim."

"Individual liberty drives out war."

"Freedom works peacefully."

"To want peace is not enough. 

You must also want the things

that make for peace." - J. Z.

"Make money, not war!" - David Zube

"You can't have peace until the captive nations are free." - Mr. Michael Darby, 9/72.

"... Peace between nations cannot be attained by reasonable means, by conversation,

by arbitration, as long as the subordination of the people to the government continues,

a condition always unreasonable and always pernicious." - Tolstoy

"The road to peace travels over the burial mound of dictatorship, 

and as long as we have dictatorship, 

talk of peace will be no more than that. 

History has taught us that the more a dictator talks of peace, 

the closer he is to war." - D. R. Runes: Treasury of Thought, 148.

"Civilisation is synonymous with peace." - Madeleine Duke: Claret, Sandwiches & Sin, 125.

"Our foreign policy is a disaster, apparently designed to 'protect' us 

by giving us the 'peace' that Comrade Khrushev bleated for so much. 

(In case you have forgotten, the Soviets have it all figured out 

that the world will have peace as soon as everybody bows down and obeys THEM.)"

R. S. Jaggart, JAG, 4.7.75.

"True peace is not merely the absence of tension;

it is the presence of justice."

Martin Luther King, Jr., Stride Towards Freedom, p. 24.

"Those who desire to be defenders of peace and liberty must renounce any initiation of force and uphold man's rights. They must respect EVERY person's right to deal 

or abstain from dealing with whomever he chooses. 

In a word, they must advocate individual freedom."  

From a leaflet distributed by the Workers Party.

"There is nothing incompatible between prosperity and justice, 

between peace and freedom."

Frederic Bastiat, Economic Sophisms, p. 124.

"From liberty flow all the blessings of peace, prosperity, and human happiness,

from power flows war, impoverishment and despotism."

Murray Rothbard, LAISSEZ-FAIRE REVIEW, May-June, 1974.

"Whosoever wants to fight war has to abolish the State as the organiser of war.

World peace cannot be obtained any cheaper."  

LERNZIEL ANARCHIE, No. 3.

"If you would preserve peace, then prepare for peace." - Barthélemy Enfantin, 1776-1864.

"We can no longer separate the traditional issue of war and peace

from the new global questions of justice, equity and human rights."

President Carter, THE AUSTRALIAN, 24/5/77.

"It's co-existence or no existence." - Bertrand Russell, - quoted in "Peter Plan", p.144.

"World peace through world trade" - IBM motto.

"Since wars begin in the minds of men, 

it is in the minds of men 

that the defences of peace must be constructed." - UNESCO Constitution

=====================================================================

The above is just an extract from PEACE PLANS Nos. 61-63, in which I tried to describe in detail what effect a more comprehensive and consistent bill of rights would have, especially for the establishment of a lasting peace, how the reforms and revolutions that are required could be realized and how the necessary enlightenment could be achieved. 
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_________________________________________________________________________________
(ON HUMAN RIGHTS AND PROOF FOR RIGHTS)
1. Dr. Victor H. Wallace, April 13th., 1966 to John Zube

(Dr. V. is the editor of a book "Paths to Peace" and of one on preventive medicine.)


"...Thank you for sending me a "Short Summary of the Main Points of the Book". With many of the points I agree, but others need to be qualified.

Your long list of 12 "rights" is highly controversial. All sorts of people are clamoring for "rights" today, without any thought of DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES. 
What do you mean by "right"? Moslem law, based on the Koran, gives a man the "right" to have four wives. Everybody would not agree.

The Commonwealth Government claims that it has the "right" to send National Servicemen to fight in Vietnam. Everybody does not agree. 
Your ready assumption of these automatic "rights" (12 of them) should be backed up by proof that they ARE fundamental rights. I do not think they are.

Three times you refer to a "just society". What do you mean by a "just society"? You should define the term...."
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------


It is a bad sign for our degree of civilization when people who are highly intelligent and specially educated can grow old and wise in many respects and yet stay ignorant of the meaning and value of as basic concepts as "rights" and a "just society". Anyhow, in the following I transcribe my reply to the above letter from an imperfect and hand-corrected duplicate. - J.Z. 3.1.1986.
_________________________________________________________________________________

2. John Zube, to Dr. Victor H. Wallace, Melbourne, 6.7.1966

Dear Mr. Wallace,




I did receive your letter of April 13th but how can I explain my long silence?
I had put your letter aside, thinking that I could answer it in the next Peace Plans issue, after printing my abbreviated peace program. But I did not get around to embodying it. There were already too many other contributions with lengthy comments from me. So I have to reserve it to the next issue. To get the last, double-sized issue written, printed and posted, cost me a month of my spare time. All letters in this time remained unanswered and I am only starting now to catch up. I picked your letter out of the small pile because I happened to meet your brother from Wollongong today. He visited the Berrima Training Centre to give a talk to the prisoners. Though the topic was sex and marriage, he had two references to war and peace in it and showed, generally, a very enlightened and extremely tolerant attitude. This, together with his profession, name and age, convinced me that he must be your brother. I had no time to talk to him at length but he invited me for a discussion on my next visit to Wollongong. It is not quite as far away as Melbourne. Only 45 m.

Your criticism of my draft is, admittedly, justified at least in one respect. In this short version and on its own, it is not generally acceptable. I has been taken out of context. It should really be read in connection with my lengthy book manuscript (now in PP 61-63, - J. Z., 1986) which it tried to sum up to some extent. I am not going to translate the whole manuscript (now). There are too many passages in it which I would want to re-write.

You are right, these individualist rights are controversial today.
(That's why I wrote the book! - J. Z., 22.10.05.)

The so-called rights, which are in reality only claims towards society, particularly the welfare state, are more popular today.

From my point of view, people today do not clamor so much for "rights" but for handouts. Make the simple test and ask people demanding "social" rights etc. to give a definition of their concept of rights. Most will shut up upon this question, speak of something else or given an irrelevant answer (or confess! J.Z., 86).
(Typically, the Wollongong brother of Dr. Victor H. Wallace, Melbourne, wrote a comprehensive handbook on welfare and health services available in the district, rather than on individual rights and liberties. - J. Z., 22.10.05.)

In my whole book manuscript, I had explained in detail what I understand under rights, natural rights of rational beings and human rights of all human beings. In another appendix, No. I, I had written a whole new code of human rights etc. which I later translated and reprinted as peace plan 110 in Peace Plans No. 4. On page 22 of this issue you will find that I follow Kant's definition:

"Right is the agreement of everybody's arbitrary actions with the arbitrary


actions of everybody else according to a general principle of freedom.


It is accompanied by the authority to enforce it."
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This kind of concept of right does embody a reasonable concept of duty and responsibility. The so-called social rights of welfare statists do not have the same quality. When they speak e.g. of the right of a person to earn a certain minimum wage, they do not accompany this demand with the logical conclusion that others have the duty to make up the difference out of their earnings, that there exists, supposedly, not only the responsibility to work hard enough to support oneself but also the responsibility to see to it that the income of all corresponds to some arbitrarily set standard, without regard to the earning capacity (or willingness to work - J. Z., 22.10.05.) of those who would be privileged by such a system. If ever these kinds of "duties" and "responsibilities" were clearly expressed, the so-called rights of welfare-statists, socialists, modern liberals, planners and interferers of all shades, would soon collapse.

A right which does not demand that others do something for you but merely that others fulfill their duty and responsibility to leave you alone, when you do nothing but exercise your right, stands on a firmer basis. The corresponding duty merely to respect such rights in others does not weaken the concept of these rights.

Yes, Moslem law gives the right to a man to have up to 4 wives. It does not make it a duty for every man to have as many. (It only assumes that no one can sufficiently care for any more. - J.Z., 1986.) It does not say, he can have them without their consent. Freedom of contract is or should still be the basis.

In point 14, on page 27 of PP 4, you will find the corresponding right. Your brother seemed more tolerant in this respect. He said that we have adopted monogamy but how are we to know that it is the best form of marriage? Furthermore, he pointed out that we are rather hypocritical about our marriage customs. He quoted the custom of Lapplanders, which was new to me, of partner-change every year, the children remaining with the mothers and the various yearly fathers looking after the offspring of their predecessors. I see no difficulty in having various marriage customs practised in one and the same country. If we discard the legal and formal image and look only at the practice, at least of some groups and individuals, we must admit that all kinds of heterosexual relationships are already operating. All that is required is more tolerance towards these various forms and good custody and guardianship provisions for the benefit of the children.

You are right, not everybody would agree with some marriage customs of others. But he need not to. He would be free to retain his own. He would have neither a right nor a duty to interfere with the customs of others involving responsible adult volunteers.

Governments claim to have many rights but rights, properly defined, belong only to individual human beings The government can have only rights transferred to it, temporarily, by individuals and then only the rights of the individuals who transferred them. A government backed by a majority, in its military and recruiting methods, even if it introduced conscription, could rightfully conscript only members of this majority.

(This amounts to another case for ending, what L. Spooner called the "conspiracy" of secret voting. - J. Z.,1986.)

The proof, which you require for these rights, could not possibly be given in one page. A thorough proof would possibly require several volumes for each of the twelve. Even if I had the ability and the time to write them, it would be rather useless - since there are not sufficient people to read them.

(The attitude: "Prove to me that you have basic rights!" - reminds me of a robber who tells his intended victim: "You either prove to me, within 30 seconds, that you have a better right to the contents of your wallet, than I do, or I will take it." - J. Z., 1986.)

Nevertheless, I do not hold the concept of "natural or human rights" to be useless. It does not require much thought and exchange of opinions to come the required minimum agreement about them, much less, anyhow, than is required to achieve agreement about what is useful or good for the majority.

(E.g.: Free choice of doctors, treatments and medicines, instead of any imposition of either, as, supposedly, the best ones. - J. Z., 22.10.05.)

Could you give any proof that the rights I quoted do not fall under the definition of natural rights given above? I do not think that the burden of proof should always fall on the promoters of freedom but, rather, on those who, by hook or crook, try to restrict freedom.

Once one has accepted the above definition of rights - could you give any other that makes sense? - these rights become rather self-evident. Furthermore, there is no need for all people to accept them for their own way of life - as long as they do allow all those, who want to accept them, to exercise them among themselves, undisturbed. This would be one of the main characteristics not of a uniform or egalitarian but of a free and just society.
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If people do not learn, in a hurry, to leave each other alone, respecting their natural rights, recognizing this as their supreme duty, then there is not much chance for mankind to survive the invention of "modern" weapons much longer.

I will develop the 12 controversial points in many future peace plans.





Sincerely yours, signed J. M. Zube.
(Slightly edited: - J. Z.,18.11.05.)

_________________________________________________________________________________

Transcript of some old notes on 
DEFENCE AND HUMAN RIGHTS

by J. Zube, ca. 1965.

Would we prepare for a defence against communist regimes if communism would really offer the promised paradise on earth? 
What would we do if this movement would lead to equality of rights, individual liberty, reduction of state interference to a minimum, free trade, abolition of all monopolies, including state monopolies, abolition of exploitation, full and well paid employment, stable currency, rapid development etc., in other words, if it would really stand for justice, freedom and human rights? 
I maintain that in this case, we would not want to fight them but would rather support them.

Alas, they do not offer us such rights, freedoms and opportunities ( although they succeeded in deceiving many people about their aims and practices ) but, rather, threaten to deprive us of the few elementary freedoms we already gained.

One obvious way to achieve peace, to end the arms race, to give the citizens on both sides the motive and the power to destroy all but police weapons, would be, therefore:


a) the realization and protection of all human rights in Soviet Russia, Red China and all other 

dictatorships,

b) their complete application on our side, too,

c) sufficient publicity for these reforms.

This would deprive both sides of all motives - and powers - to begin a war. Nobody would have to be afraid of the other side any more. Both would gladly throw off the burden of the arms race and would destroy all military weapons, keeping only police weapons.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

I should have added, at least, that in the Soviet Union and possibly even now in Red China, such aims could not be attained by "reforms" but only by revolutions - as are described in Peace Plans 61-63. For the success of such revolutions the remaining communists and socialists of various shades should also be offered complete exterritorial autonomy on a voluntary basis.

The present France and Great Britain, both nuclear powers, can serve, in my opinion, as reasonable analogies. If they were the only military powers in existence, their citizens are already so relatively free that they would not fear each other. Thus a nuclear and other disarmament agreement, even a unilateral disarmament would be quite likely to get rid of that unnecessary burden and this rather fast. 
Democracies do have many flaws but they are somewhat more peaceful, even while despotic war and peace decision-making power is still centralized by these governments, too. - J. Zube, 3.1.1986.
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_____________________________________________________________________
SOME CORRESPONDENCE ON RIGHTS

BETWEEN HENRY MEULEN & JOHN ZUBE, 1961-1967 ;

Among my correspondence with Henry Meulen, part of which is reproduced here, since it deals with rights, human rights and natural rights, I also found the following note. I am not certain at present, whether I have already included it in one of my letters and, rather than reading all these letters again, for this purpose, I reproduce this note here :

Dear Mr. Meulen,




the collection of arguments concerning our debate on the origin, meaning and obligatory power of "right" got so long that I gave it up, temporarily, in desperation and rather spent time on the discussion of topics that I consider more urgent. When you realize that somebody has broken into your home, threatening your property, life and liberty, you do not start speculating about the foundations of these rights but, instead, defend them. In the same way, as long as peace and a just society are not realized everywhere in the world, our main, immediate and urgent duty is rather clear.

(As someone once said, if a house is burning, one does not concentrate on a discussion on the nature of water or whether it exists at all and if one is aware of the benefits of water against fire, then one does neither form a chorus shouting in unison: H2O or prays for a strong rain or discusses the various forms that H2O can take and why it does so and whether the theories on this can be proven or not, but, rather, endeavors to provide as much water as one can, as fast as possible, to extinguish the flames. - J.Z., 22.10.05.) 

In "Principles of Ethics", Part II, Herbert Spencer brings a threefold proof for natural rights:


1.) the gradual development of a sentiment of justice, resulting from natural selection,


2.) the deduction of justice from a-priori principles and 

3.) their timeless usefulness.

If ethics as a science has developed much since this book was written, I have certainly not yet found proof of this. (But then I have not even read as yet most of the small collection of books on ethics that I have accumulated in the meantime, since I always postpone working myself through it - because my rights are still daily interfered with. Far less have I read the whole library quantity of titles that exist on the subject.) (*)

Nevertheless, I do hold that he has with this threefold division achieved a pretty good compromise between conflicting views on the origin of rights.
I enclose another A. £ 1 for another year's subscription.









J. Zube, 8.1.1986 & 22.10.05)
_______________________

(*) (In John Hosper's private library, about 15 years ago, I saw more books on ethics than I had ever seen before. I wonder, whether any of them do contain some private human rights drafts. His audio-taped talks on ethics are very good. But I disagreed with him regarding free migration and the effects of full monetary freedom. - J. Z., 18.11.05.

_________________________________________________________________________________

Dear Mr. Zube,







London, 16 May, 1961



It is kind of you to have sent me your memorandum on human rights. It is a most thorny subject. You will remember that a Committee of UNO sat for about two years, trying to draw up a declaration of human rights, and failed to come to agreement. (Was he here really unaware of the UN's Universal Declaration of Human Rights of 1948 or did he refer to the non-agreement at the UNO on the term "aggression?" - J. Z., 5.1.1986.)


Looking at the matter philosophically, I should say that there are no natural human rights. This statement may sound strange from the Secretary of a Personal Rights Association; but this Society is nearly a hundred years old, and successive Secretaries have held different views on this subject. 
I think that human rights are simply matters of contract between people, to be created or abolished when this is seen to be expedient.

If one adopts the view that people are born with inalienable rights, one is immediately faced with the fact that, in the end, right depends on might. The majority enforces what it thinks good for the majority. The minority may differ; but its argument must be that the majority will find certain changes better for everybody.


To take an illustration from the subject of money. You write (par. no. 47) that a man has the right to issue his own exchange medium. But in England this right was legally abolished in 1844, on the ground that it conflicted with the maintenance of a gold standard. You will reply that nevertheless the human right to issue exchange medium persists. But the majority denies this, and it is futile to argue the question on the basis of "natural" human right. It must be argued on the basis of whether or not it is expedient that men should be allowed to issue their own medium of exchange.


I have long given up arguing on "natural" rights. The snake may think it has a right to life; but I find the snake dangerous to me, and since I have the power, I kill it. Unless you think that man was specially created, you must consider that all life preys on other life - which throws considerable doubt on the existence of "natural" rights.


I am sending you a copy of the second edition of my book - the title of the second edition was changed to "Free Banking", together with a pamphlet "Free Banking: which is a brief outline of the argument in the book. Also another pamphlet, "Individualist Anarchism" and a copy of the last issue of "The Individualist". You are at liberty to reprint any extracts you please from them. If you care to make acknowledgment to me - so much the better; but I shall be glad enough if the ideas are spread.










Sincerely yours,











signed: Henry Meulen

P.S.: How did you come to know von Beckerath? 
(My father learnt to know Bth. somehow, when he was 19 and once I was 19 he recommended me to visit Bth. and I did, back in 1952.- J. Z.,  13.10.05. )
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_____________________________________________________________________
Erika M. Zube, 







Berrima, 13/6/1961

Dear Mr. Meulen,

although many men do not think much of women whose hobby is politics, I am sure you will permit me to make just a few remarks concerning your comments on the composition of human rights.

It is a widespread opinion, that governments are able to draw up the right plan about the best way how to spend the taxes for instance; for that is, what governments are there for. It is not a new discovery of my part, that the trust put in governments has many a time led to disappointments. The same thing can be said of UNO Committees. If persons are supposed to accomplish a certain task, that does by no means prove that they are able to do so.

The differences between a human being and a beast consist mainly in the ability of the human being to tell the right deed from the wrong one and to act accordingly. This ability is inborn and develops already in a child. It grows into perfection in the adult.
(I wish it did. But at least it develops, somewhat, in most people, in spite of government-controlled mis-education. - J.Z., 22.10.05.) 
As well as everybody accepts it as the natural right of a swallow to use its wings, knowing that wings are meant to let the bird flutter, man has to get used to the idea, that the human intellect must be treated likewise. That results in admitting the fact, that every human being has the natural, inborn right to exercise its intellect, and to act the right way.

I cannot see, what made you think that by adopting the view, that people are born with certain rights, you have to admit that right is simply a matter of might. It is certainly the other way round. If you assume that certain rights are part of a human being, nobody, how mighty he may be, is able to suppress them, even if he would think this expedient, without injuring those people concerned, similar to amputating them against their will.

If the majority consists out of oxen and sheep, that does not mean that the few cattle-dogs have also to chew grass. The same is true for human beings They all have two legs, arms, eyes, etc. but we clearly made the distinction between those acting reasonably and those, who are not fully responsible for their deeds. The latter have only limited rights, as stated in the declaration.

Your example of the snake who thinks that it has got a right to live, is not quite correct, for the snake is violating (threatening - J.Z.) your right to live, thereby forfeiting its own right to exist, as well as any murderer would, who cannot be expected to reform. And besides, the declaration was not made as a declaration of the snakes' rights.







Sincerely yours,







signed: Erika M. Zube.

(Regarding Henry Meulen"s P.S. on the previous page:

"How did you come to know von Beckerath?", one should, perhaps, rather ask: "What is wrong with our world that brings it about that there is any adult and literate person left on earth who has not yet heard of Ulrich von Beckerath's social, economic, political and peace program????? He lived an active and long life, from 1882 to 1969 and yet died unknown and unappreciated by all except a few close friends and acquaintances.

In many ways, he thought too far ahead and thus far apart of his times. The tools of enlightenment that he would have needed to breach the gap, have still not been fully provided and only now are some cheap new communication channels available, like microfiche publishing and personal computer networking, that could help ideas like his to victory - but they are still not sufficiently used for the marketing of new ideas. J. Z., 9.1.86.)
(Henry Meulen, in spite of decades of correspondence with U. v. Beckerath, came to know and appreciate him so little that he managed to burn his letters, under the wrong assumption that he had already reproduced all their essential contents of his correspondence in his little journal "The Individualist" As is demonstrated in the incomplete compilation of issues of THE INDIVIDUALIST, that I microfiched, little of B.'s writings and ideas found their way into this journal. What can one do in a world were even freedom lovers become the equivalent of book burners? He knew how much I appreciated all the writings of U.v. Beckerath and he knew that B.'s library and correspondence had been burnt - but he did not offer to me or, to my knowledge, to Prof. Rittershausen, his correspond-dence with B. Only after having made such an offer would he have had some excuse or the other to burn this correspondence. As is demonstrated by what is preserved of this correspondence, mainly the post WW II one, now on www.butterbach.net/epinfo/instead.htm , Meulen was mostly beaten in this debate - but would not admit it or did not notice it. Or did he notice and did not wish this fact to become known? I can only speculate on that. - J.Z., 22.10.05.)
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_________________________________________________________________________________

Joern Zube










14.6.1961

Berrima Training Centre Berrima, N.S.W., Australia

Dear Mr. Meulen,




the memorandum on human rights, which we forwarded to you, was originally written by my wife. Afterwards, we had many discussions about it and corrected and improved the composition together. All in all, we have the same opinion about human rights, but we think it to be easier when each of us answers your letter separately.

I think, the UNO is not a suitable organization to draw up a declaration of human rights. Its members have not been elected by the people for having a special knowledge of human rights. They are not elected at all but were appointed by their governments. And which government is really interested in human rights? The governments are the organizations which mostly trespass against them. Therefore, we cannot expect a good declaration from governments or their delegates in the UNO.

"There are no natural human rights".

I think, that there are many observations which prove, sufficiently, that most human beings have an instinctive feeling for right and wrong :

Kant, im "Streit der Fakultaeten", said:

"Die Franzoesische Revolution — finded doch in the Gemuetern aller Zuschauer eine Teilnehmung dem Wunsche nach, die nahe an Enthusiasmus grenzt und deren Aeusserung selbst mit Gefahr verbunden war, also keine andere als eine moralische Anlage im Menschengeschlecht zur Ursache haben kann."

( The French revolution found in the hearts of all spectators a kind of wishful sympathy that came close to enthusiasm and whose expression was rather dangerous. Thus it indicated nothing else but a moral capacity in human beings as its cause.)

Everybody has at least read of some men who risked their lives without a moment of thinking and hesitation in order to save another person who was in danger. These cases are, apparently, a proof for an instinct in human beings to protect the right to life.

Physical strength is not inherited but the faculty to develop physical strength is inherited by nearly every child. The same is, in my opinion, true for human rights. They can, therefore, be called natural or inborn.

The example of a just man does, usually, induce a great respect in a child who happens to observe him.

Everybody experienced in his life several times physical or mental pain - when treated unjustly.

The inborn instinct to avenge an injustice, is another instance proving that a certain natural feeling exists in human beings, that they have certain rights which have to be respected by everyone.

Nearly every type of newspaper and periodical does dedicate many of its pages to simple cases of right and wrong, like murder, theft, embezzlement etc. This is another proof that the majority of the people has at least a natural interest in such questions.

The faculty to develop reasoning power is, to a certain extent, inborn in every human being. Right and freedom are based on reason and are, therefore, inborn, too. The faculty of reason and the faculty to recognize right and wrong have both to be developed.

Mr. von Beckerath said once about this topic:

"Galton, der lange unter argentinischen Gauchos gelebt hatte, der vergleicht die Empfindung bei einer Verletzung der Menschenrechte der Empfindung eines Stieres in der Bueffelherde, wenn er den Puma wittert. Der Stier zittert nicht etwa, sondern bruellt laut auf besondere Art. Sofort schliessen sich ihm die anderen Stiere an, und nun geht es gemeinsam auf den Puma los. Wenn der sich nicht sehr rasch verdrueckt, so ist er verloren."

(Galton, who lived for a long time among Argentinian cowboys, compared the feeling in case of an infringement to human rights with the feelings of the steer in a buffalo herd when it smells a puma. The steer does not tremble but roar in a particular way. Immediately, the other steers join him and then they confront the puma together. When the puma, thereupon, does not rapidly retreat, he is lost.)

A quote from S. Laing, concerning the same topic, is enclosed.
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Why can human rights not be a matter of contract between people?

Many detailed human rights can easily be derived from the liberty to make contracts but this liberty is in itself only one of the human rights and it is rightful only within the limits of human rights. It is not rightful, for instance, to make a contract to murder someone.

Nobody could completely renounce his human rights by making a contract about it. 
(But he may, at least temporarily, abstain from claiming them for himself and practicing them. We all do this to some extent, e.g. by not writing a letter to the press every day or giving a speech every day. - J. Z., 22.10.05.) 

May I cite Rousseau, 4th. chapter of the "Social Contract"?


"To say that a man gives himself gratuitously, is to say what is absurd and inconceivable; such an act is null and illegitimate, from the mere fact that he, who does it, is out of his mind. To say the same of a whole people is to suppose a people of madmen; and madness creates no right. ...


"To renounce liberty is to renounce being a man, to surrender the rights of humanity and even its duties. For him who renounces everything no indemnity is possible. Such a renunciation is incompatible with man's nature; to remove all liberty from his will is to remove all morality from his acts. Finally, it is an empty and contradictory convention that sets up, on the one side, absolute authority, and, on the other, unlimited obedience. Is it not clear that we can be under no obligation to a person from whom we have the right to exact everything? Does not this condition alone, in the absence of equivalence or exchange, in itself involve the nullity of the act? For what right can my slave have against me, when all that he has belongs to me, and, his right being mine, this right of mine against myself is a phrase devoid of meaning? ... 

"It will always be equally foolish for a man to say to a man or to a people: 'I make with you a 
convention wholly at your expense and wholly to my advantage; I shall keep it as long as I 
like, and you will keep it as long as I like.' "

Are human rights to be created or abolished, when this is seen to be expedient?

Can it ever be expedient for everyone to abolish the liberty of press, the right to issue one's own exchange media?

I think, that every human right, if it is once completely recognized, is inalienable forever, similar to mathematical laws, once they are discovered.

Thomas Paine said about this :


"Die Zeit ist in Hinsicht auf Grundsaetze ein ewiges Jetzt. Sie hat keinen Einfluss auf sie. Sie 
aendert nichts an ihrer Natur und an ihren Eigenschaften."


( Retranslated from the German translation: With regard to principles, time is an eternal now. 
It has no influence upon them. It does not change their nature and their characteristics.)

Is it a fact that in the end right depends on might? According to the definition of right, given by Kant, right is always accompanied by the authority to enforce it. Consequently, it has been recognized by some men, among them Robert Owen (Towards the end of his life, according to Ulrich von Beckerath, I have no written confirmation from another source on this but nor reason to distrust B.'s veracity. - J.Z., 22. 10.05.), that without a well organized and well trained militia the human rights cannot be sufficiently defended. That right and might are, contrary to the common belief, not at all equal, has been wonderfully demonstrated by J. J. Rousseau in the third chapter of his "Gesellschaftsvertrag" (The Social Contract):

"3. THE RIGHT OF THE STRONGEST

The strongest is never strong enough to be always the master, unless he transforms strength into right, and obedience into duty. Hence the right of the strongest, which, though to all seeming meant ironically, is really laid down as a fundamental principle. But are we never to have an explanation of this phrase? Force is a physical power, and I fail to see what moral effect it can have. To yield to force is an act of necessity, not of will - at the most, an act of prudence. In what sense can it be a duty?


Suppose for a moment that this so-called 'right' exists. I maintain that the sole result is a mass of inexplicable nonsense. For, if force creates right, the effect changes with the cause: every force that is greater than the first, succeeds to its right. As soon as it is possible to disobey with impunity, disobedience is legitimate; and, the strongest being always in the right, the only thing that matters is to act so as to become the strongest. But what kind of right is that which perishes when force fails? If we must obey perforce, there is no need to obey because we ought; and if we are not forced to obey, we are under no obligation to do so. Clearly, the word "right" adds nothing to force: in this connection, it means absolutely nothing.


Obey the powers that be. If this means yield to force, it is a good precept, but superfluous: I can answer for its never being violated. All power comes from God, I admit; but so does all sickness: does that mean that we are forbidden to call in the doctor? A brigand surprises me at the edge of a wood: must I not merely surrender my purse on compulsion; but, even if I could withhold it, am I in conscience bound to give it up? For certainly the pistol he holds is also a power.

Let us then admit that force does not create right and that we are obliged to obey only legitimate powers. In that case, my original question recurs." 
(The original question, with which he started chapter 1, ran :
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"Man is born free; and everywhere he is in chains. One thinks himself the master of others, and still remains a greater slave than they. How did this change come about? I do not know. What can make it legitimate? That question I think I can answer.)
"The majority enforces what it thinks good for the majority."

That is very often a fact. But is the majority always acting rightfully in these cases?

The Japanese emperor had, for a long time, the approval of the majority of his subjects.

Did this fact justify the Japanese aggression?

( It was not a simple case of aggression, taking into consideration that the "free" world had put an oil embargo and other trade barriers upon Japan, which depended for its survival on extensive external trade. When one compresses a man's windpipe then one has to expect him to fight back. - J. Z., 5.1.1986.)

"The minority may differ; but its argument must be that the majority will find certain changes better for everybody."

The best answer to this opinion is to be found in Herbert Spencer's "Social Statics", chapter XIX, point 5. ( A copy of this is enclosed.) Please compare No. 4 of the same chapter, too.
In order to find out, whether the decision of the majority or the fact, that one is powerful enough, justifies an action, one has to discuss eight different cases:

1.) The minority is powerful, the majority weak. The majority is right. The Nazi concentration camps illustrate this.

2.) The same relation as under 1), but the majority is wrong. Example: The relation between warders and captured habitual criminals.

3.) The minority is weak, the majority powerful. The majority is right: Disarmament concerning atomic and similar "weapons", accomplished by the armed citizens themselves. Another example : The majority is organized in a militia for the protection of human rights. ( In such a militia the soldiers elect and recall their officers, they have still liberty of press, speech and assembly after duty, even while opposing their officers, etc.)

4.) The same relation as under 3, but the majority is wrong: Burning of witches in the Middle Ages.

5.) Both, minority and majority are weak, but the majority is right: Only the minority does nowadays regard an earthquake as a punishment sent by God. The majority does already regard it as a natural phenomenon.

6.) The same relation as under 5, but the majority is wrong. Example : First world war, German side: The emperor decided, according to the constitution, about war or peace. Neither majority nor minority had a say in it. The majority of Germans applauded the emperor's decision. The German Army invaded France. The French people had no means to annihilate all invading German soldiers. If they would have had one, then they could have used it, rightfully, to destroy all German soldiers, for the majority of these soldiers was wrong, and the minority among them, who opposed the war, had in practice to act like the others and so they invaded France, too. ( They should have been given the option of becoming neutral guests or allies of France. - J. Z., 5.1.1986.)

7.) Both, minority and majority are powerful, but the majority is right. Let us suppose a whole parliament consisting out of reasonable representatives and that it would always come to reasonable decisions and, besides, that the constitution would make plebiscites possible. The people and the parliament would then be equally powerful. If, in this case, the people insisted, to make a certain decision themselves, in a plebiscite, then they would be right, for as a free individual every citizen has the right to decide about his own fate himself, if he prefers to do so. ( Plebiscites could rightly bind only those casting the same vote. The others should be left at liberty to do their own thing! - J. Z., 5.1.1986.)

8.) The same relation as under 7, but the majority is wrong: A resolute minority could have introduced an institution in Berlin, similar to the speakers' corner in the Hyde Park of London. The minority was there ( in 1958 ) but it was not resolute enough. An ignorant majority ( and, naturally, the authorities, - J. Z., 5.1.1986 ) disapproved of the plan and so it failed. The majority was wrong.

That it is possible, in all these cases, to decide, nearly without thinking and hesitation, on which side right is to be found, is a further proof that a feeling for right and wrong is inborn and that neither majority nor might are entitled to decide , exclusively, what is right and what is wrong.

165

"It must be argued on the basis of whether or not it is expedient, that men should be allowed to issue their on medium of exchange."


Every right is, according to the idea and definition of right, reasonable and based on sound arguments. The last clear expression of a right is the summary of a long debate, in which millions of people may have participated and which could have lasted hundreds of years. This process can, naturally, always be reversed and you can take nearly all the arguments in favor of a human right out of the wording of the human right itself. In order to propagate a single new human right, one has, naturally, to prove, that it is such a right, by proving that it is the reasonable and rightful solution to a social problem and in complete agreement with ever other already recognized human right. If we would have done so, then we would have had to write a book. But we wanted to give nothing but the summary, a short declaration of the freedom of human and reasonable beings, a short program of what ought to be achieved.

"Life preys on other life - which throws considerable doubt on the existence of 'natural rights'."


Our declaration is not a collection of our rights concerning animals but of our rights among other human or reasonable beings ( inhabitants of Mars included, in case they exist and are reasonable.)

If right governs the human affairs then a reasonable state of affairs is achieved. Because of this only reasonable beings can create this state, can live according to its rules and can defend it. Consequently, it is impossible for animals to live under such conditions. Even if we eat unreasonable animals, that does not mean that as reasonable beings we have to be unreasonable towards other reasonable beings.
Nature not only gave us appetite but the necessary reasoning power and interest to develop and understand the idea of right with all its implications of detailed human rights.

(Then how come that people like K.H.Z. Solneman and Henry Meulen never fully comprehended the concept of rights, in spite of Beckerath and myself and, probably, numerous others, having explained it to them over and over? Some people seem to be born without a moral sense or get stuck in ideological systems, like religious people do, even when they pretend to be against all systems and ideologies. Those addicted to Stirner's primitive amoral philosophy seem to be beyond chances for recovery. A statistic could either prove or disprove my opinion on this. Has anyone attempted to compile such a statistic? - J. Z., 5.1.86.)

I would like to thank you for sending "Free Banking", "Individualist Anarchism" and a copy of the last issue of "The Individualist". I enclose 1 A. pound for a subscription to "The Individualist" and am prepared to pay more to cover the postal fees

My father, probably, learnt to know Mr. von Beckerath as a member of the "Cosmopolitan Union" (program enclosed), formed about 1930 by a German author, Werner Ackermann, now living in Hillcrest No. 3, 33 Prospect Road, Berea, Johannesburg, South Africa.

( I would like the address of his descendants, in case they still have some of his correspondence with Ulrich von Beckerath on minority autonomy on an exterritorial basis. J. Z., 5.1.86.) My father gave me von Beckerath's address in 1952 and from then till my emigration to Australia, in 1959, I have visited Mr. v. Beckerath at least once a week. I was a member of all his small social reform organizations and have adopted most of his reform ideas. My wife learnt to know him and me in 1958, when we tried to establish a speakers' corner in one of the parks of Berlin. ( Pamphlets enclosed). As a result of the reaction to our propagating the militia idea of Mr. von Beckerath (pamphlet enclosed), we migrated to Australia. In "free" Western Berlin my superiors in a public insurance office left me the choice, either to give up spreading my political opinions or to be dismissed. I preferred to give notice and to migrate, for nearly nobody in Berlin understood the militia idea and was prepared to defend his liberties.
(Later, in a letter, I discovered that my father somehow learned to know U. v. Bth. already when he was 19, i.e. 1924. - J.Z., 22.10.05._
Now it is only left to beg your pardon for demanding so much of your time by writing you such a long letter in poor English. I know very well that I cannot expect a circumstantial (lengthy - J.Z, 13.10.05.) reply. I would not have the time, although I am not yet an editor.





Sincerely yours,








signed J. M. Zube.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Only the two mentioned chapters from Herbert Spencer's "Social Statics" are enclosed in this human rights compilation. The Hyde Park and the Militia petitions were reproduced elsewhere in this series. - J. Z.. 5.1.86.

Meulen wrongly believed that every essential idea and argument was sufficiently reproduced in his magazine. That was the reason he gave for destroying all his correspondence. But at least of von Beckerath's, Rittershausen's and my own letters very little found itself into his pages and many ideas and points were raised in these which he never sufficiently summed up and answered. The same does, possibly, apply to dozens of his correspondents. Consequently, whoever has still some correspondence with him, please send me good photocopies for microfiche reproduction. They will come out with the whole backlog of The Individualist, when I find the missing copies and time and funds
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for the reproduction of both. Any help is welcomed. Years 1975 to 1978 of The Individualist, together with an index of all its issues under Meulen's editorship, are already out in PEACE PLANS No. 561. - J. Z., 5.1.1986. (Later I reproduced some more issues of TI on my LMP microfiche. - J.Z., 22.10.05.)
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

l88                               HERBERT SPENCER, 1850: "SOCIAL STATICS"

4. OF THE POLITICAL SUPERSTITIONS LATELY ALLUDED TO, NONE is so universally diffused as the notion that majorities are omnipotent. Under the impression that the preservation of order will ever require power to be wielded by some party, the moral sense of our time feels that such power cannot rightly be conferred on any but the largest moiety of society. It interprets literally the saying that "the voice of the people is the voice of God," and, transferring to the one the sacredness attached to the other, it concludes that from the will of the people — that is, of the majority — there can be no appeal. Yet is this belief entirely erroneous.

Suppose, for the sake of argument, that, struck by some Malthusian panic, a legislature duly representing public opinion were to enact that all children born during the next ten years should be drowned. Does anyone think such an enactment would be warrantable? If not, there is evidently a limit to the power of a majority. Suppose, again, that of two races living together — Celts and Saxons, for example — the most numerous determined to make the others their slaves. Would the authority of the greatest number be in such case valid? If not, there is something to which its authority must be subordinate. Suppose, once more, that all men having incomes under £50 a year were to resolve upon reducing every income above that amount to their own standard, and appropriating the excess for public purposes. Could their resolution be justified? If not, it must be a third time confessed that there is a law to which the popular voice must defer. What, then, is that law, if not the law of pure equity — the law of equal freedom? These restraints, which all would put to the will of the majority, are exactly the restraints set up by that law. We deny the right of a majority to murder, to enslave, or to rob, simply because murder, enslaving, and robbery are violations of that law — violations too gross to be overlooked. But if great violations of it are wrong, so also are smaller ones. If the will of the many cannot supersede the first principle of morality in these cases, neither can it in any. So that, however insignificant the minority, and however

THE RIGHT TO IGNORE THE STATE
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trifling the proposed trespass against their rights, no such trespass is permissible.


When we have made our constitution purely democratic, thinks to himself the earnest reformer, we shall have brought government into harmony with absolute justice. Such a faith, though perhaps needful for the age, is a very erroneous one. By no process can coercion be made equitable. The freest form of government is only the least objectional form. The rule of the many by the few we call tyranny; the rule of the few by the many is tyranny also, only of a less intense kind. "You shall do as we will, and not as you will," is in either case the declaration; and if the hundred make it to the ninety-nine, instead of the ninety-nine to the hundred, it is only a fraction less immoral.
Of two such parties, whichever fulfills this declaration necessarily breaks the law of equal freedom: the only difference being that by the one it is broken in the persons of ninety-nine, while by the other it is broken in the persons of a hundred. And the merit of the democratic form of government consists solely in this, that it trespasses against the smallest number.
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The very existence of majorities and minorities is indicative of an immoral state. The man whose character harmonizes with the moral law, we found to be one who can obtain complete happiness without diminishing the happiness of his fellows (Chapter III). But the enactment of public arrangements by vote implies a society consisting of men otherwise constituted — implies that the desires of some cannot be satisfied without sacrificing the desires of others — implies that in the pursuit of their happiness the majority inflict a certain amount of unhappiness on the minority — implies, therefore, organic immorality. Thus, from another point of view, we again perceive that even in its most equitable form it is impossible for government to dissociate itself from evil; and further, that unless the right to ignore the state is recognized, its acts must be essentially criminal.

5.  THAT A MAN IS FREE TO ABANDON THE BENEFITS AND THROW off the burdens of citizenship may indeed be inferred from the admissions of existing authorities and of current opinion. Un-
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        SOCIAL STATICS

prepared as they probably are for so extreme a doctrine as the one here maintained, the radicals of our day yet unwittingly profess their belief in a maxim which obviously embodies this doctrine. Do we not continually hear them quote Blackstone's assertion that "no subject of England can be constrained to pay any aids or taxes even for the defence of the realm or the support of government, but such as are imposed by his own consent, or that of his representative in parliament?" And what does this mean? It means, say they, that every man should have a vote. True, but it means much more. If there is any sense in words it is a distinct enunciation of the very right now contended for. In affirming that a man may not be taxed unless he has directly or indirectly given his consent, it affirms that he may refuse to be so taxed; and to refuse to be taxed is to cut all connection with the state. Perhaps it will be said that this consent is not a specific, but a general one, and that the citizen is understood to have assented to everything his representative may do when he voted for him. But suppose he did not vote for him, and on the contrary did all in his power to get elected someone holding opposite views — what then? The reply will probably be that, by taking part in such an election, he tacitly agreed to abide by the decision of the majority. And how if he did not vote at all? Why, then he cannot justly complain of any tax, seeing that he made no protest against its imposition. So, curiously enough, it seems that he gave his consent in whatever way he acted — whether he said yes, whether he said no, or whether he remained neuter! A rather awkward doctrine, this. Here stands an unfortunate citizen who is asked if he will pay money for a certain proffered advantage; and whether he employs the only means of expressing his refusal or does not employ it, we are told that he practically agrees, if only the number of others who agree is greater than the number of those who dissent. And thus we are introduced to the novel principle that A's consent to a thing is not determined by what A says, but by what B may happen to say!

It is for those who quote Blackstone to choose between this absurdity and the doctrine above set forth. Either his maxim implies the right to ignore the state, or it is sheer nonsense.
168

_____________________________________________________________________
Dear Mr. & Mrs. Zube,                                               
22 June, 1961 (Yours of June 14)




How interesting that you should have known von Beckerath. A remarkable man. I have never known a man who followed, so faithfully the Kantian dictum that it is our duty to help our fellow man (although I doubt if the existence of such a duty can be demonstrated philosophically). I differ from him on a few points, notably on the gold standard; but I have always found him an acute" and fair reasoner.


The space provided by our cheap air mail mercifully compels me to condense my reply to your letters. Our chief difference, it seems to me, lies in our different opinions of the source of the sense of right. I look on the sense of right as a manifestation of the herd feeling. The herd animals succeeded in the struggle for existence because they stood together against a common enemy. This involved a vivid awareness of threatened danger, not only to themselves but also to other members of the herd. It involved an imaginative sympathy for the pains of others - a feeling of pain when the other felt pain.


I think our sense of right springs from this herd sympathy. It is good or "right" to do no harm to another member of the herd; but also right to destroy enemies of the herd. Now what is good for the herd is plainly a matter of majority opinion: the herd enforces what the majority, or the strongest, think good. Occasionally there arises an innovator; but his proposals do not become "right" until they are accepted by the majority or the strongest. This can be defended on the grounds that not every innovator has. sensible ideas.
If you adopt the idea of natural rights, you are at once brought up against the observation that all life preys on other life. The spider is not concerned about the rights of the fly, nor man about the rights of the sheep. You write that man is different from the animals. But then at what stage of evolution does the "right-less" sheep develop into the man with "natural" unarguable rights? Presumably the Red Indians had a right to the territory of USA. But that right is non-existent today because the white colonists were stronger. Acts that are wrong in one generation may become right in the next, and vice versa. The conclusion must be that there is no absolute right; there is only what men think at a particular time to be for the good of the majority. In peace time, free speech and a free press are good. In war, the whole community must stand together, or it will be wiped out. Argument and dissention weaken the fighting power, and these freedoms are therefore prohibited, and it is always a difficult problem for the majority to decide how complete this prohibition must be. To argue the matter on "natural rights" is useless. Men want to know if it will help in the war effort; and since they are in the majority, what they decide will be "right" until they decide otherwise.


Mrs. Zube says rightly that if there are natural rights, nobody can suppress them - a very convenient argument for the reformer.

But who can be quite certain that his ideas are right? "I beseech you" said Cromwell to his critics "by the bowels of Christ, to believe in the possibility that you may be mistaken." History is full of records of deluded reformers. It has been said (and I agree) that the "good" people have done far more evil in the world than all the bad people.


I will send a copy of "The Individualist" to Werner Ackermann. We have an active sympathizer: Mr. C. A. A. Ellis, 97 Sackville Street, Kew, E.4, Melbourne. Perhaps you may care to get in touch with him. He is very knowledgeable on monetary problems.


Thank you for your kindly subscription. I value it the more since you must now be in difficult financial circumstances.






Sincerely yours, signed: Henry Meulen
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London, 19 August,  1961

Dear Mr.   Zube,


I have just returned from a few weeks' holiday in Germany and Switzerland, and find your letter enclosing various memoranda and book extracts. A small mountain of correspondence and journals await me, but I have found time to read the matter you send me. I thank you for sending them to me.


Arthur Kitson I knew very well. I met him in about 1907, and in 1909 we founded the Banking and Currency Reform League, of which I was the Hon. Secretary. Kitson edited "The Open Review" during 1909 and 1910, and I edited the Review during the periods when business called him away. You will see that I have made acknowledgment to him in my preface to "Free Banking." We differed over Mutual Banking and over the theory of the standard of value; but I still think his book "The Money Question" a valuable contribution to the subject. There was quite a considerable movement in England in those days for freedom of banking, but the war stopped our activities. Kitson and I quarrelled over the 1914-war, and I did not see him again before his death.


Spencer's "Social Statics" I also know well. The chapter: "The right to ignore the State" was a bold essay by a young man. The obstacle to its realisation is, however, the danger of war. If a community is attacked, its members are unlikely to allow its people to remain neutral. Indeed, if the right to neutrality is granted, the whole community may be wiped out. The extracts you give from Gibbon are most interesting. I can only suppose that the Frankish kings had political reasons for granting this right to the conquered people. As Spencer himself continually pointed out, the great enemy of individual liberty is war and militarism. As the danger of war subsidies, claims to liberty grow.
(J.Z.: Precisely when the danger of war increases we should look to liberty for its prevention. And when it has begun we should look for it to end it as fast as possible and with as little bloodshed and destruction as possible! - J.Z., 22.10.05.)
Your petition for the establishment of a "Hyde Park" in Berlin was an excellent effort. The authorities replied that the special conditions in Berlin required a close watch to be kept on the extreme Right and Left elements. This may be taken as another example of military considerations suppressing individual liberty. We in England have a long tradition of freedom of speech, due mainly, I think, to the fact that the sea protected us for so long from invasion. Hyde Park continued to be used for open-air meetings during both the last wars; but there were frequent prosecutions of speakers who criticised our war aims.

(J.Z.: The English war aims and warfare methods were not rightful, either. With rightful war aims and methods they could have won the war much easier and faster. Precondition for this was free speech and a free press - and they were in this respect suppressed almost as much as they were in Germany. - J.Z., 22.10.05.)

 The authorities declared that such speeches "tended to spread disaffection and despondency in the country, and weakened the country's war effort - which was doubtless true.

I return your enclosures in case you wish to send them elsewhere.




Sincerely yours, 




signed: Henry Meulen
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J. & E. Zube, 22.9.1961 to Henry Meulen

Dear Mr. Meulen,





we have to beg your pardon for answering as late as now to your letter from June 22nd., 1961. We got a second son meanwhile and he as well as our first son were sick for some weeks. Now they are both healthy again but to care for them takes nearly all our spare time.

Among many other duties, Kant discusses in the "Metaphysik der Sitten" (metaphysics of morals ) "the duty to help our fellow man", too. But we no not think that Mr. von Beckerath regards this duty as very important, unless you mean by it the duty to spread knowledge and liberal reform ideas.

He often said to us that Kant's dictum, that it is everyone's duty to do his best to achieve a just society and world peace, is one of the most important ideas ever conceived and will, perhaps, one day become the foundation of a reasonable religion.
Compare the last passage of "Eternal Peace":

"If it is a duty, when there is, at the same time, a well-founded hope, to realize a rightful condition in all public relationships, although only in an endlessly proceeding approximation, then the eternal peace, which follows upon the misnamed so-called peace treaties ( really only armistices) that we had so far, is not merely an empty idea but a task that has to be gradually solved. It will continuously approach its aim ( because the periods, in which equal degrees of progress happen, will, hopefully, become shorter and shorter."

Your wording could be interpreted as the Christian duty to do charity work. Kant's and Beckerath's opinion is, that our duty is to work for social reforms, thereby eliminating the need for charity work.

The question, whether or not such a duty can be demonstrated, is largely identical with the question of whether or not Rousseau's "social contract" exists. That is exists was demonstrated by R. in his 5th. and 6th. chapter of "Le Contrat Social".

Whether there is an inborn sense of right and how it developed, gradually, in the course of human evolution, is not the essential point. The main thing is that right (definition in our memorandum) exists as a practicable idea and that it can be found out easily in every particular case, being nothing but a principle which is based on the inborn reasoning power. Therefore, one has only to use one's reasoning power in order to find out what is wrong and what is right - if one does not feel it as automatically as with a sixth sense.

Is it really important to argue, how the idea and sense of right originated, as long as rights are still everywhere in the world more or less suppressed?

(Are the victimizers amenable to proofs and do the victims have to prove their case before they can act in self-defence of basic rights? - J. Z. 5.1.1986.)

Isn't it the same, as if the fire-brigade would investigate the cause of every fire, before it would try to extinguish it? Isn't it nearly as useless a discussion as that about what was before life and what will be after death or which came first, the egg or the hen?

"...but also right to destroy enemies of the herd."

If the sense of right would originate from the herd feeling, then the idea of the right and duty to kill tyrants would be more widely spread and N. Khrushchev and similar men would be dead long ago.

"Now, what is good for the herd, is plainly a matter of majority opinion."
We refer to our letter of the 14th. of June. For some cases, though, a referendum is the only right thing and I would agree with you, if you demanded that the people themselves, and not their governments, should decide upon whether there should be a war or not, since governments nearly never represent the opinion of the majority in this matter and can never bear the responsibility for a wrong decision.

"The herd enforces what the majority, or the strongest, think good."

What the herd thinks to be good, for example, progressive taxation, is often wrong and bad. If it enforces, what the strongest wants, then it does not enforce its own will. The majority of all citizens to-day wants peace. Do they enforce it? How could they? Who or what is the strongest, who prevents realization of that will?

"Occasionally, there arises an innovator but his proposals do not become 'right' until they are accepted by the majority or the strongest."

Innovators arise permanently and in quite a number but they have nearly no opportunity to spread or realize their ideas. Only very few of them get the chance to push civilization forward.

So the proposal to kill Hitler would have been wrong, if proposed already in 1933?

You should discern between positive law and natural rights. There was, naturally, no law to kill a man like Hitler. But it would have become a recognized right soon after a successful attempt to kill him. The supreme court would have had to acquit the killers
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of the accusation of murder, basing its decision on the natural right to defend one's life and that of one's fellow men.

Nearly every new natural right can easily be proven out of nearly every other already recognized right and always will be. 
(At least out of the correct definition of "right". - J.Z., 22.10.05.)

The attempts on Hitler's life failed but that they were right is now recognized by the majority in Germany. We do not deny the fact that every right must be of a kind that it can and will, finally, be recognized by an enlightened majority. It does not have to be recognized right from the beginning in order to be right.

"This can be defended on the grounds that not every innovator has sensible ideas."
Do the majority or the strongest always have sensible ideas?

It cannot be defended on that ground because a third possibility exists in the form of an elementary and axiomatic right, which Spencer called "the right to ignore the State". It is the right to realize a newly found right or reform idea at one's own cost and risk, together with and among all those who think likewise and volunteer for it. Compare point 5 of our memorandum. The Communists, for example, have no sensible ideas but they do have the right to realize their ideas among themselves and only among themselves.

Apparently, we do have to state once more that we did not speak of natural rights generally, that means, rights of every natural thing, or being, but only of the natural rights of reasonable beings and, apparently, not every form of life has reasoning powers. Insofar, you could not hold your dogma "life preys on other life" against us. We trust that you do not want to cite wars as an analogy.

Besides, we thought that every individualist would know P. Kropotkin's work "Mutual Aid, a factor of evolution", 1902, in which he cites numerous examples of life forms that do assist other forms of life.

If one believed in your principle, then one would have to conclude: There are beasts of prey, they are probably nature's most beautiful, strong, lively and cruel animals. Hence, human beings have to act like them, preying cruelly on other human beings, as you seem to think. But the beasts of prey do spare their own kind and so should human beings do, by recognizing the human rights and the natural rights of reasonable beings.

Man is, indeed, concerned about the rights of the sheep. The sheep have the right not be slaughtered unnecessarily and cruelly, and the anti-vivisectionists protest even against their use for scientific experiments.

"But then at what stage of evolution does the 'right-less' (see above) sheep develop into the man with natural unarguable rights?"

At the stage where it develops sufficient reasoning power to discern the difference between right and wrong and to act accordingly, similar to the development of a baby to a free and responsible citizen. (Only it will take the sheep a bit longer, not just a few years, more like a few million years. - J.Z., 22.10.05.) 

Compare the "explanation of terms" in our memorandum.

We never maintained that every man would have natural rights We spoke only of the reasonable (or at least rational - J.Z., 22.10.05) beings among men.

We never maintained these rights to be unarguable but we believe that every argumentation about them will, in the end, lead to their acknowledgment.

Apparently, the Red Indians had no right to the territory of the USA. We always thought that you would not recognize the land monopoly, neither that of individuals nor of nations or tribes. Have we been wrong?

"But that right is non-existent today because the white colonists were stronger."

We think that we replied to that opinion already sufficiently in our letter of the 14th. of June, 1961.

"Acts that are wrong in one generation may become right in the next, and vice versa." 
We would like to hear of some examples which supports this bold statement.

We never spoke of absolute rights. We think that we have only a limited knowledge and limited reasoning powers. We can only find out gradually what is right and what is wrong and, in the course of human development, we will only approach gradually to a completely just state of social affairs, without ever achieving it completely. One could compare it, as Mr. von Beckerath often did, with the attempt to produce pure water. Once can distill it but it is still not 100 % pure. One can purify it further and further and still, it will never be absolutely pure. But for practical purposes its purity is sufficient.

You are right in saying "there IS only what men think at a particular time to be for the good of the majority" ( or for themselves). But it was just that miserable state of affairs, caused by the ruling and voting of men, who are as ignorant that they do not even know the elementary rights, that we deplored so much and that incited us to do our best to spread knowledge of the elementary human rights and of the natural rights of reasonable beings.
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If free speech and a free press are good in peace time, then they are even better in war time, if the aim is to protect liberty and to end the war as soon as possible, - for they strengthen the liberal government and weaken the tyrannical one and may even lead to the overthrow of both governments in any war in which both sides are wrong - as has mostly been the case.

"In war the whole community must stand together or it will be wiped out."

That is wrong, at least for the last century and only partly right for an atomic war. The aim of wars, nowadays, is more or less defence on one side (of things which are not right to a large extent, either) and the attempt to suppress ( to enforce the own system on others ), on the other side. That has nothing to do with an intention to wipe out the other side. Even those, who recommend the use of atomic weapons, do not want to wipe out the whole community of the enemy but only his fighting forces ( and what they see as his military strength, including productive cities. J. Z., 1986). Contrary to their intention, they would, naturally, not only mutually destroy their fighting forces but the whole human community.

This atomic war has to a certain extent already begun. It was estimated that the atomic experiments cost already about 100 000 lives a year. While nobody has, until now, published any (rightful and practicable - J.Z., 18.11.05.) program on how to prevent a complete (general holocaust - J.Z., 18.11.05.) atomic war, your solution would be, not only to let the freedom of speech and press be furthermore suppressed in the USSR but in the West, too, while our opinion is that these freedoms have to be established in the East and to be widened in the West, so that helpful reform ideas can spread more easily.

How can an Englishman, after having read his Macaulay about Cromwell's Ironsides (History of England from the Accession of James II, Vol. I, p. 98), seriously be of the opinion that arguments and dissention always weaken the fighting power? If one side is right, in its defensive or liberating intentions, its methods and program ( for example, the army in Morus' Utopia, a condition that has, as yet, never been realized ), then the discussion takes only a short time and leads to agreement. If one side is wrong, then this army would dissolve itself. Examples: Mao mainly defeated Chiang Kai-Shek by using the above freedoms and Chiang Kai-Shek could not defend his government with them. (Literature : Jack Belden, "China Shakes the World", Gollancz, 1950.) (For a while Mao kept some of his major promises to deserters and his side seemed to represent the lesser evil. - J. Z., 1986.)

The Russian Army in WW I showed both cases. Ulrich von Beckerath told us that, shortly after the outbreak of the revolution, Russian soldiers, in some sections, voted by raising their arms, even in the battlefield, to decide whether to go further ahead or to withdraw and, finally, in some instances, advanced fanatically. The other side is better known. Lenin's promise of peace, peace at any cost, and the discussion of this program in the Russian army, after the soldiers had simply made use of liberty of speech, against the opposition of their officers, led to the break-up of the Czarist army.

(Was that break-up wrong? Would it have been wrong if Hitler's and Stalin's armies had been similarly dissolved? Was their military strength to be preserved? - J. Z., 18.11.05.)

"If there are natural rights, nobody can suppress them - a very convenient argument for the reformer."

We think that the contrary is true: "Natural rights can be rightfully suppressed and even abolished by everyone who has sufficient power", - is a very convenient argument for every criminal who demands your wallet, overpowering you for the moment by threatening you with his revolver. Are you then obliged, because he is stronger, to hand it to him, even if you could hide it? Does he abolish your right or does he suppress it?

If there are mathematical laws, then nobody can abolish them, even if he burns every textbook of mathematics and every math teacher. You can only prove that they do not exist by proving them wrong or unreasonable. Try it, with every individual right enumerated by us.

"But who can be quite certain that his ideas are right?"

Nobody, naturally. But, likewise, nobody, not even a majority, can be sure that certain minorities are wrong.

The only way out is

a) freedom of speech and press and, since in social, political and economic questions an agreement 
can only rarely be achieved,

b) freedom for social, economic and political experiments, performed by volunteers, at their own 
expense and risk. ( Compare p. 5-10.)

Who of the reformers has directly or indirectly killed more people than Genghis Khan?
Besides, can reformers with good intentions but poor knowledge, using terrorism to achieve their aims, for example the communists, be called "good people"?
(Does their might make them right? - J. Z., 22.10.05.)
We gratefully received your work "Free Banking" and two pamphlets and two editions of "The Individualist".





Faithfully yours,





signed J.M. Zube, E.M. Zube.
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London, 5 October, 1961
Dear Mr. & Mrs. Zube,





Congratulations on the addition to the Zube stock - one of the few cases wherein I think an addition to the population is desirable.


The statement that men have "natural" rights is an absolute, and is as meaningless as the Christian assertion that God exists. The statement acquires importance only when somebody declares what those rights are. Then we discuss them only on the ground of whether or not they are likely to lead to human happiness.
(I wish he had begun that discussion, of e.g. our declaration, right by right, instead of merely continuing to argue against the very concept of human rights and natural rights. - If I had met him personally and had hit him on the nose, he might then have been reminded of his right to physical inviolability and of his right to self-defence, without any further "proof". - But he avoided the discussion of particular rights. - J.Z., 22.10.05.)
I submit that there is no single "right" which is absolute, i.e., which must be applied regardless of circumstances. A right to life ? We deny it every time we execute a criminal. You deny natural rights to the animals because they are not "reasonable beings"; you grant them only the right to be painlessly killed for our benefit ! But the idea of a "reasonable being" is entirely man-made. That animals do show reason is incontestable; it is simply that their reasoning is not our reasoning; and we kill them only because we are stronger.

"Do the strongest always have sensible ideas ?"
In my opinion - no; but surely what is a "sensible idea" is always a matter of opinion.


You assert the natural right to defend one's life. Do you grant it to the condemned murderer ? You do not; you hang him; just as you deny Hitler's right to life. Had Hitler won the war, the attempt on his life would today be held in Germany to have been a despicable act.


The Red Indians were small communities living in a vast, almost uninhabited land. 
(J.Z.: That has recently been contested. The diseases of the white immigrants spread before them and decimated the Indian tribes. The Red Indian population was much larger than is assumed in most conventional history books. - J.Z., 22.10.05.)

The whites came there to live, and when the Indians objected, it became a trial of strength. Are you asserting that the Indians had a right to own the whole continent of America, to the exclusion of the whites?

You write that a criminal who threatens me with a revolver does not abolish my natural right to my property. I do not believe in natural rights; I recognise only custom and contractual rights. Custom is always open to discussion, and can be altered; and contracts are limited to the people who make the contract, and for a defined period. Hence if a criminal threatens me with a revolver, and I have no means of defending myself, I will hand over my wallet; but I will bring him to justice if I can, on the grounds that he has transgressed the law (custom) of the land, and has committed an act which is incompatible with reasonable life in society. This is not an absolute: men's ideas of anti-social acts are constantly changing. In a small  community, men may light coal fires, whilst in more thickly populated regions they are beginning to insist on smokeless fires. The Mahometan may have a dozen (4 - J. Z.) wives, the Westerner but one - and a thousand similar anomalies could be quoted.

England has for generations decided that free speech is good in peace time; but in war time such freedom must be in some measure curtailed if the nation is to remain united to fight the enemy. How far it should be curtailed is a thorny question; but it is no use appealing to a natural right to freedom of speech. And what makes you think that the people never want war ? I should say that by 1940 the majority of Germans were behind Hitler. It was only when Germany began to weaken that they became doubtful. And certainly the great majority here in England supported the war.


Freedom for social experiments. I believe that freedom of note issue, coupled with the abolition of the gold standard is desirable. My opponents think the experiment would ruin the economy. Who is right? The question is to be settled by patient argument over the effects of the measures, not by an appeal to natural right.

In brief, I think you weaken your propaganda for more freedom by asserting that it is a natural right. Your business should be to show men that freedom is better than State control.



Sincerely yours - signed: Henry Meulen
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Henry Meulen







London, 13 November, 1963

Dear Mr. Zube,



I duly received your MS from Gollancz, and your letter of 6 Nov.

I must confess that my heart sank at the sight of the size of your MS. But I have now read about 50 pages - with some difficulty as my German is not of the quality to cope easily with Kant; how very involved is Kant's construction! I congratulate you on the care you have taken in marshalling your arguments It must have been an immense labour, and I wish I could agree more with your proposals. But so far as I have read, I find no fresh argument in your MS to support the contention against which I argued in my correspondence with you, namely, the right to secede from the State. Very few people today demand that right. On the contrary, the countries beyond the Iron Curtain sternly deny it. The Western nations allow the individual only to emigrate to another State; and in times of danger, they would certainly curtail that right. To educate them to your way of thinking would require a big diminution in the fear of war, and I see little prospect of that today.


It is simpler to consider your "Time" article. When two dogs meet, both possibly fear attack; but both stand stiffly, and roll their eyes, growling. Why? Because each is telling to other what to expect if he is attacked. And generally this attitude is successful, and no fight results. You are trying to persuade one of them that he will come off better, or at least, just as well, if he remains peaceable. But all his experience is against you; and it is the same with man. In my schooldays, the boy who was known to be unwilling to fight was given a pretty bad time by the other boys; and I found the same later in my teens. It is the same with nations. You will remember that when Stalin was told that the Pope disapproved of his activities against the church, he replied "How many divisions has the Pope?"


You prefer to show Communists that the capitalist system is better. Most capitalist countries are already doing this. I think that the Western countries would show an overwhelmingly greater prosperity to the Communists if they freed their monetary systems; but that is by the way.


This education must be a slow process. When I was young, I thought people needed only to be shown the way. Now that I am older, I know better. But I doubt the value of your proposal to hurry the process up by assassination. A dictator has frightful means at his disposal to root out opposition, and I am pretty sure that if Hitler had not lost the war, Germany would today be as tightly knit a dictatorship as any of the Communist States. My German friends tell me that it was pretty well known in Germany before the war what Hitler was doing to the Jews; but if anybody dared to protest, he too disappeared; and the nation was not rich enough in heroes to step into his place. Moreover, even if the assassination attempt on Hitler had succeeded, there remained Goering, and a whole string of others ready to step into Hitler's shoes The attractions of a dictator's job are very strong to a great number of people.


I admit that a dictator can be overthrown only by revolution, since he prohibits freedom of speech and press; but I doubt if killing the dictator would speed the revolution, unless the act had been preceded by considerable preparation and organisation; and it would certainly result in frightful retaliation


I will send your MS and article on to Zander shortly.








Kind regards, signed: Henry Meulen

(I do admire, as a rule, his short and clear sentences - although not always (or even rarely! - J.Z., 22.10.05.) their thought contents. I believe his necessity to keep comments short, for the few pages in The Individualist, has greatly improved his style in this respect. I noticed a degree of improvement in my own since I collected and wrote and commented upon "Slogans for Liberty"

I must also confess that in transcribing my letters for this compilation, I have taken editorial liberties with my own writings, in an attempt to eradicate some of my worst English mistakes - those I noticed now - and to improve the clarity of expression by replacing some words, without in all instances noting this fact. Longer comments are usually added in brackets. What I believe, often, probably, wrongly, to be punctuation mistakes or rather omissions, in Meulen's letters, often probably written in a hurry and without proofreading, I have, as a rule, not attempted to correct. Please, help me to make his letter collection on microfiche as complete as it can still be made after he destroyed his copies! 







J.Z. 6.1.1986.)
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J. M. Zube










7/12/63.

Berrima Training Centre, Berrima, N.S.W., Australia

Mr. Henry Meulen, 31 Parkside Gardens, London, S.W. 19, England.

Dear Mr. Meulen,




thanks for your letter of November 13th.

You write: "How very involved is Kant's construction". For once, I can agree with you and want to point out a English translation of some of his writings which make him easier to read in English than in German, for me, a German with only scant knowledge of English:

Prof. Carl J. Friedrich, ed., The Philosophy of Kant, Immanuel Kant's Moral and Political Writings, The Modern Library, N.Y., Random House, 1949.

(By the way, Carl J. Friedrich was a life-long friend of Prof. H. Rittershausen. And von Beckerath may have been the one to interest Rittershausen in Kant. - J. Z. 5.1.1986.)

I did not write my manuscript to prove the right of the individual to secede from the State. I regard it as almost self-evident and tried only to point out the inevitable consequences of its general recognition: peace and prosperity and as much freedom for everybody as he likes to have.

You name it a right to SECEDE and that is, I think, a better expression than the right to IGNORE the State as Herbert Spencer put it in the 19th. chapter of Social Statics, original edition, where he gives the proof for this right which you missed so much.
( I have still to find someone seriously trying to refute this chapter by Herbert Spencer. - J. Z., 5. 1. 1986.)

An excerpt from this chapter, with two others, proving the same, one by Fichte and one by de Puydt (Beckerath told me you got a photocopy of the original), is contained in the appendix to my manuscript.

Considering it unnecessary to say again in my words what they had expressed masterfully, I would be very much interested if you would be able to refute their arguments successfully.

"Very few people today demand that right."

Do you know any beside Mr. Beckerath, Werner Ackermann, my wife and me?

But what has this to do with the question whether this right actually exists and how important it is? (It is now thoroughly discussed in a PEACE PLANS sub-series, called ON PANARCHY, of which the first 6 issues are out. - J.Z., 6.1.1986.) (The first 24 by 2005. See also www.panarchy.org and www.panarchism.info and the last letters between Meulen & Beckerath, reproduced in their remaining correspondence on: www.butterbach.net/epinfo/instead.htm - J.Z.)
No right whatsoever has been demanded by the majority - right from the beginning. All new ideas originate and are represented, for a considerable time, only by a handful of people. This fact is never a sufficient argument against the idea or is it?
(Why does one have to argue such basic points, again and again, even with people who, for decades, declared themselves to be "individualists" or anarchists? Most continue to share many popular prejudices and cannot be talked out of them at least not without the aid of an encyclopedia of the best refutations, one still to be compiled and published. - J. Z., 22.10.05.)

"On the contrary, the countries beyond the Iron Curtain sternly deny it."

This statement is another proof for the saying of Hugo von Hofmannthal that I quoted under 2043: "Fuer gewoehnlich stehen nicht die Worte in der Gewalt des Menschen, sondern die Menschen in der Gewalt der Worte." ( Commonly not the words are in the power of men but men are under the power of words.)

("Countries" can't speak or write or decide, only individuals can - but under totalitarianism they can hardly do so freely. - J. Z., 22.10.05.)

The only people behind the "Iron Curtain" who can freely express their opinion on such matters, are the communists. They do not represent the peoples, they rule over them, and suppress them. Most certainly, the communists have not the majority behind them. How would most of the suppressed people think about this right, once they became acquainted with it? Most likely, they would jump at a chance to secede from their bad governments and to associate with or found (establish, - J. Z., 05) better, exterritorial ones. Anyhow, they cannot "deny" anything like this, openly, because they are not allowed to. Or would you expect them to deny or defend, quite openly, the right of the individual to issue private money without legal tender?

Are they really living behind an "Iron Curtain"? Does it really exist as an impenetrable barrier?

Radio broadcasts of Radio RIAS in West Berlin are heard by 80 % of all East Germans.

Radio Australia is received all over Red China. Here again, you have an expression which keeps the mind captive by misleading the imagination.

You maintain, that the communists deny this right. Who of them ever did, when and where?

I think they would never dare to mention it openly, for fear of it becoming recognized and used against them. Actually, they are simply as ignorant of it as almost all people in the Western World are, although it is really the most anti-communist principle (I mean here only totalitarian communism) which can be imagined.

The only exception was mentioned in one of Beckerath's writings. (By the way, have you got the English editions of his three books???)

He said that in 1921 Lenin published a decree which imposed capital punishment on "renouncing the republic". The idea to secede from the State must have been widely known then for him to undertake that step.

But now, please, tell me in which of the communist writings the right to secede from the State is dealt with, argued against and denied. If I would be a betting man, I would put up quite a large bet.
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"The Western nations allow the individual only to emigrate to another State."
In other words: The right to secede from the State is not yet recognized. Who would not know this? This was, precisely, my reason for writing my book. Suppression of an important human right does not induce me to acknowledge and respect the suppression.

What arguments are brought forward in the West against this right? I could not find any in modern writings because it is nowhere discussed here, either. It is simply not known. I asked the Encyclopedia Britannica Library Research Service for refutations of Spencer's arguments in favor of this right. They could not give me any. Instead, they simply enumerated some of the popular prejudices in favor of a totalitarian or welfare State.

If you try to explain this new right to anyone who has no clear concept of human rights, you will get the usual objections to any new idea and the usual doubts of its practicability. That is why I myself refrained from proving the right itself and concentrated only on proving that it fits in with other human rights and is immensely practical in every way of life.

" ... emigrate to another State ..., and in times of danger, they would certainly curtail that right."

By the way, was the word State always written with capital letters or is this just a minor confirmation that this institution has, as was already stated by Max Stirner, taken the place of most of the old religious ideas in the minds of many people, without touching their religious feelings?

Concerning your argument, I can only ask again: Does suppression of human rights prove that they do not exist? ( Does one have to suppress anything that does not exist? - J. Z., 5.1.1986.)

Here we have another case proving the necessity of creating a military force for the protection of human rights. ( Book 6 of the manuscript. )

My wife and I migrated from Berlin to Australia in 1959 because we considered Berlin to be in extreme danger and - we got even an assisted passage; half the fare was born by my native country, although I am of military age.

"To educate them to your way of thinking would require a big diminution of the fear of war."

Just this fear gives a chance to propagate this right because realization of this right would rid us of almost all wars. This is the main topic of my book and, I think I have given sufficient proof in it. 
(The general non-reaction to my handbook against nuclear war, in PEACE PLANS No. 16-18, convinced me that the survival instinct is not extensive and strong enough to motivate us to deal with such problems, no more so that the survival instinct of dogs, pigs and rabbits motivates them to help prevent nuclear war. We are still not quite out of the trees and caves. - J. Z., 6.1.1986.)

Here we are, both claim to be individualists in favor of as much liberty as possible and yet we cannot agree on anything! Isn't this in itself a good argument for the right to secede? Why should I be forced into a political combination with you, where you have a voice or force you into one with me, where I have a say? Is there any justification for either action?

"Time"-article:

Everybody knows the deterrent theory, even dogs do, as you quite rightly say. The question is only whether it is ALWAYS a justified and workable means.

As I have shown, it is not justified. It does not really deter the people it should deter, at least not strongly enough. But it does deter the (captive - J. Z., 05) people we do not want deterred from doing just the thing we do want them to do, namely, to revolt against their oppressors and our potential aggressors. By keeping nuclear weapon in readiness (for use against these present victims of totalitarianism), we actually constitute a greater danger for them than their dictators do. (Nevertheless, this important and acute question is not discussed by the mass media - or even by small groups of reformers and dissenters. - J. Z., 6.1.1986.)

You say: "generally this attitude is successful".
Just because of this it is only a method good enough for dogs and schoolboys. It does not suffice when the alternative, the "fight", is a nuclear holocaust. We need a 100 % guaranty against this danger. It can only be given by a complete destruction of all nuclear weapons and reactors. One-sided destruction of our atomic weapons means going more than half way in the right direction and can, as I have shown, be accompanied by much more effective deterrent actions than the present ones are.

"You are trying to persuade one of them that he will come off better, or at least just as well, if he remains peaceable."

Not everybody would say that propagating and organizing tyrannicide, military insurrections and popular revolutions against dictators, the establishment of a huge military force for the protection of human rights and the propagation of a new type of
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warfare ( books 5 and 6 ) would characterize (constitute - J. Z., 05) an altogether "peaceable" attitude. It would certainly be a rightful and peace-promoting effort as you would probably admit - after studying this program.

I only proposed that weapons which are, in reality not weapons, "defensive" means which do not provide a defence, deterrents which do not deter properly and a strength policy which leaves us weaker than before, be discarded and replaced by useful and rightful weapons, means and methods of defence and deterrence and a policy of strength based on our concepts of liberty.

I do not know how anybody can mix this military pacifism up with the pacifism of the banner-waving, demonstrating, fasting, passive resistance type. I would only understand it if, after cursory examination, one would call me a militarist or even an "imperialist warmonger", as the communist press in East Germany did.
"How many divisions has the pope?"

Well, he certainly has more voluntary followers than the communist rulers have and he can look back upon centuries of popish rule over hundreds of millions of human beings.
(Generally, his subjects are more satisfied with his rule than the subjects of political rulers are with them. - No wonder, they are all volunteers and they are free to secede from him and his institution, the Catholic Church! - J. Z., 22.10.05.)

Furthermore, were the communists successful in replacing the religious prejudices of the people with their own communist ones? How many divisions did Lenin have in the beginning?

The armed prophet will gain the victory. I have accepted this thesis of Machiavelli. For detailed proof - see again books 5 & 6 of my manuscript. I so propose the establishment of the biggest army this world has ever seen - and you have the audacity to call this "peaceable!"

( Naturally, I do hold that it would be peace-promoting - but it would not promote a peace with dictators but only with their victims. - J. Z. 5.1.1986.)

"You prefer to show Communists that the capitalist system is better. Most capitalist countries are already doing this."

To convince Communists that their system is wrong, it is not sufficient to point out a system to them that is only different in degree and has much in common with State socialism. You know these traits. We will have to confront the communists with a completely free economy, with a system without unemployment, inflation and exploitation and with a continuous prosperity for all, at least for all who are willing to make use of their property or labor.

Simultaneously (and this is very important! - J.Z., 22.10.05) we ought to leave them the choice to practise their own system as long as they want to, among themselves. The present "capitalistic" system is certainly not attractive enough to inspire everywhere a mass revolution against the communist rulers.
(J.Z.: Moreover, the free system should be demonstrated just next door, among its volunteers, not merely within another country, which many people may never visit or never become sufficiently informed about. - Exterritorially autonomous communities of volunteers would provide these next-door demonstrations. - J. Z., 18.11.05.)

"Western countries should free THEIR monetary system."

You might as well say, they should give up the communist monetary system.

"This education must be a slow process."
Not necessarily. For proof see book 7 of my manuscript.
"When I was young, I thought people needed only be shown the way.

No, you rather thought it would suffice to TELL and to DESCRIBE the way. This does not and cannot replace freedom for social, economic and political experiments, the SHOWS provided by volunteers and at their risk and cost, a freedom which really shows and explains the way, even to people who are stupid. Most of them have at least the capacity of apes to copy or imitate things they can see.

Though freedom for experiments will not spread enlightenment very quickly, it will certainly tend to spread rapidly each practical progress made by one of the experimenting groups.
(People will not have to understand why the successful experiments were successful, i.e., the theories behind their successful actions, but they will understand that they were successful and thus they will try to imitate these successes. Almost anyone can switch on a computer and can use it - without understanding electricity, the hardware and the software details. If only those were allowed to use computers who can also build them and program them properly and write suitable computer programs for them, then how many computer users would we have by now? - All people use some kind of money and find it advantageous for them. But do they really understand it? Did Meulen even understand it sufficiently, after thinking and writing about this subject for decades? - J. Z., 22.10.05. - On this see what remains of his correspondence with Ulrich von Beckerath, now online at: www.butterbach.net/epinfo/instead.htm - J.Z., 18.11.05.))
"...education ... your proposal to hurry the process up by assassination."

I did not speak of assassination but of tyrannicide. To kill Lord Home would be an assassination, to kill Krushchev, tyrannicide.

I did not propose it in order to spread enlightenment but as one of the necessary revolutionary measures against dictatorships. I am not a Russian Nihilist in favor of a "Propaganda by Action" ( in the terrorist meaning of these words ).
(A long chapter in my book deals with the possibilities of speeding up the process of enlightenment. Obviously, he had not read it. - J.Z., 22.10.05.)
"A dictator has frightful means at his disposal to root out opposition."

This is one of the reasons why he should be rooted out himself. He cannot possibly completely protect himself against such attempts. A dozen men, willing to risk their lives, can certainly kill a dictator, in spite of all his guards. 

( The same applies to his henchmen, e.g. Heidrich. - J.Z., 22.10.05. )
( Such executioners could either be motivated by a love of justice and human rights, an enlightened patriotism or by a high prize money that might be raised by public subscriptions around the world and publicized together with the offer of asylum, when necessary, to those involved. The outlawry of a dictator or tyrant could also be formalized, to avoid wrong choices of targets, for which terrorists have become infamous. J.Z., 5.1.1986.)
(Meulen should have re-read what a former chancellor of England, namely, Thomas Moore, had to say on this subject, in he chapter on war in his famous "Utopia".)
Every dictatorship can be overthrown easily by its own frightful means of power, the military. To the few good tidings of the last years belong the military uprising in South Korea and in Vietnam. Given a good program for such insurrections (I have tried to supply one ), all dictatorships will (could - J.Z., 05.) soon be overthrown.
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"If Germany had not lost the war, Germany would today be as tightly knit a dictatorship as any of the communist States."
It already was, from 1933 to 1945. The trouble was that most people in the free countries did not recognize this until it was too late. One laudable exception in England was Victor Gollancz.

(What in 1933/34 would have cost the lives of a handful of volunteers only had, by 1945, cost the lives of dozens of millions, most of them conscripts or noncombatants - and considering the consequences of WW II, the full price in human lives has not yet been paid. Then area bombing of civilians was preferred - in accordance with the principle of collective responsibility - to commando raids against the German High Command. Now, for a similar "reason", we have turned all cities into targets rather than targeting the small clique in control of the Kremlin etc. What progress in mass extermination techniques! And still no serious discussion of the morality and technique of tyrannicide. Rather WW III, nuclear war and even the Final Solution for all! - J.Z. 6.1.1986.)
(Henry Meulen even defended collective responsibility! With such friends, who needs enemies? - J.Z., 22.10.05.)
"My German friends tell me that it was pretty well known in Germany, before the war, what Hitler was doing to the Jews."

(If that was the case, than why were the foreign offices and secret services around the world unaware of these crimes and why did the world not offer Jewish and other refugees from the Nazis unrestricted asylum upon the asking? Why was no German government in exile recognized? Why were nor rightful war aims published? Why was no resistance in Germany encouraged? Why were the "authorities that be" simply recognized? People around the world, who now approve of the atrocity to target whole cities, were not without moral blame then, either. - J.Z. 6.1.1986.)
I think your German friends have given you a wrong impression. The mass exterminations in concentration camps began only late in the war, around 42/43, when the first military setbacks came and Hitler was in need of scapegoats or simply wanted revenge and the innocent victims that he picked upon for his "revenge" were unarmed and not militarily organized and trained, thus gave him easy "victories". (Text revised, 22.10.05. J.Z.)
( The first inmates of Nazi concentration camps were several hundred-thousand dissenting Germans. Most of those who survived the treatment received there were thoroughly cowed. - J.Z., 6.1.1986.)

In the beginning of his rule, Jewish people were often beaten robbed and some were murdered. To that extent, unfortunately and inexcusably, a frightful number of anti-Semites in all the world did agree with Hitler. In the few years that I am here, I have heard at least a dozen statements in English like: "He should have killed them all."

( For fanatics in many countries, an international extermination war against Jewish people does go on. And some well-meaning people want to bring such terrorists to the negotiating table! And two points that are, according to these well-meaning people, not to be discussed at all in such negotiations, are 1.) the overthrow of dictatorships that sponsor such terrorists and 2.) full exterritorial autonomy for all minorities that do want it. - J. Z., 6.1.1986.)

The mass exterminations were so successfully kept a secret from the majority of Germans ( probably because most of them had at least sometimes had some friendly relations with some Jews ) that most the Jewish victims themselves were ignorant of it, too. I have read several reports concerning the Jewish uprising in the Ghetto of Warsaw. Not before already the majority of the inhabitants were deported from there and murdered in the gas chambers, did the rest of them finally believe the few reports they had got and rose.

"...but if anybody dared to protest, he too disappeared and the nation was not rich enough in heroes to step into his place."

(The nation was disarmed, apart from the government's forces and resistance was neither sufficiently organized nor recognized as a right and a duty. - J. Z., 6.1.1986.)
(The French resistance was recognized and supported by the Allies. The German resistance was not! - J. Z., 22.10.05.)
Protesting was useless and stupid. Furthermore, the people were as prejudiced against revolutionary steps, as the people in England, America and Australia are now. The nation was certainly rich enough in heroes. There were hundred-thousands of them. Most of them died for a wrong cause on the battlefields. They were not enlightened enough. Their heroism was wrongly directed, last not least by the Allies themselves, who had for too long recognized Hitler and who treated his subjects as if they were all his voluntary followers (air raids!). Did the English preach tyrannicide to them? Far from it. They do not even preach it now.

"Moreover, even if the assassination attempt on Hitler had succeeded, there remained Goering, and a whole string of others, ready to step in Hitler's shoes."

Only Hitler was popular with a minority of Germans. Organized tyrannicide would have included the destruction of his underlings, too. If some had survived, the method could have been applied repeatedly. ( A single dose of medicine is rarely enough. - J. Z., 6.1.1986.)

Last, not least, I never proposed it as a method standing on its own but as one of many revolutionary actions.

( Why not attempt to come to an informed judgment upon all of them in combination? Why do people so often assume that nitpicking on particular points does condemn a whole play, which they have not even fully seen or read? - J. Z., 6.1.1986.)
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The execution of Robespierre ended at least the Red Terror. It was followed by the White Terror, but what can you expect of ignorant and illiterate revolutionaries?

Mussolini and Napoleon III were deprived of their power without killing them. Nobody wanted to take their place. Why? Several reasons made their jobs unattractive.

Quite right, the revolutionary act has to be preceded by considerable preparation and organization. Under this condition and with revolutionary knowledge sufficiently spread, there will be no frightful retaliation because nobody will be left who is powerful enough to undertake it.

If you do know of a better revolutionary program than the one I have doctored together ( In PEACE PLANS 61-63. - J.Z. 6.1.1986.) (now online at www.panarchism.info - J.Z., 05.) please, do tell me.

As an individualist, you are in favor of voluntary membership in churches, parties, associations, unions etc. Why don't you demand (especially as an individualist anarchist! - J.Z., 22.10.05.) the same voluntarism, for the same reasons, for the membership in the State?
In case it has escaped your notice : The Robert Schalkenbach Foundation, 50 East, 69th. Street, New York 21, N.Y., has reprinted: Herbert Spencer: Social Statics ( the original edition), $ 4 and Frederic Bastiat, The Law, $ 1.




Kind regards,




Signed J. M. Zube.
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________________________________________________________________________________

Henry Meulen








21 December, 1963

Dear Mr. Zube,




I have delayed replying to your letter of 7/12 because I wanted to read more of your book.


First, let me congratulate you on your English: it is immeasurably better than my German. But of course you are helped by your living now in an English-speaking country.


Kant, I remember now that one subject on which Bth. and I disagreed was over Kant. In the contest between Human and Kant, all my sympathies are with Hume. Bth., with Kant, insisted that we have certain natural rights; whereas I think that we have no rights or duties save those that we contract in the ordinary way.


Your letter has sent me back to Spencer. My copy of "Social Statics" contains the Chapter XIX, and I have now re-read it. The book was published when Spencer was 30, and he derives the idea of liberty from God and his love for us. This colours his ideas. I know nothing of "natural rights", but only of expedient rights, mutually accorded. Accordingly I deny that we have a natural right to secede from the State.


Having said this, let me add that I think the right to secede desirable; but I should not put it first in order of priority. You give priority to freedom, and you mention monetary freedom only as one of the desirable freedoms. I, on the contrary, think that monetary freedom should have priority. In England the move towards freedom proceeded steadily until the industrial revolution in the 19th century. It was in 1880 that Socialism took root here, as a protest against low wages and insecurity of employment. I am concerned to show that the chief cause of these evils was unwise State interference with the free development of money, and especially in the imposition of a gold standard; and I have set this out in "Free Banking".


You propose a system of banking similar to the Mutual Bank system recommended by Tucker. ( By the way, does the "T" at the end of some of your quotations refer to Tucker?) In "Free Banking" pp 325-6, I have criticised Mutual Banking. Perhaps you would let me have your comment. Tucker, whom I knew well, had no knowledge of, or interest in the historical development of banking.


I think that the prosperity resulting from free banking would result in the reduction of State interference, just as it was economic distress that caused that interference. I think that most of our Left would desert the nationalisers if they could be convinced that a system of free competition could work smoothly and equitably.


I know that I have not replied to the criticisms in your reply; but the foregoing seemed to me of more importance. I have, however, room to reply to a few of your questions. Yes, I have the English editions of Beckerath's books.


To revert to the question of secession, I honestly think it is the danger of war that stands in the way. During the last two wars we even forced all men of military age to fight. Certainly no man of military age was allowed to leave the country unless he was ill. And our women pointed their fingers at men who were unwilling to fight. In brief, secession is an ideal of the future.


Ideally I am an Individualist Anarchist - years ago I wrote a pamphlet on the subject - but I expect such freedom to come only slowly, and certainly not until the danger of war is much more remote than it is today.


We too have those who would renounce nuclear weapons; but they are a tiny minority. Even our Labour Party thinks we should retain nuclear arms.


You raise a pretty point when you write that the number of people who hold a belief is not proof of its truth. Quite true. But I know nothing of absolute truth, I know only accepted truth. Acceptance of a belief by a majority of the people qualified to judge is as far as I can get. That belief may still be wrong; but it is less likely to be wrong than one accepted by only two or three people. I know at least one man who is still convinced that the earth is flat.


I generally describe the government as the "State" with a capital S, in order to distinguish it from "state", meaning a condition. I assure you that I do not worship the State.


We have two subscribers in Australia. You may care to get in touch with them. They may not agree with your proposals; but both are determined fighters for liberty. They are:

C. A. A. Ellis, Flat 6, 110 Riversdale Road, Hawthorn E 2, Victoria.

J. F. Gordon, Telarah, Armidale, N.S.W. (*)

It is always comforting to rub shoulders with somebody who at least shares part one's views.




Kind regards, signed : Henry Meulen

(*) Many years ago I contacted both and both were great disappointments to me. Ellis died years ago. I re-published his book: "Business, Government and All of Us, 1966, 114 pages, in PEACE PLANS No. 246 but cannot really recommend it. - J. Z., 22.10.05.)
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_____________________________________________________________________

Henry Meulen







London, 29 June, 1964

Dear Mr. Zube,



  Thank you for your £ 1 subscription. I am glad you find interest enough in the journal to be willing to renew your subscription.


I agree heartily with your first par. The important question is what actions we shall allow others to perform, not whether those actions are "natural rights" or not.


We seem to differ over the meaning of "natural rights". It seems to me that Spencer defines it as those actions which can be shown to further the evolutionary progress of life. But this is not at all what Kant and Beckerath meant. It is important to show what ACTIONS are useful; but a right is something quite different. Merely to show that an action has ( in one's own opinion) had beneficial results throughout the evolutionary period does not render that action a right. A right is an action which is approved; and the question then immediately rises: approved by whom? If you deny that men decide what are men's rights, who else decides? God? Agreed that an action may be beneficial even though the majority deny it; but on the other hand the defenders of the action may be mistaken. When then does the action become right? Only, it seems to me, when it is accepted as "right" by a sufficient number of instructed people. I admit the difficulties of this view; but what better test of "right" can you put forward?


But there - I am tempting you again into a discussion which you regard as of minor importance. I admit that its importance is merely philosophical; but the erection of a logical philosophy interests me much. Therefore I hope you will forgive me.







Kind regards







signed :Henry Meulen

__________________________________________________________________________________

Henry Meulen
London, 5 June , 1965

Dear Mr. Zube,



  Thank you for sending me your "Rights" diagram. I can only admire your patience in such a labour. Yet for me, the discussion of "Natural Rights" remains a barren one.
(With him, certainly! - J.Z., 22.10.05.)

I think all history shows that the powerful ones, whether individuals or a majority, have always enforced their own ideas of right, and a great number of the rights thus enforced are not regarded as such today.


It is not the sense of right that is inborn but, among herd animals, a sense of sympathy: the individual feels pain when another member of the herd is pained. But this is merely a general sympathy, and affords no basis for the assertion of particular rights. It seems to be that the only fruitful discussion is as to what rights we should accord to each other; and this discussion is only fogged when it is asserted that certain rights are absolute, i.e., beyond discussion.


You write on freedom of speech that even in war, free speech is an advantage. I doubt this. War can generally lead to victory only if the whole nation stands together. This unity is disturbed by freedom of speech. If you have ever sat on a committee, you must know how much time is wasted by endless discussion of minor points. We are so made that any opposition spurs us to obstinate argument. In peace time we tolerate such argument because the matter is not urgent, and agreement is more important. But in war, speed is essential, and success goes to the best led force, where all the units give implicit obedience. I am returning your MS by surface mail.


Thank you for the Jan. "Peace Plans". You give useful figures on p. 17. People may be pardoned if they choose prosperity in a slave system, when freedom offers them only near starvation. The fact that Communism means a lower standard of living is a telling argument for freedom.


P. 25. How would you apply Truman's declaration on human rights to South Africa's Apartheid policy?





Sincerely yours signed: Henry Meulen
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_____________________________________________________________________
J. M. Zube, Wilshire St., Berrima, N.S.W., Australia    




7.8.65 
Mr. Henry Meulen, 31 Parkside Gardens, London, S.W. 19.

Dear Mr. Meulen,




thanks for your letter of 5.6.65 and the 3 issues of The Individualist of June 1965. I enclose 1 A. pound for a further subscription. Printing and posting the second impression of Peace Plans 4 has kept me too busy during the last weeks to answer before.

The powerful have always enforced what they considered as right?

I think this statement is too sweeping. Kaiser Wilhelm II. was certainly no democratic president. But he never broke the German constitution, although it allowed more individual freedom, perhaps, than Germans enjoy nowadays. Anyhow, does the existence of criminals prove that there should be no laws and should we take their views as yardsticks to measure the rightfulness of actions?

Do the many errors to which scientists were committed during history prove that science is of no value?

Has any of the powerful men ever read, understood and applied Kant's definition of right? If they had, there would have been much less deviations. (Confusion on the subject? - I do not really know now what I meant then! - J.Z., 22.10.05.)
As Rousseau showed in the passages I quoted, right is not identical with might. They have mostly been opposed ( only nominally united). My main argument in this respect is that right, supported by rightful might ( an ideal volunteer militia ) will become the supreme power and that even the presently powerless, if only they have right on their side, might achieve this situation. Whilst I speak of natural or human rights, you speak mainly of State laws.

Not the sense of right is inborn but the sense of sympathy? If you concede that much, why don't you concede the rest? Feeling sympathy when someone else is hurt and a twinge of conscience, if one has contributed to it, is really not far away, in development, from a moral sense. It means the realization that the other is a person, with equal right to life and liberty and that only when his rights are guaranteed, will the own rights be safe, too. In what respect does this feeling differ from Kant's concept of right ( and do you know any better?) that right is the harmony between the freedom of all individuals according to a general law of freedom? Particular rights are only particular applications of this general principle.

Under 22, I had spoken up against "absolute" rights. I regret that you did not notice this.

That the moral sense is rather general, is no severe objection. The same could be said about the parental instinct, appetite and the sex instinct. In the long run and in most cases they do serve their purposes.

Presently, our moral sense remains rudimentary because it is not developed at all. 
("We are nuclear giants and ethical infants? Which school teaches ethics? If I remember a historical report correctly, the ancient Persian education confined itself to physical training, mainly in arms, and ethical discussions. Alas, as that stage ethical notions were still more rudimentary than they are now among most people. A very interesting journal on ethics refused me permission to microfiche it. They insisted upon their copyrights, i.e., were still confused even on this. - J.Z., 22.10.05.)

What would be the physical standards of health and strength of the human body, if we would not play, work physically or participate in sports? Was your moral sense developed in any way by your parents or society? Mine was not. The men in power have prevented this rather effectively (in most instances, aided and abetted by intellectuals like you. - J. Z., 6.1.1986). Can you prove to me that the freedom of speech and assembly, which Cromwell's soldiers enjoyed even in wartime, reduced their efficiency in any way? May I refer you again to the relevant peace plan No. 51?

"War can generally lead to victory only if the whole nation stands together."

The suppression of freedom of speech does not make it stand together but may well lead to a revolution. A thing (An entity - J. Z. 05) like the "whole nation" does not exist anywhere else than in the imagination. All so-called nations consists of numerous minorities with different opinions and aims and are more or less only forced into one pattern. This enforced unity makes them only seemingly and nominally strong. It is comparable to the enforced unity behind the Iron Curtain. Compared with a society where all minorities are independent and have the common and mutual interest to defend their independence, together, a forcefully "united" "nation" is weak.

"On the Minute Men" can mobilize themselves much quicker and right where they are needed, than regular forces could.

I am against committees, whether representing the majority or minorities, whenever they are striving to achieve a uniform rule. Direct election of military officers would make them (Committees appointing officers? - J. Z., 22.10.05) largely unnecessary in wartime. 
(Reading this now, I do not find it clearly and convincingly expressed. I presume that I meant that under elected officers soldiers would be less aggressive or that with militia forces on both sides, both sides would have a common interest to defend human rights and would be internationally federated for this purpose rather than ready to sacrifice themselves in a mutual slaughter upon the command of some national leaders. - J.Z., 6.1.1986.)
(A monarchic, despotic or tyrannical ruler constitutes the ultimate in uniform rule. Does this make such rulers militarily very efficient? Much historical experience speaks against this. Napoleon fled from Russia and Egypt and left his defeated armies there to their fate. He had also "united" or compelled into his army, as auxiliaries, many German military forces. As a result, at least some of them, in the battle of Leipzig, turned their guns around, against his French forces. - J. Z., 22.10.05.)
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In war success goes to the best led force, where all the units give implicit obedience?

According to this, the Nazis should have won. But because of lack of rightful war and peace aims, lack of knowledge of rightful military and revolutionary warfare and lack of freedom of expression, they neither won the war nor revolted against Hitler. In future that force will win which can command the obedience even of the enemy government's soldiers. And it can gain this voluntary change of allegiance only by allowing its own soldiers to disobey and resist unjust orders. Compare peace plans 10, 29, 34-36, 49-53, 58, 59, 70.

Who is the aggressor, who is in the wrong in South Africa with regard to the Apartheid policy?

Both sides are. The negro majority wants to rule over the white minority, according to the misunderstood principle: "One man, one vote." If the majority principle is recognized, this means, practically, that the minority people have no vote, they have to bend to the will of the majority, i.e., lose their freedom and independence. The principle "one man, one vote" would only be fully realized if all tolerant minorities had the opportunity for autonomous self-government.

I mention "tolerant" because "one man, one vote", does not mean that every unreasonable being should have a vote.

The "white" South Africans have partly realized the need for autonomy for majority and minorities but they are wrong in clinging still to the territorial principle. South Africa as a country, without regard to man-made installations, private property and private gardens, does neither belong exclusively to the white people there nor the black people nor to both together, no more so than it does belong to me or to you.
To confine a majority or a minority to certain districts, is as wrong as putting innocent people into jail. All minorities and the majority could fully exercise their rights only if they had the right (constitutional, legal, and juridical, too) to join in exterritorial and autonomous communities.

(It surprises me again and again how blind or prejudiced people usually are towards the very ideas which could assure them their security, lives, liberty, rights, independence, prosperity, longevity etc., the realization of their very dreams - at their on expense and risk, and how they manage to ignore these ideas for their whole lives, even for successive generations, while "progressing" with the times in subscribing to x faddish and fashionable notions and slogans.

Perhaps the following thought explains this somewhat: We are, mostly, the descendants of slaves and the slaves from whom we descended did not, as a rule, question the basic institution of slavery. At most they wanted better treatment or to become masters themselves. This kind of mentality still prevails. And such people cannot be prepared for freedom merely intellectually. They will always hold the pioneers back if matters depend on the votes of these masses. To overcome their lack of interest, experimental freedom has to be introduced for the pioneers. But that still leaves the problem of how to interest those, who already consider themselves as pioneers - but who really share the prevailing wrong notions - in this kind of alternative society, one that would give everybody a chance to act creatively in his own way. - J. Z., n.d.)

The white people in South Africa have at least taken some steps in their thinking towards this aim and they may one day, if they are not overthrown before, find the territorial subdivision of the country according to races, to be wrong and unworkable, no matter how much equity is applied to the distribution of the land. Their present unjust and faulty territorial Utopia, furthermore, gives them no right to suppress negroes collectively, to persecute not only terrorists but to infringe the human rights of all negroes.

The negroes, on the other hand, would concede the white minority no freedom of action at all, neither territorial nor exterritorial, except that one: to try to convince the black majority by words and this, within a system which would most likely soon develop into another black dictatorship, where there would not even be freedom of speech any more.

Outside interference would only be warranted by people who have much clearer perceptions of the rights and wrongs involved than these two major parties have.
(Just as now with the military interventions in Afghanistan and in Iraq. - J. Z., 22.10.05.)

An ideal international police force, if it existed, would have to occupy the country and to guarantee the establishment of exterritorial and autonomous communities of volunteers. These would soon be appreciated by both sides and the police force could withdraw.

A police force would not be necessary, if this system were already applied in the rest of the world. 
The problem between majorities and minorities is almost everywhere present. It is rather a question of how many different minorities can coexist peacefully in the same country.

(Perhaps as many as there are different religions. - J. Z., 6.1.1986.)

The majority/minority problem is only more obvious in South Africa, where the skin colors are different.
We would all help to solve the South African problem if we solved the problem of minorities in "our own" countries.

I tried to help solve it by printing the article "Panarchy". You will probably refuse to do your share - publishing at least part of this individualist proposal.
(In his letter exchange with U. v. Beckerath Meulen "argued" against panarchism, with the usual popular prejudices. See the last letters between them on www.butterbach.net/epinfo/instead.htm ) 



Faithfully yours, (Actually, I lost more and more faith in him! - J. Z., 22.10.05.)



signed: J. M. Zube.

(P.S.: Like in so many cases, the solution of the problems of South Africa has been in existence for a long time, at least in the head of one of its own subjects, Werner Ackermann, an originally German writer and founder of the Cosmopolitan Union, who,
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independently, discovered and advocated the right of the individual to secede and who had a long correspondence with Ulrich von Beckerath on this and minority rights in general, one filling 3 arch lever files, which may still exist somewhere. I would like to microfilm the lot. However, in South Africa he was under such restrictions that even these ideas, intended to help whites and blacks and coloreds in South Africa and threatening no one except dictatorial rulers and terrorists, could not be freely discussed there. He had even asked me, many years ago, not to send him PEACE PLANS any longer because that would throw him under suspicion! With his ideas realized in South Africa, we could have had racial independence and harmony between the different racial groups for several decades already. And based upon this model, the East/West ideological conflict and other suppressions of minorities and majorities could be dissolved in the same way.

In England and Australia there is freedom to discuss this alternative - but hardly any use is made of it, not even among libertarians. At present there is only one series of publications systematically dealing with all aspects of this solution, the sub-series to PEACE PLANS, titled "ON PANARCHY", of which the first 6 issues are out now. I do not expect a "run" for these issues. I will not run out of copies since I can easily replenish my stock by a mere phone-call. Microfiche go never out of print! J. Z., 6.1.1986.) 

(By now there are 24 issues of ON PANARCHY out and still not rush for this better mouse trap has developed. - Even the two panarchist websites already existing have not yet spread such ideas at electronic speed around the world. - Basic preconditions like e.g. a general libertarian encyclopedia, a libertarian projects list, comprehensive directory, ideas archive, refutations encyclopedia, definitions encyclopedia, slogans for liberty encyclopedia, comprehensive bibliography, review and abstracts collection are still shining by their absence! - J. Z., 22.10.05.)
________________________________________________________________________________

Henry Meulen 






London, 25 August, 1965

Dear Mr. Zube,




Thank your for the pound. Please excuse the delay in acknowledging receipt. I have been away for a fortnight, attending this year's Ido Conference in Lons-le-Saunier (Jura), France. Afterwards I visited friends in Muellheim - Baden, and Heidelberg. It was pleasant to be in Germany again.
(J.Z.: What good is an artificial international language when one cannot even sufficiently communicate important ideas between people speaking and writing the same language??? - J.Z., 22.10.05.)
If you do not assert the existence of absolute right, I have no difference with you on this score. I admit the existence of social sympathy in herd animals. But this sympathy is merely a feeling of pain at the spectacle of pain in other animals of the same species It may or may not give rise to action to help the one in pain. A right, however, is a certain definite action, agreed upon between people.

To settle what such rights should be, obviously entails discussion, and there may be many opinions. It is for this reason that I say there are no "natural rights"; only contracts arrived at by mutual agreement.
(J.Z.: I wish he would have become specific and would have publicly asserted, in his journal e.g.: There exists no right to freedom of expression and information, no right to resist aggression, no right to free trade, no right to educate oneself and to choose one's profession, no right to join or to leave an association no right to privacy, etc., etc.

Instead, he stayed with his generalities and avoided the practical issues. - My father was as block-headed on this subject as he was. - J.Z., 22.10.05.)
If the Kaiser allowed individual freedom, it was either that he thought such freedom desirable, or that he felt he had no the power to abolish it. If you concede that rights are merely contracts, it follows that the majority, or the powerful, will enforce their ideas of right.

You think that the suppression of freedom of speech does not make for strength in war. I think that most people begin to doubt only when others put doubt into their minds. Nations at war have always recognised this, and have limited freedom of speech in wartime. You will remember that Spencer looked on militarism as the great enemy of freedom, precisely because the necessity for unity in war rendered individual freedom impossible. If the right to secede from the State were granted to individuals, it would doubtless lessen the frequency of war; but people today can easily be stirred to war frenzy, and I doubt if they could be brought to grant the right to secede in the foreseeable future.

South Africa. Ideally no land "belongs" to anybody. But when a man has settled on a piece of previously unoccupied land, and has improved it, we generally recognize his title to it, if only for the reason that he will probably fight if his title is attacked. When the white came to South Africa, the nomad blacks retreated before them. The whites made the present prosperity of the country, and they see no reason to grant the vote to the immigrant blacks. Whether the system of Apartheid will work or not is anybody's guess; but I find it hard to criticise the action of the white South Africans.



Sincerely yours Signed: Henry Meulen
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J. M. Zube 









28.12.65.

Dear Mr. Meulen,




at last I do get around to answering your letter of August, 25th.
Thanks very much for the sample of "The Innovator", too. It is one of the best libertarian publications that I have so far seen.

Ido-conference. I intended for a long time to reprint some notes from you on Ido and hope to get around to it soon.

On rights we will probably never agree very much. Now you write:

"A right, however is a certain definite action..."

It is not so much any particular action but a certain sphere for certain types of actions.

You were born with limbs which would be useless without a certain natural freedom of action, freedom of movement within a certain sphere. You may use your hands for writing, your feet for walking or simply rest. The natural sphere of freedom of movement of your limbs is exceeded when you start to slug or kick somebody around.

The same applies, in my opinion, to inborn rights, not as actions but spheres of actions. You may use your reasoning powers to undertake certain rightful actions and you may abuse your capacity and act wrongly. The rightful actions are as natural to you, as a reasonable being, as the proper use of your limbs is. How to use your limbs and your reasoning powers is not implanted in you like a very accurate and permanent and unchangeable pattern, in an automatic machine, but implanted, nevertheless.

(Actually, Meulen did not fall under my definition of a rational being - since he did not comprehend and respect the human and natural rights of others! - J. Z., 6.1.1986.)

Contracts usually decide only how you are going to make use of your rights - in cooperation with other free individuals.

Kant's definition of right describes an idea, not an action.

( But as an idea applicable to actions, one by which actions ought to be measured or accounted for. - J.Z., 6.1.1986.)

An action may be rightful or wrongful. An idea is right or wrong.

Nations at war have not always restricted liberty of expression. I quoted to you the example of Cromwell's army and I experience, at present, the benefits of free discussions among prisoners in gaol. They help to promote discipline and do not diminish it, even if the topic is, like our last was: "Are the police sadistic, sympathetic or helpful? Group discussions are now part of the rehabilitation attempts in Australia. They have been used successfully, for a long time, in the U.S.

Yes, "nations" at war are not very tolerant and this makes their clashes so destructive. Freedom of speech would have a beneficial effect and would shorten wars by years. Whoever has right on his side need not be afraid of it. This was not forgotten by the U.S. government, which permitted the newspapers to reprint the complete reports of the Nazi military high command. Even a comment was superfluous for most of the readers.

Unity, on an enforced basis, is only required to lead an unjust war. People cannot easily be stirred into war frenzies, the present excess powers of governments are required for this and even they are not very successful. Do not forget that, for generations now, both sides relied mainly on conscripts.
(Not on warlike volunteers! - J. Z., 22.10.05.)
Once secession by individuals and voluntary association of individuals is recognized, as the only permanent solution for the nuclear war threat, and once the majority perceives the benefits, it could derive from such secessions, even in peace time, it will not be long before the first government introduces it or before revolutionaries will apply this idea. Once practised, the system will easily spread.

( It will spread, based upon its own successes, which only this system can achieve. - J. Z., 6.1.1986.).

I sympathize with the white Africans, too and do agree that they are right in not wanting to sacrifice their freedom in order to uphold the principle of "one man, one vote" ( in the conventional way. - J. Z., 6.1.1986.) I ask them only to carry out the principle of Apartheid further, not territorially but on an exterritorial basis, not on an enforced but on a voluntary basis.

(J.Z.: Only then will it come to full fruition and only then will even racially mixed societies get a chance to develop and grow peacefully, if not particularly respected by all racists, then at least tolerated in their exterritorial independence. J.Z. 6.2.1986.)

The "whites" are right to protect their property, their investments, even by force of arms, rightful arms. But the land itself is neither their property nor that of the black natives or immigrants.

A panarchistic settlement of the race problem in South Africa would, in my opinion, be the only lasting one.

(J. Z.: Until racial differences have become as much a matter of indifference to us as religious differences have become in the US, UK and Australia. - J. Z., 6.1.1986.)
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There would be no reason to prohibit mixed communities of volunteers. There is no reason at all to prohibit voluntary integration in the most natural way, by marriage, though volunteer communities should be free to impose such restrictions upon their OWN voluntary members.

The black nationalists, or most of them, in South Africa, do not recognize the wrongfulness of their Africanization attempts, which would replace one kind of domination by one that is, most likely, worse, for several generations to come.

The white nationalists fail to see that their alternative does not go far enough and should not be enforced. They are only entitled to defend the rights of their own members by force and they have not yet sufficiently defined these rights. It is certainly not their right to manage the affairs of black, involuntary subjects, to subject them e.g. to taxation and to spend this money according to the beliefs of the white community.
(Even if they spend more for black people than they receive from them in form of taxes. - J.Z., 6.1.1986.)

It seems curious to me that I feel compelled to mention this to an individualist.
The principle that the majority ought to rule in a democracy does, obviously, not work in South Africa. It does not work very much better anywhere else.
Only full autonomy for minorities and the majority, and mutual non-interference, and no monopoly claims for either, do offer a chance for a permanent and peaceful settlement.

If it comes to a race war, I would agree that the nationalistic and democratic black people will be as much to blame for it as the white people are.

I dealt with land reform and your own proposal of "land to the user", too, in issue No. 5 of PEACE PLANS. Plan 120, concerning the abolition of national land tenure, can be applied to the racial strife in South Africa, too. You should have it in your hands soon. Please, study the present English land tenure. Anything to add?





Yours sincerely, signed J. M. Zube.
_________________________________________________________________________________









London 3 January, 1966

Dear Mr. Zube,




It is good news that you will give Ido a push. You can get literature from V. J. Costigan, 22 Cecily Street, Leichhardt, Sydney, N.S.W.


You think that the "natural" freedom of my legs is exceeded when I kick somebody. And is the natural freedom of a robin exceeded when he snaps up a worm?

(J.Z.: Did Meulen make a living out of kicking people? - Did he find the same intelligence in robins and in worms as in himself? - J.Z., 22.10.05.

Free speech. I cannot agree for a moment that he who has right on his side need not be afraid of it. Take the example of Rhodesia. Our government allows me to write against our action there; but Rhodesia prohibits criticism. Does this show that our cause is right and Rhodesia's wrong ? Not at all. It shows only that Rhodesia has a large and inflammatory black population, and she therefore fears the publication of criticism.

On the subject of contracts: we draw up contracts only because they are not provided for in law. The law says only that if we have made a contract, we must fulfill it.


My dear Zube, I agree entirely with your proposal to extend the right of secession from the State; but, like Tucker's Anarchism, it is useful only as an ideal towards which to aim. At present, with Britain and USA sticking ever closer to each other in order to present a solid front to China, the tendency seems exactly in the opposite direction.

The "Innovator's" proposal in its last issue, to divide the large nations up into small units, is a step in your direction; but to spend much effort on pressing it in the climate of today is a waste of time. 

What we can do today is to provide the economic situation which will stop the free world from drifting into Communism, and so lessen the tension between East and West. We can show the West the way to such prosperity that Communism will decay. 
Forgive me if I choose the prosaic practical present-day way rather than the far-off ideal. Or perhaps I should say, if you do not agree with me, leave me to the present-day world while you continue to present the ideal.




All good wishes, signed: Henry Meulen
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Yours of 15/12
5 January, 1966

Dear Mr. Zube,




Thank you for the $ 2. But there is no need to send me a subscription since your finances are restricted. I shall be happy to continue sending you "The Individualist."


Of course I think that Communism is wrong; but I think it useless to attack Communism on the ground that it transgresses natural right. The natural right argument may be quick, but it means nothing to an Atheist. 
(J. Z.: So, he still believed it to be founded on Theism or Deism! How selective people can be in their acquisition of "knowledge" or opinions! - J. Z., 23.10.05.)

Our task must be to show that Communism cannot produce human happiness and prosperity. Your magnet analogy is not apposite. The attraction of a magnet under certain conditions can be demonstrated to anybody, and is independent of his opinion; whereas the rightness of certain actions is controversial and very much a matter of opinion. Or are you saying that when a majority agree on a certain action, that action becomes a natural right?
A right it will be, but not a natural right. I cannot see what relevance space and time have to your argument; they are merely names we give to describe (1) simultaneous, (2) successive phenomena. The parental instinct can be observed. Whether its practice in bearing children is right, depends on argument, as in the case of all other rights. Certainly it cuts out argument when you assert that a right is "natural;" but if somebody claims a "natural right" to which you object, you will have to argue it in the ordinary way on the ground of its consequences, and you will not be impressed by his calling it a "natural right."


Take the question of abortion. The Roman Catholics assert that the unborn child has a sacred right to life from the moment of conception. It is therefore useless to describe to them the sufferings of the mother and of the unwanted child. Evolution implies a struggle for existence with no guidance from any idea of natural rights. The herd animals owe their survival to their development of herd sympathy. This means that the individual suffers when another member of the herd is hurt. But the form that this sympathy takes differs both among herds and among the individuals of that herd. One may argue that this sympathy is inborn, but you will find it hard to lay your finger on any particular sympathetic act and say that it is inborn. And even if the act is inborn, it is not necessarily therefore good for the herd to practise it. Your instinct may be to stop a man from doing certain things; but people are so often wrong in this sympathetic action that the law says that you may not take justice into your own hands, except in self-defence. You claim the right to kill a Hitler; but the majority of Germans who thought him a veritable saviour would have torn you to pieces had you made the attempt. I am not saying that Hitler was right. What I am saying is that it is better for you to show Germans the evil done by Hitler. Von may even convince them that it is best to kill Hitler; but you must give them reasons: it is no use telling them that you have a natural right to kill him.


I wrote to Williams & Norgate about the Beckerath books, and got a reply from Ernest Benn, Ltd., who say that they are acting for W. & N. They write that they much doubt if they have now any rights in the books, and that they are writing to you on the subject.

I have just come across four more books, the first two of which Beckerath sent me:
"Muss Arbeitsbeschaffung Geld kosten -" Annalen der Gemeinwirtschaft, Genf, Jan - Mai, 1935

The same in French - Receuil Sirey, Paris, 1935.

The following two were sent me by Milhaud and are both by him.

"A gold truce" - Williams & Norgate, 1933

"Une idee en marche - La compensation organisee" W. & N., 1935.


Are they any use to you ?
.


I have an index for the "Individualist" since 1937, but it is only a rough one for my own use; and I know no woman who loves me enough to undertake the task of typing it out.

(Why did he think that only a woman could or should type an index? - J.Z., 13.10.05) 








Kind regards, signed: Henry Meulen
'And congratulations on the last "Peace Plan."

it must entail great labour for you.

I marvel at the altruism of the human heart.


("Peace is everybody's business!". It may even mean his survival and that of


 his family! - J.Z., 13.10.05.)
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John Zube,










2.4.1966

Dear Mr. Meulen,




thanks for your letters of 3/1/66 and 20/2/66. I printed a small contribution of yours regarding Ido in Peace Plans No. 6.

You and Mr. Ellis are the only writers I know of who apply the concept of natural rights to animals. You are, naturally, free to do so but you must realize that we are talking about different things. I never bothered about writing down a code of the rights of animals, plants, rocks. You would immediately find many followers among the nature lovers, if you did. But I do not think you could possibly talk sense in this respect. Free trade, free banking, the right to recall etc., for worms?

It is difficult enough to find and put together the rights of children, who are, certainly, not the mere property of their parents, although they have not yet the understanding and sense to make contracts regarding their well-being.

Free speech in Rhodesia: I spoke of the right to free speech of reasonable or at least rational beings, that is, beings who know and respect human rights at least in other persons, even if they do not value them for themselves. In this respect Prime Minister Wilson is not rational and Prime Minister Smith is, when he curtails the right of free speech of people who are fanatically addicted to the idea of "one man, one vote" and who think that this is the most important idea concerning personal freedom. 
Furthermore, I hold, and you know it, that rational beings have the right to defend their rights against all comers, even with arms and militarily organized. To that extent I am fully behind Smith's Rhodesia.

From a South African, who has close contacts there, I heard recently that the English soldiers and officers in Zambia have declared publicly, to white settlers, that they would under no circumstances attack the Rhodesian government or the Rhodesian people and that they would rather disobey all such orders or desert. This is the kind of free speech, in a crisis situation, that I am interested in. Robins, worms, etc. would be incapable of it.

Secession: You forget completely that it is urgently required and applicable now, in Vietnam, South Africa, Rhodesia, China, Russia, that it must form the core of any sensible revolutionary program, that revolutions take place almost every month now and that all of them are in need of a good program.

Yes, you are right concerning the conservatism of most of your countrymen. It is much more likely that e.g. Indonesians, in their next insurrections, would realize the right to individual secession.

I fully agree with you regarding economic reforms and that even the least of them would help to reduce the danger of World War III. I am in this respect very much interested in the new Free Trade Area in Formosa and have some hopes to get some Melbourne businessmen interested in a similar project, here.

Did you receive Peace Plans 3 and 4? They had already the same improved appearance as No. 5. You should have No. 6 in another 2 or 3 weeks by ordinary mail. Most of it is dedicated to pluralist ideas. Would it be possible for you to shortly mention my publication in yours?

(I think that he never did - but this might be due to my bad memory and ungratefulness. - J. Z., 05.)

Murray Rothbard's "What has the government done with our money?" and Leonard Read's: "Government, an ideal concept", should be interesting to you. The first was published by Pine Tree Press, the second by FEE.

In PEACE PLANS No. 5, I only proposed to introduce the right of free access to land gradually, on a tolerant, experimental basis. A similar proposal is contained in Mr. Don Werkheiser's plan, reprinted as plan 139. People would not want to join an agrarian community if they would thereby reduce their income.

Overpopulation? Years ago you conceded that a free economy would do away with this threat, by increasing the standard of living and thus indirectly reducing fertility.

Overpopulation does not exist anywhere yet, not even in China. Only 75 heads per square kilometer in 1963!

There is no contradiction between cooperative and private ownership. On the contrary. Cooperative ownership is the fulfillment of the ideal and the possibilities of private ownership of the means of production.

I wish you would read John C. Spark's contribution :"Production Unlimited" in "Essays on Liberty", vol. IX. Similar to the Bata-system, it is nothing but free enterprise at its best or cooperative or voluntary socialism at its best.
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Divided counsel inseparable from cooperative management? Perhaps within small sub-groups, from 2-30 men. Otherwise, I can imagine that the authoritarian powers of elected managers would be larger, for the time that they are in office, than they are now, in the interest of the cooperating electors in an enterprise.

My theoretical objections or, rather, doubts against "land to the user" are for me no hindrance to accept a common platform, as suggested in plan 119. Lastly, the free market will decide which system is the best, the most just.

I just found, in a discussion on money and interest, a quotation from your:"Free Banking" in "A Way Out", School of Living, I/II/66, in an article by Robert B. Carnaghan, one of my few subscribers.

I just came back from a fortnight's stay in Melbourne. Met quite a few people interested in free banking. Ellis, though, was a disappointment in this respect. He does not even know the meaning and importance of internal legal tender, although, as you will find in PEACE PLANS No. 6, he has clearly expressed himself concerning legal tender agreements internationally - the foreign exchange control.

Do you have all your THE INDIVIDUALIST issues bound and indexed? They would, probably, form an impressive "Essays on Liberty" encyclopedia, too. Please let me know, whoever will inherit them. I have unlimited publishing ambitions.

You know that Beckerath is dying, very painfully, too? I will try to carry on his work as much as I can and to get his books reprinted.







Sincerely, signed: J. Zube.
________________________________________________________________________________
Henry Meulen






London, 9 June, 1966

Dear Zube,



it was kind of you to return the Beckerath book. But I intended it as a gift to you. I am sorry that I did not make this clear in my last letter. Would you like me to return it to you?


I have had your No. 6 "Peace Plans" on my table for a couple of months, intending to write to you; but I have in fact little to say. You state your fundamentals very clearly. With much of what you say I agree, and we have discussed our disagreements before. Getting this journal out must cost you a good deal. I am asking my bank to send you £ 10.


Turning to your letter of April 2, the issue between us is that you believe in natural rights, whereas I recognise only contracted rights. Therefore my question to you remains: where do your natural rights begin, with man or lower down in the scale? And if men have natural rights, why not also the other forms of life?
(J.Z.: He had still not realized that most particular rights make sense only between sufficiently rational beings, e.g. those with language, the capacity to move about, not being rooted like a tree or flower, etc. That comes from always speaking in general terms and never using concrete examples and also managing to ignore that human rights apply between human beings, not e.g. microbes. - J.Z., 23.10.05.)


Do you believe in the special creation of man? The fact is that there is no evidence of the existence of natural rights, Kant notwithstanding. There is only sympathy, which is too vague a sentiment to be crystallised into natural rights; sympathy varies in its objects with each individual. Hence you may rightly say that you would like people to have certain rights, and that you are prepared to accord these rights to them; but not that they have these rights "naturally".


Yes, since I assumed the editorship in 1937, I have all the "Individualists" bound, in six volumes, and a manuscript index. I have not yet decided what to do with them when I lay down my pen.


I am very sorry about your news of Beckerath. What is his complaint? I hope he has proper attention; he is so independent and unwilling to accept help.




Kind regards to you signed: Henry Meulen.
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JOHN ZUBE TO HENRY MEULEN,

3.7.66, ON RIGHTS
Dear Mr. Meulen,




sorry for not answering earlier. Peace Plans No. 7 has occupied me for the whole of June. I received your letter of the 9th. of June and your donation of £ 10 or $ 25. May you live long enough to exhaust this subscription. I have given up adding the expenses as they might be discouraging. My general consolation is that they are in the main expenses for my own education.

At present, I try to save for a typewriter with smaller letters so that I could reprint Beckerath's books on fewer pages than I could at present.

Like you, I believe in freedom of contract and rights or claims based on free contract. But even freedom of contract is not unlimited. We recognize this when we do not allow minors to make certain contracts legally effective, do not allow free trade to imprisoned criminals or inmates of mental asylums. Furthermore, the question whether a man can rightfully sell himself into slavery has, I think, been answered in the negative. Rousseau, in chapter 4 of Social Contract, said about it: "To renounce liberty is to renounce being a man, to surrender the rights of humanity and even its duties. For him, who renounces everything, no indemnity is possible. Such a renunciation is incompatible with man's nature; to remove all liberty from his will is to remove all morality from his acts. Finally, it is an empty and contradictory convention that sets up, one the one side, absolute authority, and, on the other, unlimited obedience. Is it not clear that we can be under no obligation to a person from whom we have the right to exact everything? Does not this condition alone, in the absence of equivalence or exchange, in itself involve the nullity of the act? ... "

Furthermore, contracts to murder somebody are considered by most civilized societies as without any obligatory power but that to help the intended victim against the other parties of such a contract is morally obligatory. In the Nuremberg Trials it was repeatedly stated that a contract between soldiers and their government, or public servants and their superiors, expressed in oaths of obedience, loyalty or allegiance, is not binding in certain cases. I am interested in such cases. You call them natural rights and maintain they do not exist. Natural rights of whom? I added: natural rights "of rational beings". Why not of others? If you start enumerating these "rights", you find that many of them fit the nature of man but not the nature of mammals or other creatures on a "lower" stage of biological development. This is especially true for the communication, production and exchange rights. It does not make sense to speak of freedom of press for snakes, freedom of speech for earth worms, freedom of profession for a fly and monetary freedom for a spider.

Only elementary rights (of animals) like right to life and right to be not arbitrarily violated, could be considered concerning their nature. I am not going to do this seriously as long as these rights are not obeyed or respected within my own species.
I do not believe in the special creation of man but that he ( or, rather, many of his species) have reached a certain stage of development which requires some elaboration on the right to life. At our stage, it includes e.g. the right to own and exchange property.

How can I be sure that these rights exist? I do not hold that man is born with them as with ears, nose, eyes etc. But he is born with faculties which, if developed, require these rights and which, further, for full development require these rights. They are inseparable from the rational or reasonable part of our nature. Can we conclude from the existence of our limbs that we have no right to use them until we made a contract with others about their use? Should we get contractual permission to speak our mind, to act at our expense and risk?

As individual, independent beings, we are built and developed to act without contracts, permissions and licences within a certain individual sphere. All actions within this sphere are considered rightful actions in accordance with natural rights of rational beings - at least by me, no matter what the majority thinks.

To leave the individuals of the species alone, to a large extent, has become a survival condition for our species, so that there are, under normal conditions, instinctual restraints against interference. Our present coercive environment does, I admit, counter this inborn urge in most people rather effectively. Nevertheless, it exists, in my opinion, and is one of the characteristics of the better type of human beings which I appreciate most.

You say that sympathy is too vague a sentiment to be crystallized into natural rights. You may be right. I only know that Adam Smith was of another opinion in A Theory of Moral Sentiment, a book he thought to be superior to Wealth of Nations. I hope to find the time, one day, to study it thoroughly, when my own survival, that of my children and that of all other rational or potentially rational beings is assured. At present, it is endangered by numerous people who have no concept of and no respect for any kind of rights.

If you do not find anybody better, I would be much interested in obtaining your Individualist collection. I am 33 now and hope to have still many years for fighting ahead. From what I heard about the London Museum and its administration, the volumes
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would be wasted there until rediscovered in another 200 years.

Bth. - prostata - wanted to die, almost starved to death, in Hospital, they fed some strength into him again. Was to undergo the operation at last. I do not know yet whether he survived. Last news I had, was in the beginning of June.

I was sorry to find the offensive remark "weak on economics" in Agcomm Dir.1. I certainly do not agree with you on all points, regarding e.g. gold price, but "weak" - that is most certainly an undeserved libel and a proof only against the critic. Not even the decency to mention an example!










(J.Z.)

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Henry Meulen






London, 12 July, 1966

Dear Zube,



I received your letter today, and I reply at once because I am going to Biella, a small town near Milan, on July 20, to attend this year's Ido Conference. I shall be away about a fortnight, because I hope to extend my trip to Naples.


Alas poor Beckerath. I will write him. It is interesting that so many middle-aged and elderly intellectual men suffer from prostate gland trouble. I have a theory on the subject; but I will not trouble you with it now.


Yes, freedom of contract needs qualifications; but these are exceptional and do not contradict the general rule.


The issue between us is a purely philosophical one: are rights inborn, or are they simply contractual, designed for our mutual benefit, and to be discussed according to their nature and circumstances, like any other contract? It is quite open to you to say that a man should have the right to own property; but in Communist countries this right is denied in the case of ownership of the means of production.
(J.Z.: Countries are neither communist nor capitalist and cannot be either. Only persons, individuals, can be. Who denied this right there and to whom? And why censorship and concentration camps, if this denial was generally approved? - J.Z., 23.10.05.)

Freedom of exchange was denied by the Guild system throughout the Middle Ages, and today by every country that raises protective tariffs.
(J.Z.: Did the victims of the Guild system agree with it and contracted for it? Or was it imposed upon them? - J.Z., 23.10.05.)

Certainly since a man has limbs, he would like to use them; but nations differ much over the use he makes of his limbs.
(J.Z.: Nations are figments of the imagination! - At least an individualist should know that. - J.Z., 05.)


Is it not enough for you to urge that the individual be given certain rights? 
(J.Z.: Who is authorized to "give" them to him? And where an how did he get this authority? - J.Z., 05.)


Why do you try to strengthen your plea by the assumption that he "naturally" possesses these rights? I do not think it helps your case among sensible people. If you advocate an action as a natural right, you exclude discussion; just as I cannot argue with a man who tells me that God wants me to do something.

("None so blind as he who will not see." - J. Z., 05.)


The fact that animals are on a lower stage of biological development hardly helps your case. You presumably say that a man has a "natural" right to life. Yet you will kill a tyrant. And if a man has this right, why not an animal? It wants to live as passionately as you. Surely the sensible reply is that we grant each other, UNDER CERTAIN CONDITIONS, the right to live, without considering any "natural" right to life. We do it as the most convenient manner of attaining a comfortable life together.


Countries do today accord certain uncontracted rights; but these are generally motivated by sympathy, as in the case of soldiers and children which you mention. I may give a starving man food; but it will not be because I think he has a right to food, but because I feel his suffering.


I will write Carnaghan about Beckerath's book. He told me of the criticism in Agcomm Dir. 1. I replied: 'On dit. Qu'est ce qu'on dit? Laisse-les dire."


Kind regards, signed: Henry Meulen.
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John Zube to Henry Meulen,







15.12.66.

Dear Mr. Meulen,




before I forget it again, I better enclose the subscription for this year which was already due in June and the one for next year - $ 4.00. When I compiled Peace Plans No. 8 and looked for some material in The Individualist for reprint, I found myself in a dilemma again. To make a real choice, I would have had to go through several dozen issues and I simply had not the time left for this. You do not make it very easy to search for your ideas and to compile them, as you do not index The Individualist. I hold that you should do so at least every four years and that every 12 years you should supply a comprehensive index. For my own private purposes, I have therefore collected the issues I possess in an arch lever file and have begun to index them. I do admit that this is a time-consuming business but hold that it is worth the trouble.
I will reprint Beckerath's three lengthy articles with an index, too.
I do possess the following copies of The Individualist: 12/49,2/50,6/51,8/51,10/51,2/52,10+12/53, 2+6+10+12/54, 8+10/55, 4+8+10+12/61, 1962,1963,1964 bar 2, 1965 and 1966 till Oct. Do you possess any back issues?

While posting Peace Plans No. 8, I noted down the people interested in monetary reform but came only to about 30. I would like to compile a list of all people interested in free banking and to keep them in touch with each other by supplying all of them with a copy. The immediate objective is, naturally, to make Beckerath's books available to them. For later, I have ambitions concerning the reprint of scarce old tracts on free banking.

I noticed with pleasure that Mr. Paucitis sells your work "Free Banking" again. I hope, one of these days, to get around to take up the discussion between you and Beckerath, which is still unresolved, about gold standard, gold cover and gold clearing currency.

I do not possess the present address of Williams & Norgate, the publishing house that published Beckerath's works in English. Could you look it up in the telephone book for me? The country telephone exchanges here do not possess the London book. You know the English publishing and copyright laws. Could they legally object against my reprinting Beckerath's works although I possess Beckerath's permission? This would mean an unjust power of publishers to prevent the spread of ideas they are not willing to try to spread themselves because they reckon a reprint to be too great a financial risk. 
You probably saw Mr. Carnaghan's list on free banking literature. It would be very worthwhile to get this list as comprehensive as possible, perhaps with a short review of the contents or main arguments of the books and then to circulate it among all those interested in monetary freedom, with the intention of collecting sufficient subscriptions to make a reprint financially possible. With most of these, at least, there will be no copyrights difficulties. Rudolf Rocker, in his bibliography, at the end of "Pioneers of American Freedom" mentions quite a bit of relevant literature.

Our discussion on whether rights are inborn, inherent, inalienable from the nature of rational man or merely the results of opportunist contracts, will probably never end between us, at least not as long as we have not indexed it so that all relevant arguments stand together and one can easily see which ones cancel each other out and the ones that are not yet refuted. One attempt, on my side, to do so, in a similar way, was contained in the several large sheets of paper which combined many of these arguments. I regretted that you had neither the time nor the patience to correct or complete these. 
This kind of argument is worth a pedantically systematic approach - like many others, but who would have the time?

The other method is to have the arguments and counterarguments listed alphabetically, on loose sheets, in an arch lever file. Again, it is a matter of spare time to complete it.

If I had at least a single other human being at hand for an oral exchange on this and cooperation in the compiling, I would probably get around to it. Otherwise? A look on the bookshelves, on the numerous relevant volumes of essays published on this topic, during the last 20 years, is discouraging. Have you got the time to read them? An archive of ideas would have concentrated the essence of all these books, possibly on a few dozen pages.
(J.Z. That was an exaggeration. But at least it would make their diversity alphabetically accessible and interrelated via relevant terms. - J.Z., 23.10.05.)
Bastiat, in Economic Harmonies, made many relevant remarks: "...we must nonetheless recognize that the social order is composed of elements that are endowed with intelligence, morality, free will, and perfectibility. If you deprive them of liberty, you have nothing left but a crude and sorry piece of machinery." (Page 18 of the Van Nostrand edition.)

If any formal agreements are made re natural rights, they are merely agreements corresponding to and in accordance with human nature. They do not correspond to the nature of snakes or other living things. Altogether, these rights form what above has been called liberty.

Page 19: "...but with the difference that the social world presents an additional and stupendous phenomenon: its every atom is an animate, thinking being endowed with that marvelous energy, that source of all morality, of all dignity, of all progress, that EXCLUSIVE ATTRIBUTE OF MAN - freedom."
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Benjamin Franklin was able and willing to make use of freedom of press already as a boy. He wrote under a pen-name and his articles found approval - though they would not have been accepted, had the editor but known his age. In his instance, freedom of press corresponded to his nature already at a tender age. He made use of this freedom, rightfully, without having contracted it in any way.

Page 8: "Man is made in such a way that he seeks pleasure and shuns pain." Rights correspond to this natural trait of man by providing the greatest possible opportunity for all to do so. He attacks your contract-belief on page 2 with:


"If, on the contrary, society is a human invention, if men are only inert matter to which a great genius, as Rousseau says, must impart feeling and will, movement and life, then there is no such science as political economy: there is only an indefinite number of possible and contingent arrangements, and the fate of nations depends on the founding father to whom chance has entrusted their destiny."

Then he goes on to describe in detail the working of natural laws corresponding to human nature. The examples he choose are convincing for me but, with Rousseau, he says on page 2: 

"It requires a great deal of scientific insight to discern the facts that are close to us."

Sometimes, I almost believe that you try to play the devil's advocate, try to get me to state my case really convincingly - because you already sympathize with it but still entertain some doubts.

The nature of man includes and requires rights 

a) because of his reasonableness and perfectibility and

b) because of his thickheaded stupidity.

Because of the latter observable fact, none can claim that others should obey him. He can only claim the right to act on his own, at his own risk and expense, to suffer the consequences of his mistakes or of his sparks of genius, if they should, now and then, really appear.

How do time, space, cause and effect come into being? Do we create them by contracts?

Which is the proper distance between porcupines, a compromise between non-pricking and

mutual warmth? It does, anyhow exist, determined through the nature of porcupines, whether they reason it out or find it through experiments or intuition or happen to include it in a contract. Our sphere of rights is comparable.

Bastiat's concept o harmony in economics - if only no interference takes place, describes the workings of natural economic human rights Does this harmony potentially exist already now, though it is obstructed and blotted out by counter-forces, or would it merely be created through contracts between 50 million Henry Meulen-like beings in England?

If you try to lift a piece of iron with a magnet and hold the magnet too far away, its strength will not overcome the gravitational pull. Does this mean that it has no magnetism left, inherent in its nature?

No, rights need only recognition and respect for their realization. No contract is required, no more so than between a magnet and iron.

A straight line is the shortest connection between two points (unless you happen to be a louse wanting to relocate on one head, from the area of one ear to the other. - J.Z., 86), the boiling point of water, under normal pressure, is 100 degrees Celsius, and right is the agreement of everybody's freedom with the freedom of everybody else, according to a general law of freedom.

These are observable facts of importance to rational individuals.

Deviating contracts could not alter these facts.

Geometrical laws or thermodynamic laws are discovered by rational beings and of importance for rational beings and their decisions only. The same is true for rights of rational beings that correspond to the nature of rational individuals.

You imply, with "inborn" something tangible, like two eyes or ears. Psychologists have discovered many other natural traits of human beings that are not observable on a dead or immobile body. These traits, instincts, urges, are not any less natural to man and less inborn with him because he does not seem to have any special organ which would, obviously, prove their existence.

Your reference to the communist or guild suppression of rights amounts to:


Wrong is being done, consequently, right does not exist.

All you could rightly say is that in some individuals the moral instinct (and their rationality - J.Z., 05) is not strong enough developed to make them abstain from wrongful actions. If your argument were

right, then one could say: the parental instinct is not born into man because some individuals do not seem to possess any.

"Nations differ much over the use he makes of his limbs."
194

The concept of "nation" that you apply here, is an irrational myth. It is one of those myths, I am not willing to recognize as a standard or standard setter for my individual freedom. If you believe, you can defend the present conventional national concept, try to make a case for it - try to find people who agree with you and then set up your nation. How could you argue that everybody who disagreed with your national concept and would not voluntarily join your community, would, nevertheless, be a member of it, nolens volens?

I do agree that appeal to moral considerations does not have an effect upon people who believe to be capable of running other people's lives much better than the other people could or that some board or authority approved by them could run the others' lives much better than they could. People, who have been brought up to consider always only the utilitarian angle, get so crippled in their moral outlook that they become unable to use this natural capacity.

Does this mean that one should try to appeal to them with utilitarian arguments only? Considering the vast number of different opinions, this is a still more utopian effort. I cannot convince you, e.g. that you ought to go to the barber tomorrow morning - but I might be able to get it into your head that you have the right to get your hair cut tomorrow, provided you want it cut and can pay the barber etc.

To appeal to rights, in a discussion with a rational man, in the meaning of my rights declaration, saves argument, is a short cut to the required minimum agreement that, if one is not acting in concert then one has at least to tolerate each other in one's different actions.

The concept of natural rights implies the possibility for utilitarians to live according to their belief among themselves. 
Your contract concept does not grant utilitarians an authority to interfere with the affairs of volunteer communities of moralists of the Beckerath brand. 
Is this a compromise we could settle upon? Once we have achieved this condition, which would largely satisfy all our practical aspirations, we might have sufficient leisure to go on with the theoretical debate on the validity and value of the basic principles which our respective communities are built upon.

You cannot argue with a man who tells you that God wants you do to something. Agreed. But you can argue with a man who claims that he himself wants to do something at his risk and expense and who shows you that he would in no way offend against your rights, your equal freedom, when he does it.

With what reasons could utilitarians discard the principle of the harmonization of the freedom or liberty of all, according to one principle?

( A properly defined rights principle and its elaboration in an individual rights code, might be the most useful thing they ever discover! - J.Z. 1986.)

The fact that animals are on a lower stage of biological development would not help my case?
I can point out to you quite a few declarations of rights - imperfect as they are still - made by humans. Can you supply me with any code compiled by animals, or any code that makes any sense? (And goes beyond their instinctual behavior to regulate their free will activities towards each other? - J.Z., 1986).

You see a contradiction in my recognition of the right to life and the right to kill a tyrant. There is not contradiction in the code in this respect. There is a right and duty to kill tyrants precisely BECAUSE of this right (to life), because he offended against it or threatened to do so on a large scale.
(Like all those prepared to unleash nuclear destructive devices upon us. - J. Z., 1986.)
Furthermore, I did not speak of a right to life of all human beings but referred only to rational beings.

My whole code is an attempt to eliminate this usual objection against human rights, that they are contradictory and self-defeating, by introducing the concept of two classes of rights.

( Unequal rights, if you will, for different "classes" of people, human beings and rational beings - J.Z., 1986).
I cannot repeat the whole argument here but if you are really interest, I recommend you to re-read plan 110. So far, I have found no systematical or rational opposition against this, the main new distinction of my draft.
I cannot see where I did go wrong in my argument. Nobody has so far seriously tried to refute this point. I do, therefore, for the time being, assume that I am right in this matter.

Why should not an animal have the right to kill a man? I am not concerned with this question. It might become a problem, though, in the volunteer community you would join. Imagine, you would visit a friend, who had recently acquired a big German shepherd dog. The dog would go wild, go for your throat and your friend would not be handy to call the mad beast back. Imagine, furthermore, that you would succeed to save yourself but would happen to kill the dog in the process. In your community, you would then have the problem of having to front court on a charge of dog-slaughter, of committing an act of aggression against a dog, of exceeding the degree of defensive force justified in a self-defensive act.
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If the dog got over you, then your community, instead of just shooting or poisoning the mad beast, in recognition of its "equal rights", would probably bring it to trial - as has been done with some animals in the Middle Ages. Believe me, I will be tolerant towards all such proceedings, as long as I am not on the scene ( not a member of such a voluntary dog-eat-human society - J.Z.,1986) and as long as I do not have to foot the bill.
( But I would insist that your dog loving society would keep this dog secure in its own properties, confining its food intake to the members of that society. Otherwise, I would feel authorized to shoot it, either in self-defence, or in the defence of others, even to prevent another attack upon people not wearing your membership badge. - J.Z., 1986.)

The criminals at Berrima Training Centre do certainly want to live as passionately as you or I do, if not more so. But they do not hesitate to enjoy life even at the expense of others. They try to authorize themselves to do whatever they please and, thereby, do not recognize the right or freedom of any other human being. Towards right in the abstract, they thus cast a vote of YES, for themselves, one man should have all rights and, at the same time, NO, 3000 million humans should have no rights. I do hold this minority vote of one to be negligible and contradictory and would, in this case, follow the majority vote: 3000 million people saying : We say yes to our rights and respect them mutually but we will not respect the "rights" of a single criminal who denies our equal rights by his actions and claims all power, total sovereignty, for himself. We do not think that he is a God. We will not adore him, on the contrary!

On what contract basis could a criminal commit a crime, a tyrant oppress, an animal become a serious nuisance or danger to me? I never extended my rights proposal to them. You did. You can argue for or against this extension as much as you like, even act upon your conviction - at your peril.

I disagree with a few of your opinions - but, nevertheless, hold your publication to be one of the very few really valuable ones that I ever came across. If only you had an index, not only for your own use but one printed for your subscribers!
I will attend a libertarian conference this weekend in Sydney, the first I heard of since my stay in Australia. Maybe, I will find one or two humans (rational ones) among the crowd.

I would value your opinion re peace plans 175, 181, 183,184.





Yours sincerely, signed John Zube.
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John Zube









6.2.1967.

Dear Mr. Meulen,




it would really give you a shock, wouldn't it? if one of these days I answered a letter right away. I have still your aerogramme of 5/1/67 around, unanswered. 
Furthermore, thanks for the passing on of the German publication "Fragen der Freiheit", which was new to me. The son of Dr. Muthesius was supposed, many years ago, to have prepared a book on free banking. Was ever anything about this in his father's publications?

Thanks, too, for the offer of The Individualist. It is one of the very few publications that I hardly ever postpone reading. I passed the spare copies on to various people. The Sydney Libertarians, for whom I intended them at first, seem to be hopeless cases. None of them has any interest in economics. 
Of the next issue, containing articles by Beckerath, DeWitt Warner and Zander ( all reprints ), I will send you some spare ones

The enclosed letter to Mr. Carnaghan contains two suggestions which may interest you: 
1.) a short survey over literature on free banking and its idea and opinion contents, 
2.) a method to further the distribution of small publications by exchanging goods warrants promising a subscription.

The latter would, like "Lagerscheine" ( warehouse certificates ) or deposit slips, make transfers easier and would, in a very small scale, partly realize monetary freedom of individuals and small groups. (Participants would save copies of their journal and would have an incentive to advertise and sell subscription warrants for other magazines. J.Z. 6.1.1986.)

Regarding abortion, you refer to the sufferings of the mother and the unwanted child. Nevertheless, killing any life form is, unless the life form is philosophical about it and belongs to the stoical school, the sudden and involuntary, imposed and supreme suffering, though it may take only a fraction of a second. 
With your arguments, husbands and wives, who make each other suffer, could solve the problem by killing each other and it would be only a question of who gets the idea and opportunity first. 
Separation between mother and child is likewise possible. At present there is, in most developed countries, a great demand for children to be adopted by childless families. Only too often does the State step in, though, and prevents an adoption. 
As long as a separation of interests is possible, the suffering you mention, created through the mere existence of others, is no justification for murder. If it were, the actions of many children, acting the way they often do to parents, hurting their feelings, hurting them possibly even physically, imposing extra work on them, etc., would excuse parents, if they did, thereupon, murder their children. Where would you draw the line? The line drawn at birth is, certainly, arbitrary, too.

Did the majority think Hitler to be a veritable savior? Since you trust the majority to such an extent, you must base your opinion on figures proving a clear-cut majority given in free elections for him. Well, where is this evidence? Impressions of newspaper headlines are rather insufficient.

The evil done by Hitler can best be demonstrated on the basis of the concept of rights. Otherwise, you might claim that it was useful for most Germans to murder a highly intelligent and competitive minority.

The question of what is really useful, in the long run, is much harder to decide than what is right. Because of this, because you can never be sure that you are acting sensibly towards achieving an objective and sure that the others make mistakes, a sphere for making private mistakes voluntarily, at one's own expense, has been agreed upon among many rational beings, a sphere permitting unrestricted actions that are fully in accordance with the nature of rational man. This sphere has been called the sphere of rights or natural law or human rights. The recognition of rights is in the first place a recognition of the need for noninterference - because of our ignorance or, at least, because of our intelligent realization that it might just be possible that we are wrong or wrong, too.

If you ever bother to define the concepts of natural and human rights, this definition, in itself, may turn out to be a sufficient justification. 
(If one merely identifies contracts with rights then one will, naturally, never arrive at a correct definition of rights. - J. Z., 6.1.1986.)

A tyrant, in murdering or subjugating fellow men, does not act naturally (for a rational human being  - J. Z., 6.1.1986). If he did, mankind would have wiped itself out long ago. He is, judging by his behavior, nothing but a mutation or perversion of the human species and this not only at his own expense. The exclusive possession of rights, he claims, is an absurd notion, unless one is stupid enough to see in him a superman figure and all others as subhuman animals.
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But why go on with this discussion? There is no arbiter between us. The topic could be stretched and has been stretched over centuries. You have, certainly, the right to pursue your utilitarian approach to spread enlightenment, whilst I might find it useful to pursue my moralistic approach. Peaceful coexistence and cooperation are possible on this basis. I do admit, some spheres for battle remain, e.g. abortion. But for me and, I think, for you as well, this is not a primary issue. Furthermore, as you will find in Peace Plans 9-11, one can well combine moralist and utilitarian arguments on issues as important as free banking.

Firm Benn, acting for Williams & Norgate, wrote to me as you indicated. They forgot to extend permission to writings of Zander and Rittershausen, too. I assumed it as implied. Prof. Lambert of the Annals has given me permission for the latter, too. Thanks for your help in this. I would be interested in obtaining "A Gold Truce" from you. This is the only one of the Annals series regarding monetary reform which I do not as yet possess.

Before I took to writing this letter, I felt obliged to go on with my indexing job of the Individualist copies in my possession. I got almost half-way through. You have concentrated such a large number of facts, proposals and opinions in your issues, that one is always inclined to quote from it but the lack of an alphabetical index makes the material almost inaccessible. Every two years or 4 years, at least, you should have delivered an at least duplicated index to your subscribers. Didn't anybody ever ask for it?

I do agree, Peace Plans does entail much labor but I doubt that the world altruistic would cover it sufficiently. I would not be a neutral observer in World War III, nor would my three boys be. Furthermore, hardly a day passes without my nose being pushed against unjust, senseless, harmful restrictions. I cannot realize freedom for myself by going towards it all alone. I need a few helpers to push obstacles out of our road. This realization does not make me an altruist in the conventional sense. I am merely prepared to cooperate with all others, who are relatively rational and tolerant. Like Ayn Rand in "The Virtue of Selfishness", I condemn the kind of altruism which desires nothing for itself - or at least says so - and is intolerant and authoritarian in its approach to the problems of others.

Apart from meeting Ulrich von Beckerath, back in 1952, the publication of my pamphlets is the best of all that has happened so far for my mental development. In weeks I have learned to know more ideas and proposals than otherwise in years. Before, furthermore, I mostly did not write articles or letters to the editor because of the too small chance for publication. Now I can publish myself, on a small scale, more than I find time to write and I could get articles into several other small journals if only I would find the time to write them. This is a large step out of the spiritual isolation that I have spent most of my life in. For me, it is the equivalent of a university education on a subject not taught in most universities and closest to my heart.

I do hope that I will get from you a few more suggestions for my bibliography on free banking and my address list of people interested in monetary freedom.

Did you ever review E. C. Riegel's "The New Approach to Freedom" and J. D. Unwin's "Hopousia" in "The Individualist"?

Concerning the concept of "inborn" ideas on right or wrong - even the sex urge requires some rational control, at least with some - I copied two references but without noting down authors and source :


"Psychologists teach that we have a tendency, which is probably innate, to pick out, and to 
attend to, closed figures and symmetrical patterns. Thus a systematic, clear-cut 
arrangement will always have the advantage over one that is shapeless and vague." 

The sense for right is a sense for a certain pattern, too - like the tendency of some for rational considerations regarding and before their actions.


"If a bird is hatched out in the nest of a different species, it will build its own characteristic 
nest just the same. The only possible answer is that the image is inherited."
I do concede that our surroundings have strongly warped the moral instincts in most but I do believe that it can be straightened out again - without too much systematic effort, that an educational effort in this direction would have the greatest possible effect in economics and politics and that it would be an economical educational effort because the "investment" required would be least complicated and voluminous.





Yours sincerely, signed John Zube.
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PP 589 to 226

PEACE THROUGH REALIZATION OF OLD AND NEW HUMAN RIGHTS

It would really surprise me, if anyone of you, after hearing this speech once, would, completely agree, with me because it contains many different and for most people now ideas. Each of these is dependent on the others. To memorize them all was and still is difficult even for me. The question of war and peace is, contrary to public opinion, not a relatively simple one but rather complicated. A single practical reform on its own could not establish lasting peace.

You may ask e.g.: What have the two, peace and Human Rights, to do with each other? 
I maintain that they are inseparable:

History has proved in numerous cases that almost every leader who has gained power or has stayed in power by suppressing Human Rights has sooner or later threatened peace, too. Realization of the Human Rights means at least that all dictators would be overthrown and with this dissolution of power most of the threat of attack and the need for defence would be gone. We need no military protection against a country in which the Human Rights are realized. Our potential enemies now are the dictators in Red China, Indonesia and the Soviet Union and not the democratic governments of e.g. the USA; Malaysia, Italy or West Germany.

Communism, as practised in Soviet Russia and Red China is nothing but a suppression of Human Rights. 
Freedom of speech, press, assembly and association in Soviet Russia would soon lead to the defeat of the communist ideology and to the fall of the communist dictatorship, thereby contributing to the establishment of world peace.

Freedom of emigration together with freedom of immigration to free countries would deprive the dictators of their involuntary subjects. The small minority loyal to them, would not be dangerous any more. Moreover, freedom of migration would distribute the world's population more evenly, thereby depriving irresponsible politicians of their battle-cry: "Lebensraum for our people!"

Our "White Australia-policy" increases the danger of war. By preventing Asians to come as peaceful settlers, we suppress their Human Right of free migration and our action will one day induce them to come as conquering soldiers.

Conscription is, at least in the dictatorships, imposed contrary to human rights. Without conscription, one cannot easily lead people into a war against their will. Its abolition would render most governments harmless to other nations. 
After all human rights have been realized everywhere, it would be hard to find any volunteers for a war. There is no need to fight for the human rights as long as they are respected and only very few people would fight voluntarily for their suppression. What chance would such a minority have if the majority were voluntarily organized and armed in a citizens' force? Individual criminal acts and actions of bands of gangsters might still occur but not warlike military actions.

Generally speaking, against which Human Rights are all unjust and aggressive military actions directed most of all? The right to live and the right to be free. Would not realization of these rights automatically introduce peace?

So much about the influence which the old, classic, and generally recognized Human Rights have on the establishment of world peace.

Now we will try to examine some new Human Rights which have not yet been recognized by the public.

We will find out that the realization of all Human Rights would certainly bring peace, moreover, that the knowledge of all human rights includes the means for their protection and shows how to regain them once they are suppressed. In other words, this knowledge would show us how to achieve peace, using rightful power without causing another war.

The main new Human Right, which, so far, has been included only in very few constitutions, is the right and duty to resist by all rightful means, all attempts to suppress human rights. By protecting e.g. the above-mentioned rights, this right would indirectly protect or promote 

peace.
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2.)
The right to resist includes the right and duty to revolt against a tyrannical government. Recognition and. application of this right would soon abolish all dictators who threaten world peace.
It can be shown that revolutionaries who know all human rights can carry out a revolution easily and without much bloodshed. They do not need atomic weapons for this purpose and the tyrant cannot use atomic weapons against them.

Every citizen's rights are threatened by atomic weapons and other weapons for mass destruction, whilst it is impossible to defend anybody's rights with these weapons. The right to resist includes therefore the right to participate directly in the destruction of all atomic weapons and the means by which they are produced. 
In a dictatorship one of the first revolutionary actions should therefore be to destroy the dictator's atomic weapons.

In a democracy the citizens would decide about nuclear disarmament peacefully, in a referendum. 
The citizens could carry out their disarmament resolution themselves, as armed citizens, organized in a citizens' force.

A complete code of the human rights could easily be broadcast to our secret allies, the captive people, as the aim to be achieved by a revolution. It would counteract the communist ideology and would give all suppressed people a common aim and program against the totalitarian communists. In this way, too, the Human Rights would help to create a peaceful society.

The Human Right to resist every attack on Human Rights includes, naturally, the right to resist all preparations of one's own or other governments for an unjust war. As a former German I have to admit that most Germans did not resist Hitler sufficiently. On the other hand, they were not mentally prepared, armed and organized for such an attempt,
(How many people are, even now? - J.Z., 23.10.05.)

Out of the right to resist follows further the right and duty to kill tyrants at the first opportunity. If Hitler had been killed, in time, World War II would probably not have taken place. I do contend that every powerful politician, who suppresses Human Rights and who stays in power only because he suppresses liberty of speech, press and assembly, has to be regarded as a tyrant, As he cannot be recalled he has to be killed.

A threat with atomic weapon's has to be regarded as an vast offence against the Human Rights, too.

As every dictatorship is based on military power and as every suppression of Human Rights is done by force, the right to resist includes the right to use all rightful means for carrying our a successful resistance. In other words, it includes the right of every decent citizen to own and carry rightful arms. Unarmed pacifists are powerless to prevent war in the same way as unarmed policemen are powerless to keep armed criminals in check, but armed pacifists will get what they want, even against the will of a tyrannical communist government. For them the old saying of Machiavelli will be found true, once again:
"All armed prophets were victorious."
An armed resistance against those who prepare another unjust war can only be successful if it is well organized. The right to resist includes therefore the right to associate with others in military organizations for the realization and protection of Human Rights.

These have to be organized in such a way that they could not possibly be used for anything else. 
These organizations would finally join, across all national frontiers, to form a special, international police force of volunteers for the establishment and preservation of a just and therefore peaceful society.

The Human Right to have a direct vote concerning war and peace is an old pacifist demand. The majority of the people, if they were free to decide about it, would nowadays decide against every aggressive and unjust war and would thereby eliminate the need for a defensive and just war on the other side.

The right to vote concerning war and peace implies the right to vote re armament and disarmament. The people of all nations among themselves, could easily agree to destroy all nuclear weapons and other means of mass murder and mass destruction. For they are the main targets of them.

Furthermore, they would be better able than governments to carry out and control such an agreement. 
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3.)
From the right to vote to protect one's life, liberty and. property in international affairs, it must be concluded that everybody has a right to vote concerning international treaties. Consequently the free people could declare already now that respect for Human Rights is their only condition for a peaceful coexistence with other nations and that, should a war ever be started against them, their only war aim would be to reestablish the rule of Human Rights in the attacking country. They would not annex territory, demand reparations or slave labourers. In other words, they would not give one sensible reason for a war against them 
Consequently, it would, be very hard to wage and win a war against them. This fact alone would deter almost every potential aggressor.

Let us suppose all Human Rights would be completely realized in the Western World.
Which influence would this have on the tensions and dangers of war between East and West?

The ultimate outcome would be clear: Ideas do not respect frontiers. The communist ideology would be defeated. The wealth and freedom in the Western world, achieved by a complete realization of all Human Rights, would disprove all communist theories every day, sufficiently. The communists would have to give up all hopes for a world revolution. They would have to copy, by degrees, most of the reforms in the West in order not to fall too far behind in economic and social development.

Finally they would recognize that they could not hope to equal us, to be as free and wealthy, unless they patterned their development on ours. They would be forced on this path because their military power depends on their productive power and the more economic liberties they would restore to their subjects (see below), the more these would demand. The wealthier the suppressed people became, through economic reforms, the more political freedom they would claim. And all the time the example of the complete realization of all Human Rights in the West would supply them with a motive, aim and program to try to overthrow their oppressors.
The only kind of life insurance which the dictators could finally take out - would be to give in.

Let us now examine the influence of the realization of particular Human Rights, when they are first realized in the West:
The recognition in the West of the right of the individual to be held responsible only for his personal actions or negligence and not collectively, for actions of other members of his group, be it a State, a racial or religious or any other group, would perhaps more than anything else contribute to the prevention of the atomic war and to the destruction of all atomic weapons and to a final abolition of war.

All weapons for pass destruction offend especially against this right, as they kill indiscriminately, the innocent and the guilty, anticommunists and communists, women and children, old and sick, sparing none.

Once this right is recognized, everywhere, everybody would realize the self-contradictions and confusions of the struggle between East and West and would realize how to end them without a war:

The Soviets would then recognize that they have no chance of winning over the workers of the West whilst threatening them with atomic weapons. 

The already somewhat free "Free World" would come to realize that threatening our secret allies, the captive people, with extinction by our atomic weapons, is no way to liberate them and will not induce them to resist their rulers and to act as our allies. It will, rather, make them obey their orders for still more military preparations against the West. Almost no nationalist in any country of the world would react otherwise. 
The respect for the right not to be held collectively responsible will therefore be one of the main motives for the people in the West to destroy their atomic weapons unilaterally.

Recognition of this right would induce them to prepare for a defensive kind of warfare and revolutionary action against the totalitarian communist regimes - for which atomic weapons would be unnecessary and useless.
This action would be nothing but a police action and certainly not a total war or mass murderous revolution.

It would be carried out with rightful
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weapons only and directed exclusively against the dictators and their few voluntary followers. Part of such a policy, but no more than that, would be tyrannicide.

The realization of all Human Rights in the West, the resulting freedom and wealth, the one-sided destruction of our atomic weapons, our adoption of the principle of individual responsibility and its application towards the members of all nations, together with the public declaration of all our citizens that the realization and protection of Human Rights would be our only social aim in war and peace, would deprive the Russian and Chinese soldiers, who have been indoctrinated to regard us as imperialistic, monopolistic and capitalistic warmongers, of almost all their motives for fighting against us.
Only our own faults make the dictators appear strong and their subjects seemingly willing to fight for them.

The application of the principles of right and freedom should be our main defence. This would prove to be a far more effective and reliable deterrent than our nuclear arsenal, even against a dictator armed with nuclear weapons.
For, when we recognize the Human Rights of the suppressed people, we would not treat the conscripted soldiers, who are nothing but uniform formed victims of the dictators and fight against us under pressure, as enemies. We would neither try to destroy their country nor to kill as many of them as possible. Instead, we would conclude, a separate peace treaty with them, over the heads of their oppressors; a peace treaty fully based on Human Rights.

In praxis this would mean that we would recognize a government-in-exile as acting for them, make; it our ally and ask all soldiers of the dictator to leave him or to revolt against him, in any case to disobey the dictator and to obey their rightful government the government in exile our ally.
(To mobilize all the centrifugal and decentralist groups suppressed under a despotic regime and introduce, as soon as possible, full exterritorial minority autonomy for them, we should not just recognize one government in exile or one alternative society or community but as many as are wanted, by past refugees and deserters and presently still suppressed people, all only for themselves. A single alternative government in exile would still encounter too much dissent. All dissenters should be offered their full freedom, their free choice, for their own future. - J.Z., 23.10.05.)
We would treat all soldiers who were taken prisoner or deserted to us and who declared that they were forced to fight us, not as enemies and prisoners of war but as friends or allies, or, at least, as neutral guests.

In this way, by something like a military jiu jitsu, we would be able to turn most of a dictator's strength, his conscripted soldiers, against him. They would either revolt or desert.

Thus we could come to end a war before it could really begin or would prevent it altogether. The kind of fighting which would, possibly, still occur, would be, as mentioned above, nothing but a police action against a band of political criminals.
With atomic weapons we could not possibly pursue such a rightful and sensible policy.

Let us now consider the influence of the recognition and realization of some new economic rights on the question of war and peace:

Firstly, there is the right to trade freely with everybody, over all artificial frontiers, without let or hindrance.

Such a trade would increase everybody's standard of living significantly and would, therefore, make people less receptive to communist and other wrongful ideas which might lead to another war.

It would certainly put an end to all struggles for markets. Actually, there was never or will there ever be any need to fight for markets: Whoever wants a bigger market for his country has to see to it that his countrymen buy more from foreign countries. (Preferably, with assignments upon or clearing bills and certificates redeemable only in their own goods and services.)

By doing this, they would automatically increase the export to the same extent because the amount of currency, spent to pay for imparts, will sooner or later return to pay for exports. It has no other value for the trading partner. Only the present protectionist system does, indeed, lead to clashes of interests. But we need only to abolish it in order to harmonize our external trade and our international relations together.

We should never forget that before World War II, by high protective tariffs, we had almost excluded Japanese goods from the world market. Japan depends very much on international trade. Therefore, many Japanese thought it necessary, to conquer a market for Japanese products, conquer it in military fashion. Instead of "conquering" it peacefully, with their own and freely issued clearing certificates, goods and service vouchers.
The second new and important economic Human Right is the right to
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issue private money tokens, banknotes or purchasing, certificates which have not got the legal tender "quality", in other words, all kinds or optional money.

By thus introducing free competition in the field of the supply of exchange media, we would abolish all currency and credit shortages, create for the first time a real free market and would put an end to unemployment, sales difficulties, to all depressions.

Indirectly this right would lessen the danger of war by stemming the growth of totalitarian parties. Unemployed people tend to believe promises of men like Hitler.

Furthermore, this right and the knowledge of the technique, how best to use it, would enable revolutionaries to finance a revolution against a dictator.

The third new economic right is the right to refuse acceptance of a deteriorated paper money at its nominal value. This would mean the abolition of the legal tender power of paper money and would make inflations impossible. 
People impoverished by an inflation, like the Germans were after 1923, are an easy prey for dictators.

Furthermore, this right would make it impossible to finance a war by an inflation. You do, probably, know that the excessive armament of the dictator Sukarno and the inflation in Indonesia go hand in hand. 
The fourth new economic right to be included in all future constitutions is the right not to be exploited, that is to receive the full value of one's work. It would be one of our best defences against communism, as soon as it is realized. It can be realized by the abolition of all monopolies, including all State monopolies, in combination with co-operative production. 
The fifth new economic right is the right not to be taxed against one will and to decide directly what ought to be done with one's tax-money. This theoretical aim of democracy could only be realized by some system of voluntary taxation. It would make it impossible to finance an arms race and a war against the will of the people. Or could you imagine that e.g. one of the churches or sects, dependent on voluntary contributions, could finance a religious war against the will of its members?

The new Human Right to leave a State in the same way as one may leave a church, that is, without losing any Human Rights, especially not the right to live and work wherever one likes, would lastly destroy all motives and powers necessary to begin a war.

The exterritorial and autonomous communities of volunteers, which would be formed after the recognition of the above right, would gradually replace the present territorial and sovereign States, all with territorial and collectively centralized sovereignty and involuntary membership, by their alternative form of organization.


"To each the government or non-governmental society of his or her choice!"

These new societies and communities would have no use for atomic weapons but every reason to destroy them, even one-sidedly, as soon as possible. For them atomic weapons would be as useless as e.g. for the Methodist or the Anglican Church.

Like the present churches, they would have no motives for a war because they would all be free and independent.
They would have no enemy territory to throw their atomic bombs at because their own members would live everywhere, peacefully and side by side with those of other communities.
They could not even arm secretly, if they really wanted to, because all such attempts would immediately be noticed by members of other communities among whom they exist and they would be hindered, by the members of the other communities.
They could not conscript their voluntary members into a standing army.

They could not establish dictatorships because then their members would leave them.

In other words, they would be nothing but political clubs, or churches with worldly aims, but exterritorially fully autonomous and thus peacefully coexisting and freely competing with each other for converts. This would be a peaceful competition, because they would not rule over a certain territory and would have only voluntary members.
The only common basis which would be required for all of them would be respect for the Human Rights, at least for all those human rights which other communities want to make use of among their own volunteers.
The right to leave a state is related to the right to organize or participate in economic, social and political experiments of a tole-
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rant kind, experiments which are performed only among volunteers and at their own expense and risk. These experiments would, eliminate the danger of civil war and diminish the danger of ordinary wars.

This freedom would prevent civil war by making it unnecessary for reformers, who have no hope to convince the majority by words, to attain the supreme self-management power required to realize their new system - among themselves. 
Thus the above new freedom would allow them to demonstrate the rightfulness and the advantages of their reform plan with practical examples, giving everybody the chance to imitate it but forcing nobody to accept it.
On the other hand, it would soon disillusion all those, who believe in a wrong theory - since the shortcomings of their hypothesis would be shown in praxis, long before the new reform movement could grow to dangerous proportions. Its first followers would soon become disappointed or even enlightened through the failures of their own free experiments, which would also be extensively reported by free mass medias and scholars. 

This freedom would lessen the danger of war, too. Its realization would mean that e.g. communist tolerant experiments would be allowed in the West and tolerant capitalist and other experiments in the East. This would abolish ideological tensions and motivations for violence.

It would, finally, lead to the acceptance of the best economic system, the best political system, and the best social system, almost everywhere and by almost everybody, since, quite gradually, more and more individuals would voluntarily join those reform communities that are successful with their reforms.

I believe the libertarian experiments would succeed, you may believe the communist ones would. We may never agree by arguing who of us is right. But we can agree upon freedom for experiments - as a rightful means towards a final agreement between us, while in the meantime we would have established a rightful and sound foundation for peaceful coexistence between us.

Conclusions

The suppression of Human Rights is to be regarded as an unofficial declaration of war on the whole of humanity and is as a rule soon followed by the actual outbreak of some or the other war or at least violent struggle.

The realization of all Human Rights would not only prevent the atomic war but all other wars as well.
A just society is a peaceful society.

Therefore, it must become our foremost aim to realize all Human Rights everywhere, by all rightful means. But even this only to the extent that voluntary communities, not confined to a territory, do already want to practise them among themselves.

Not even the principles. practice and institutions of individual human rights should not be forced upon those, who, for their internal affairs and only among themselves, do not want to realize them in full. Only their behavior towards non-members must conform to them. For this the practice of religious tolerance or liberty has long set a convincing example.

The first step in this direction is to gain full knowledge of all Human Rights.

This knowledge shows the way how to realize them.

J. M. Zube, Berrima, NSW., ca. 1964.

---------------------------------
This is the text of the first talk I gave in The Domain, in Sydney, one Sunday afternoon in 1964, in an attempt to sell some issues of PEACE PLANS No. I or II, if I remember it right.

Since I was not yet certain of my English expression and just to make certain that I would not get stuck, I had learned this talk by heart! J. Zube, 8.1.1986.

For the same reason I have in 1986 and now somewhat edited this text.

I would be interested in any writings that make a better and more comprehensive case for the dependence of a genuine peace upon awareness and realization of individual human rights. - J.Z., 24.10.05 & 18.11.05.
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Every person should be free

...to pursue his ambition to the full extent of his abilities, regardless of race or creed or family 
background.
...to associate with whom he pleases for any reason he pleases, even if someone else thinks it's a 
stupid 
reason.
...to worship God in his own way, even if it isn't "orthodox."
...to choose his own trade and to apply for any job he wants-and to quit his job if he doesn't like it or he 
gets a better offer.
...to go into business for himself, be his own boss, and set his own hours of work-even if it's only three 
hours a week.
.

..to use his honestly acquired property or savings in his own way - spend it foolishly, invest it wisely, 
or even give it away.
...to offer his services or products for sale on his own terms, even if be loses money on the deal
...to buy or not to buy any service or product offered for sale, even if the refusal displeases the seller.

...to disagree with any other person, even when the majority is on the side of of other person.

...to study and learn whatever strikes his fancy, as long as it seems to him worth the cost and effort of 
studying and learning it.

...to do as he pleases in general, as long as be doesn't infringe the equal right and opportunity of every 
other person to do as he pleases.

The above, in a nutshell, is the way of life which the libertarian philosophy commends. 
It means no special privilege from government for anyone. 
It is the way of individual liberty, of the free market, of private property, of government limited to 
securing these rights equally for all.

From "Ideas on Liberty", FEE, May, 1965, quoted in SLM, 10/81
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Revolution of the Bourgeoisie
By ALONSO QUIJANO


Societies subsist upon moral bases. Often some with different moral bases co-exist. Differing philosophies are the fundamental bases of war, although wars are ordinarily interpreted in terms of immediate causes; usually economic, territorial, strategic, religious or political events.


Religions defend four basic rights of the individual: life, liberty, property and integrity. Therefore, religions condemn slavery, robbery, deceit and physical violence in the first case, coercion in the second, expropriation in the third, and lies, calumnies, and defamation of character in the fourth. Religion's basic principle is that in exercising these rights man is responsible only to God, with society's role that of preserving these rights in the individual.


Historically, legislators were scribes who set down "the law" as the written version of a society's moral code. Sometimes the principles were ascribed to God; to various gods or semi-gods; or to "Natural Law." Always, however, they were considered to be outside the realm of man. It was for him to preserve them, within their boundaries, but not to meddle with them.


However, man forgot the origin of "the law" and gave legislators the right to devise more and more complex laws. Legality and morality separated, being even at times antagonistic. The legal was sometimes immoral and the moral sometimes illegal.

Immoral law became the basis for the legal violation of the four basic rights and gave governments the supposed right to kill, to enslave, to expropriate and to brain-wash the citizens. Police forces coerced people to adopt various lines of conduct; to trade or cease trading with certain groups; to work at certain activities; to pay and to accept certain salaries; to spend their incomes in particular proportions; to see and read certain shows and books. It no longer was the individual's right to govern his own personal conduct or to spend the fruits of his labor.

A few individuals among mankind understand that, to survive, a moral code is essential and they recognize that the, law can be and often is a moral delinquent. I call these people "the emancipators." 
Mostly, they come from the bourgeois class but are found everywhere. They distinguish between morality and legality and are staunchly on the side of the first. They are "the just," the saviors of the world.


They stand for the basic four rights and recognize only one law. It is the moral one. They deny the right of government to legislate against these rights or to limit their use. Though they live all over the earth, yet they are very few. Their common trait is their respect for their principles and for the basic four rights.


Some of their proposals for a moral rebirth are:


a) Removal of all hindrances to free trade and commerce among peoples of the world.


b) Restoration of so called "public property:" to private property.


c) Abstention from paying taxes until these Taxes are changed so as to become non-


discriminatory and are used only to defend the rights of individuals.


d) International help among emancipators (strictly voluntary),


e) Voluntary appointment of judges and arbiters in contracts to settle all differences without 

resorting to immoral laws.


f) Establishment of publications which clearly distinguish between mo- 

_________________________________________________________________________________

Francis Neilson:

A Poem

By Herbert C. Roseman
The titan is dead … ninety years and four

How impossible it seems
This indestructible one
Battler against war
And the parasites who bled the people
Sightless and soundless he still wrote on

For he had known and seen all
To the very end
Son of Cobden
And the Miltonic soul
This Grand Vizier of the mind
_________________________________________________________________________________

ral and immoral laws to educate the unaware.


The emancipators' goal is the creation of a just order where the moral code is the law; where the law exists only to explain in detail how the rights are effective in every individual. Government will not own any property which is the product of anyone's labor, but may be the owner of land and natural resources if necessary for the preservation of any individual's rights.


The four basic rights include the right to:


1) Life, which includes the right to die for causes in which one believes.


2) Liberty, which is the right to do or not to do any act which is harmless in the exercise of 

these four rights on the part of others.


3) Property, which is the right to retain and to use freely the fruits of one's own labor or of 

those things freely exchanged for these fruits. (Unimproved land in this sense is not 

property.)


4) Integrity, which is the right to suffer no harm, physical or moral, from causes other than 

one's own deeds; the right to preserve one's own reputation for good or evil; the right 

to preserve one's own body in the state of adequate or inadequate development which 

each one has achieved.


To achieve a just society men must reject all abuses emanating from the usurped powers of government. Laborers must be free to sign work contracts in stable currencies. Agriculturists must be free to apply their efforts to any undeveloped land, ignoring governments' decisions as to how these lands ought to be used. Industrialists must be free to buy their materials from any source and to sell their finished products wherever they please.


Once people appreciate the tremendous gap which exists between the legal and the moral, the tremendous strength of moral power will be revealed. Morality will come into its own when people understand that obedience to an immoral law is a sin that is sacrificing the whole of humanity.
_________________________________________________________________________________

"Alonso Quijano" is the pseudonym of a prominent South American philosopher and libertarian.

From: "FRAGMENTS", vol. IV, July-September 1966.

I do offer all "FRAGMENTS" on microfiche. It was an excellent little journal.
This declaration is one of the few that includes (2nd. last par.) a clause for choice in currency, a few years before Prof. Hayek elaborated on it. - J. Zube, 2.1.1986. 

Even Hayek, a great scholar on other freedom subjects, was not aware that he had many predecessors in this respect. - J.Z., 18.11.05.
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PERSONAL DECLARATION OF PRINCIPLES
By Butler Shaffer

From: INNOVATOR, Sept,. 66

(LMP offers all its issues on microfiche.)

The world is littered with the wreckage of thousands of State Proclamations, Manifestoes, Declarations, and Constitutions, each of which was to last for all the ages to come. Mr. Butler Shaffer suggests instead a set of principles which INDIVIDUALS might choose to agree to live by in dealing with one another.

It is the purpose of this Declaration of Principles to set down the basic outline of a truly free society, a society in which each individual may exercise the full enjoyment of his inherent rights, free from the coercive acts of other men, and free from any form of coercive government. 
This Declaration is in the form of an agreement on principles, only, which binds men only in conscience and honor and shall in no manner be interpreted as the creation of any organization or authority to enforce any of the provisions herein.

Likewise, no person or persons shall establish any institution or undertake any action which would violate any of the provisions of this Declaration of Principles, or which would constitute an infringement upon the right of any other person to be totally free from acts of coercion directed against his person, his property, or his freedom of action.

Should any parties seek to amend this Declaration of Principles, the new terms shall not be binding upon those who have previously agreed to this Declaration, unless they agree to be so bound by explicitly affirming any such amendments.

ARTICLE I.

RECOGNITION OF RIGHTS

It is the purpose and intent of this Declaration of Principles to give recognition to the fact that each individual has a right to his life, his freedom of action, and his property, which no other man or group of men may or shall violate. 
It is recognized that the rights of individuals derive from the fact of their existence, that they are inherent to man's nature, and do not have their source or validity in other men's recognition of such rights. 
The recognition of men's rights in this Declaration of Principles shall not, therefore, be interpreted as the granting of individual rights, a power which no man may rightfully exercise over another. No men or group of men shall set themselves up as judges of the rights of others in any way that would physically compel obedience to their determination, such as in the establishment of any form of coercive government.

A man's "right to his own life" shall mean that each man is considered an end in himself, and his own reason for existence, and that he has the right to live for the satisfaction of his own goals, values, and happiness, and may not be compelled against his will to become the means for the satisfaction of other men's objectives. 
No man shall be considered to have an over-riding duty to other men or to society which would interfere with his freedom to choose his own ends, or which would compel the sacrifice of himself or his property.

A man's "freedom of action" derives from his right to his life, and recognizes that the existence of each individual is dependent upon his being free to act so as to preserve his life.

Such a right guarantees a man the freedom to engage in any activity which does not interfere with the like right of another, and to produce and trade with other men according to the terms to which each man has voluntarily agreed.

A man's "right to property" means that a man shall have the right to what he has produced, or what he has obtained from others in the way of trade or gifts, or what he has otherwise claimed, as under Article III, and that no other man or men may rightfully deprive him of the enjoyment of his property against his will. 
A man has the absolute right to determine what shall or shall not be done with his property, and may dispose of it as he sees fit. 
Each man shall be free to use his property in any way that does not result in his property being an instrument of physical coercion upon other men or their property.

Therefore, pursuant to these rights, it is agreed that:

Sec. 1. Each person recognizes himself as being completely responsible for his own welfare and his own actions.

Sec. 2. No person or persons shall ever initiate or threaten to initiate the use of physical coercion upon any other person or his property for any purpose whatever.

The term "coercion" shall be defined as causing either one's bodily person or some physical object or force to come into contact with either the person or the property of another person against the will of such other person. To threaten "coercion" shall mean to threaten to cause such a physical contact. 
"Coercion" shall not be interpreted to include the refusal of any person to undertake action, or the refusal to trade or otherwise associate with another, unless such person has already agreed to do so, and such refusal would constitute a breach of a contract.

Sec. 3. Each person shall enjoy total and absolute freedom of action, and shall have the complete freedom to enter into voluntary agreements of trade, association, or any activity with other men, and no person shall, either by coercion or the threatened use of coercion, interfere with such freedom. 
This shall not, however, preclude any person from refusing to trade, associate, or otherwise perform any act with or for the benefit of another, unless such person has voluntarily agreed to do so, and such refusal would constitute a breach of a contract. 
No person shall be deemed to have any obligations to another person or persons except those that he voluntarily and explicitly agrees to undertake.

Sec. 4. Each person shall be completely secure in the use, enjoyment and ownership of his property, both real and personal, and under no circumstances whatever shall any person be deprived of such use, enjoyment and ownership except by his voluntary consent. 
Each person shall have the absolute right to determine the use and disposition of his property, and there shall be no restrictions on the use of property except as the property-owner agrees to by a voluntary contract.

Sec. 5. The recognition of the rights of individuals herein shall obligate a person only to refrain from so acting as to violate these rights, and shall impose no obligation for affirmative action upon any person to defend or protect another in the enjoyment of his rights. 
Likewise, no person shall be required to defend or provide for the defense of the life or property of any other person.

Sec. 6. There shall be established no system or organization which compels any person to provide any form of financial or personal support therefore, or which obligates any person to undertake any act or refrain from any non-coercive act against his will.

ARTICLE II.

THE ECONOMY

It is recognized that men are free only so long as they are free to produce and trade with one another on a purely voluntary basis, free from acts or threatened acts of coercion. 
It is further recognized that only an economy founded upon the principles of voluntary production and exchange, according to terms agreed upon by the parties thereto, is consistent with the rights of individuals as outlined above. Therefore:
Sec. 1. No act shall be undertaken which would impair the obligation of contracts which parties have entered into, nor shall any person be compelled to enter any contract against his will.

Sec. 2. The medium of exchange for any and all economic transactions shall be as agreed to by the parties to such transactions. There shall be no standard of exchange established which would prevent or interfere with the freedom of any persons to utilize any other standard to which they shall agree.
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Sec. 3. The establishment and maintenance of functions which have, in other societies, been carried out by governments, including but not limited to postal services, transportation, education, power, roads and highways, defense, police, fire protection, banking, communications, establishment of a monetary system, recreation and parks, international trade, social and medical welfare, airports and shipping facilities, libraries, galleries and museums, water and sanitation, flood control, irrigation and conservation of natural resources, courts of law, fixing of weights and measures, insuring of patents and copyrights, establishment of professional standards, and the production, wholesaling or retailing of goods and services, shall be carried out, if at all, by purely voluntary organizations or private individuals, and there shall be no restrictions or obligations imposed upon any person for the maintenance of such functions, nor shall any person be coercively restrained or prohibited from engaging in or contracting for the performance of any of these functions.

Sec. 4. The terms for any transaction, including but not limited to the establishment of prices, rates of interest, duration of the contract, and the like, shall be solely as agreed to and determined by the parties to such transaction, and neither party shall be compelled to recognize any other terms unless he has explicitly and voluntarily agreed to do so.

Sec. 5. No person shall be compelled, against his will, to provide either his labor, his property, or any other of his resources, for the satisfaction of any activity undertaken by another.

Sec. 6. A man shall be bound by the terms of contracts which he has entered into until the contract has been fully completed by all parties thereto, and no man shall be excused from the fulfillment of his obligations because of his bankruptcy or any other inability or unwillingness to complete his agreed-to obligations, unless all other parties to the agreement consent to so excuse him.

ARTICLE III.

ESTABLISHING A CLAIM TO PROPERTY

It is hereby recognized that property, both real and personal, upon which no person has made any prior claim, may be claimed by any other person.

Sec. 1. A person shall acquire ownership of previously unclaimed property by any affirmative act on his part which clearly indicates his claim to or use of specifically defined property. Such affirmative acts may include, but need not be limited to, any of the following: the fencing of the land claimed; the physical alteration of such land, as by cultivation, mining, or the construction of buildings, roads, or other objects thereon; living on such land; the posting of notices of claim on such land, or by publication in any other way which would give others due notice of such claim.

Where property other than real estate is involved, a claim to previously unclaimed property may include, but need not be limited to, any of the following: its attachment to other property of the claimant; the use of such property; the attaching of tags, brands, nameplates, or the like thereto; its physical possession either upon the person or property of the claimant; or by publication in any other way which would give others due notice of such claim.

Sec. 2. No person shall acquire any use, interest, or ownership in the property of another person except by the voluntary consent of such other person. No man shall, without his voluntary consent, be required to alter any existing use of his property, or refrain from making such use of his property as he desires. No man shall, therefore, acquire any "right" to dictate to another man how he shall or shall not use his property.

Sec. 3. A man shall acquire, if he so claims it, the exclusive right to the reproduction of the design or composition of acts of his creation, such as literary, musical or other artistic compositions, mechanical or other inventions, and no person shall infringe upon the exclusive right of the creator to the use of such creation. A claim to such creations may be established by any means which clearly identifies such a claim, including but not limited to the attachment of such a claim to items which have been reproduced.

Sec. 4. In addition to selling or giving to another his claim to any property which he holds, a man may likewise disclaim any ownership in his previously claimed property by any act which clearly establishes his renunciation of such claim. Such disclaimer may consist of, but need not be limited to, any of the following methods: the posting of a notice of disclaimer upon the property involved; the throwing away of such property, as in a refuse area; or by publication in any other way of such disclaimer. When a claim to property is given up, and not transferred to another person at the time such disclaimer is made, such property shall return to the status of unclaimed property, which may then rightfully become subject to claim by another man in the same manner as any other unclaimed property.

ARTICLE IV.

RESOLUTION OF DISPUTES.
Sec. 1. Should any dispute arise between two or more parties involving the determination of property or contractual rights, or obligations incurred through injury or criminal action committed upon another, or any other dispute needful of resolution, the parties to such dispute may agree upon any means of settling it which do not conflict with any of the provisions of this Declaration of Principles.

Sec. 2. Where the parties to a dispute cannot otherwise reach a satisfactory resolution, they may submit such dispute to an arbitrator or board of arbitrators of their mutual choice. Where the parties cannot agree upon the selection of an arbitrator, they may each submit a list of five persons to the other party, from which the other would select one name. The persons so selected from the lists would then proceed to select an impartial arbitrator or board of arbitrators to resolve the dispute.

Sec. 3. Where there are more than two parties to a dispute, and there is no agreement reached either as to a means of resolving the dispute or as to the choice of an arbitrator, each of the parties may draw up a list of names consisting of five times the number of other parties to the dispute. Every party to the dispute would then select one name from the list of each other disputant. The persons so selected by the parties would then proceed to select an impartial arbitrator or board of arbitrators to resolve the dispute.

ARTICLE V.

DEFENSE.

Sec. 1. Every person shall be free to defend his life, his property or freedom of action from the coercive acts of others in any way which does not conflict with any of the Articles of this Declaration of Principles, including any voluntary methods of cooperative defense to which individuals may agree.

Sec. 2. No man shall be required to help defend either another man or any number of men or their property against such coercive acts, whether committed by coercive governments or by other criminal elements.

Sec. 3. No man shall retaliate with physical force against another man for acts which have been undertaken against him. However, in the event a person has had a criminal injury inflicted upon him by another, the person so injured may have his claim adjudicated under the provisions of Article IV. 
In the event the person accused of such an act shall refuse to agree to arbitrate or otherwise resolve such a claim, or to abide by the decision of an arbitrator, the injured party may undertake any non-coercive action not inconsistent with this Declaration of Principles as, for example, open publication to others of the acts of which the other party has been accused or found to have, committed. 
The person taking such non-coercive action shall, however, be fully responsible for his actions, and may in turn be subject to a claim by the accused party for false statements.










BUTLER D. SHAFFER

(This paper is the property of, and may be reproduced only with the permission of, the author: Butler D. Shaffer, Box 452, Palmer Lake, Colorado. Mr. Shaffer is an attorney and newspaper columnist. For the past three years, he has been Lincoln, Nebraska, manager of the Midwest Employers Council, and has recently joined the faculty of the Freedom School in Colorado.)
BUTLER D. SHAFFER IS NOW as a "honorary scholar" associated with the Freenetwork of A. Spies, address: POB 2193, Toluca Lake, CA 91602, USA, interests mentioned: 'Autonomy Booksellers', Psychological origins of institutional attachments, preventing Freenetwork from becoming an oppressive institution.
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Reproduced from:
Timothy Leary: "THE POLITICS OF ECSTASY",

Granada Publishing Limited, 1972, first published in Great Britain by MacGibbon & Kee 1970, Copyright 1965-1968 by The League for Spiritual Discovery, mainly dealing with "The Fifth Freedom - The Right to Get High" (chapter 4, page 301.).


"A basic exercise for the Freeman and the Freewoman is to declare and constitute your own righteous way.


On 6 June 1966 (the day on which die Sacrament LSD was declared illegal in the State of California), three young holy men in the city of St Francis got high and declared their version of die vision:
Ron Thelin, Michael Bowen, Allen Cohen.

A Prophecy of A Declaration of Independence

When in the flow of human events it becomes necessary for the people to cease to recognize the obsolete social patterns which have isolated man from his consciousness and to create with the youthful energies of the world revolutionary communities of harmonious relations to which the two-billion-year-old life process entitles them, a decent respect to the opinions of mankind should declare the causes which impel them to this creation.

We hold these experiences to be self-evident, that all is equal, that the creation endows us with certain inalienable rights, that among these are - the freedom of body, the pursuit of joy, and the expansion of consciousness - and that to secure these rights, we the citizens of the earth declare our love and compassion for all conflicting hate-carrying men and women of the world. 
We declare the identity of flesh and consciousness; all reason and law must respect and protect this holy identity.

This chapter presents another version of die City of God, written in those last days of die empire when assassination ruled die land and when gun-collecting huntsmen, themselves beneficiaries of die sharpshooters' aim, looked out the bullet-proof windows of the executive mansions in Sacramento, California, and Montgomery, Alabama, and Washington, D.C., and denounced die gentle blacks, the graceful browns, die laughing students, die gentle longhairs.

Reader, write your own Politics of Ecstasy.
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BILL OF RIGHTS

HUTT RIVER PROVINCE

INDEPENDENT STATE OF AUSTRALIA

SECEDED 21 APRIL  1970

Administratien Rights:

The Administration Board will legislate and administer the performance of all administrative, and indicatory matters, until a Government is elected in accordance with the provisions of the Constitution of the Hutt River Province.

Citizenship:

Descendants of citizens born in the Hutt River Province or whilst in transit internationally may claim citizenship by registering within the period stipulated by law.

Persons not already a citizen may apply for citizenship by naturalization.

Human Rights:

No law shall abridge the rights, privileges or immunities of any person. 
Every citizen shall receive the protection of the law against any action perpetuated to attempt to force or entice them to do an act which may be treasonable against the interests of the Hutt River Province.
Every person's life, liberty, property, pursuit of economy, happiness and freedom of fear, are rights to be enjoyed without interference.

Judicatory:

Whilst human rights are not a privilege to create a nuisance to other persons, all persons shall thus be given the full protection of the law. No person shall ever be refused the right of appeal.

Affirmation:

"To no one will we sell, deny or delay right of justice to."

Adoption:

Adopted by the Administration Board, Hutt River Province, 1 March, 1971, having been accepted by the vote of the peoples of the Hutt River Province.


Signed, within a Hut River Province stamp, dated 1 March 71: L. Casley
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A CONSTITUTION FOR A MORAL GOVERNMENT,

By Jack Anderson and Perry Miles,

1971, 173 pages, plus 19 pp of definitions, with a follow-up of at least 3 "personal reports" in 2 booklets, published by Foundation for Constitutional Studies, PO Box 4076, Honolulu, Hawai,96 813.

Since it was, apparently, never reprinted and none of my libertarian contacts knew about it, and I tried, in vain, to get the current addresses of these authors, I finally reproduced in PEACE PLANS No. 1250. It is an objectivist project, already forgotten by or unknown to most. Of their follow-up brochures I could obtain and reproduce only one. Are they still alive? Who knows their current addresses? 

The book does not offer a separate and short listing of human rights but tries to safeguard them implicitly in numerous detailed constitutional clauses.

( In this respect this book does resemble somewhat M. Oliver's "A New Constitution for a New Country" but while this book was basically written by a layman, Miles and Anderson appear to be at least law students and their output is, thereupon, much more legalistic. I also reproduced M. Oliver's book on microfiche, with his oral permission by phone, many years ago. - J.Z.)

For this collection some human rights quotes from A CONSTITUTION FOR A MORAL GOVERNMENT may sufficiently indicate its tendency :

Page 1: " ... man owns himself and is not the chattel of another."

Page 3: "The consumer votes with his dollars."

Page 12: "A constitution must be based upon the inherent right of man to life, freedom, property, and 

the pursuit of happiness."


"A constitution must cause and preserve the compete separation of government from religion, 

education, politics, and economics."


"A constitution's provisions for financing government shall be only for the voluntary 


financing of government; there shall be no taxation nor any method to create 


taxation."


"A constitution shall have no provisions for a legislative body or any provisions to create a 

legislative body."

Page 27: "No man shall seek or give the unearned or the undeserved."

Page 44: "The right to life, the source of all rights, means a man has a right to support his life by his own work, accepting the economic level his ability and accomplishments achieve. The right to life does not mean he has a 'right to another's property' nor to expect another to provide him with material values. There is no such thing, no such 'right', as the 'right to a decent home', or a 'right to a job', or a right to a 'fair wage', or a 'right to welfare'. There is only the right to act to gain a home, to obtain a job, to work for what one is worth."

Page 47: Government service shall be exactly, and only, what the people are willing to voluntarily 

pay for."

Page 86: Here secession is only envisioned and provided for on a geographical basis, after a 


plebiscite.

The authors make no bones about being mainly influenced by Ayn Rand's writings.











J. Zube, 31.12.1985.
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SOCIETY FOR INDIVIDUAL LIBERTY

DECLARATION OF PRINCIPLE

Adopted October 1969

As advocates of Individual Liberty we do declare:


That every man has an inalienable right to his own life, liberty, and property;


That the basic violation of man's rights consists of the initiation or the threat of the initiation 

of force against the individual;


That all proper social organization can only be a consequence of voluntary association 


between men;


That the only economic system consistent with human prosperity and happiness is laissez 


faire capitalism;


That the ideologies and instrumentalities of coercive collectivism are the basic threat to the 

rights of man and the existence of moral human societies;


And that both moral men and moral societies have the obligation to act in their own rational 

self interest to protect themselves from those who seek coercively to control, direct 

and enslave then.

With the apostles of coercion increasingly dominate in the councils of man, it is the duty of all those 
who value their life, liberty and property to take appropriate action, both intellectual and 
social, to preserve and to extend their freedom.

We, as libertarians, resolve to resist all forms of involuntary collectivism and all programs and
activities of government which violate our rights and attempt to take from us the ability to set 
our own goals and to determine our own destiny.
We work for the day when all men are free, and we look forward to a society of peace, plenty and freedom where the individual's rights are truly inalienable.

As men of reason and as advocates of liberty, we seek and will settle for no less than

FREEDOM IN OUR TIME!
_________________________________________________________________________________

DECLARATION OF PRINCIPLE

OF THE SOCIETY FOR RATIONAL INDIVIDUALISM

WE, AS ADVOCATES OF RATIONAL INDIVIDUALISM AFFIRM:

(No date or location known at this stage. - J.Z., 24.10.05.)

1.  That reality is an objective absolute, existing independent of man's consciousness;

2.  That man's reason is fully competent to know reality;

3.  That man, as a being of volitional consciousness, must independently judge on the basis of his 
knowledge and act on the basis of his judgment by the standard of his rational self-interest;

4.  That every man has an inalienable right to his life, liberty, and property;

5.  That the basic violation of man's rights is the initiation or threat of initiation of physical force, by 
individuals, including governments; (Should have been: "individuals in government". - J.Z., 
24.10.05.)
6.  That the only form of society consistent with man's rights is laissez-faire capitalism under a 
constitutional 
republic;

7.  That the ideology and instrumentalities of collectivism are the basic threat to the rights of man and 
the existence of moral human society;

8.  That moral societies, like moral men, must consistently act in their rational self-interest to protect 
the lives and property of their citizens.

_________________________________________________________________________________

The Berkeley Statement
of the Alliance of Libertarian Activists (ALA)


In this period of conflict between the emerging philosophy of individual liberty and the forces of collectivism, we as libertarians believe it our moral duty to assert:

That the rights to life and liberty are the foremost transcendent values of the individual and that history has conclusively shown that mankind achieves its most noble accomplishments when the creative energies of the individual are freed from the restraints of coercion;


That we explicitly reject moral systems which center morality in the collective social organization — whether in the name of Tradition, Religion, Science, Economics, Politics, or the dialectics of History;


That the right to hold and use the creations of his own mind is one of the individual's most sacred rights;


That the ideal social system is a voluntary association of free men, whose primary social concern is with freedom of expression and with integrity of individual members and of their labors;


That individual liberty should be bounded only by the restraints necessary to prevent one man from depriving another of his life or substance against his will;


That the single economic system most compatible with human freedom is that of the free market economy, allocating resources by the free play of supply and demand;


That since history has shown political tyranny to be the greatest destroyer of human liberty, we would restrain any existing government to at most the following functions:

a) preservation of internal justice — which means the defense of persons and their property 

against aggressive force;


b) protection from external aggression by means which do not violate the liberty of the 


citizens being defended; and

c) maintenance of such services as do not conflict with individual liberty.


We therefore dedicate ourselves to the struggle against ail forms of involuntary collectivism — whether economic, social, or political; we pledge ourselves to the use of all means consistent with our above-stated principles in preserving and expanding individual liberty; and we direct our attention especially to the Leviathan most active in suppressing individual liberty in our time: the increasing centralization of economic, political, and social power in the hands of omnipotent government, whether under the aegis of Marxism-Leninism or Fascism, of Maoism or National Socialism — or of the Western democracies.


We look forward to the day when free men shall everywhere populate the Earth, living in the peace which only respect for human life and liberty can create. 










(Sometime in the sixties. - J.Z
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M. GIESEKAM,

THE INDIVIDUALIST

Election pamphlet of a candidate for Blight, (Sydney, from the seventies)

PRINCIPLES:

I AM AN INDIVIDUALIST

Man is a rational being who learns by choosing courses of action and experiencing their consequences and freedom of choice and action are essential to his welfare and his very existence.

Each individual has the right to order his life as he sees fit, provided that in doing so he does not infringe the right of others to do likewise; consequently no individual or group may interfere with the lives of those who are not infringing the liberties of others, and such interference itself constitutes a basic infringement of liberty which may be justifiably opposed by any free individual.
All social, political and economic-relationships are, therefore to be regarded as forms of contract, not valid unless freely accepted by both parties, and always revocable, in terms of the original agreement.

Any person in any capacity whatsoever who initiates violence is to be held criminally responsible, be it in labour disputes, in public meetings or demonstrations.

All violations of individual rights should be dealt with in open courts.
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PLATFORM

INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS

Man has absolute rights to life, liberty and property, which do not necessitate the violation of the rights of others. 
These individual right's supercede any public, police or social power.

A Bill of Individual Rights included in the Constitution would ensure that these rights are recognized and respected.

VOLUNTARY TAXATION

It is immoral to force, men to support services they do not use and do not value, even if some think they know what is best for everybody else. It is incorrect to assert that rational men would fail voluntarily to support services they need if they were not forced to do so.
ALTERNATIVE INSTITUTIONS

Based on the principle that the only proper human associations are those which are conducted with the voluntary consent of the- individuals involved, I will promote the decentralization of state-powers through free market alternatives to governmental institutions.

ISSUES

1.   A Bill of Individual Rights.

2.   Review Summary Offences Bill.

3.   Repeal censorship laws.

4.   Uphold properly rights re pollution.

5.   Free trade and free enterprise.
6.   Unrestricted trading hours.


7.   Voluntary defence forces.
8.   Free prices for wages and products.
9.   Payment of services by voluntary user.

10. Free competition in transport, prisons, garbage and sewage removal, education, postal services, 
hospitals and other public utilities.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
PERSONAL              21 year old Art student.

PHILOSOPHY          Objectivism as originated by Ayn Rand.
SUPPORT                 Alliance for Individual Rights, Box 2 PO. Pyrmont 2009

HEADQUARTERS  Ring 36 5078 or 30 6533

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Authorized: P. Brookes, Box 2, P.O. Pyrmont 2009

PRINTED :.J. Zube, Wilshire St., Berrima, 2577.

VOTE 1 GIESEKAM INDEPENDENT FOR BLIGH
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Some suggestions for a
SHORT DRAFT OF BASIC INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS

to be upheld by AIR.
From the invitation to the meeting on 20/12/1970

This kind of short platform ought later to be explained, with instances, in a separate and lengthy listing of basic and derived individual rights. Each statement in this more detailed listing ought to be backed up as soon as possible by references supplied by the Documentation Unit. Rights of children, criminals, mentally defectives etc. will be listed later, separately.
1.) Everyone has the right to life and personal liberty - unless he forfeits it by action contravening the right to life and personal liberty of other persons.
2.) Everyone has the right to honestly and voluntarily acquired property, to ownership without let or hindrance in goods, machines, money and all other values which do not constitute a natural resource.

3.) Everyone has the right to trade freely, under conditions acceptable to him, in all kinds of goods, products, valuables and services with everybody, everywhere.

4.) Everyone has the right to unrestricted movement and residence - as long as he does not endanger the life or health of others.

5.) Everyone has the right to issue any non-coercive currency, and to choose, discount or refuse any currency freely.

6.) Everyone has the right to ignore or break any legalized or coercive monopoly.
7.) Everyone has the right to provide himself with paid work, without depriving anybody of it, by undertaking, alone or in association with others,- all the monetary, financial and organizational measures necessary for this purpose.
8.) Everyone has the right to price his goods, labour, capital, ideas and other property without any let or hindrance.
9.) Everyone has the right to choose any profession, train himself in any way he likes and offer his professional services freely - as long as he does not deceive anyone regarding his qualifications and can be held responsible for his mistakes.

10.)Everyone has the right to contract any number of working, hours for himself.

11.) Everyone has the right to form and to join, to refuse to join and to leave any trade union or professional association and the right to contract for himself any deviation from existing collective contracts.

12.) Everyone has the right but not the duty to participate in a rightful (!) strike, provided notice has been duly given. An employer may formalize the renunciation of a job by a striking worker.
13.) Everyone has the right to make contractual arrangements to assure for himself the free full market value of the product of his labor ( the value he adds to a product ).
14.) Everyone has the right to refuse payment for any service he has not ordered or freely consented to.
15.) Everyone has the right to set up or hire private law enforcement agencies and also the right not to be burdened with the costs of other protective agencies.

16.) Everyone has the right to secede from any of the presently coercive institutions, including States, armies and unions.

17.) Everyone has the right to resist suppression of individual rights, by all rightful means.

18.) Everyone has the right to be held responsible only as an individual, for his own actions, and not collectively for some actions of other members of a collective. 
Bring your own suggestions!

Be among the first 12 private humans to draft a human rights code!

_________________________________________________________________________________

From ALLIANCE FOR INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS (AIR) invitation to meetings on 4/1/71 & 10/1/71

A SHORT PLATFORM OF

THE MOST BASIC INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS

A draft submitted by J.Z, after discussion of some clauses with some members.
Amendments invited"
Please check for consistency with the FIRST PRINCIPLES OF LIBERTY already accepted.

PREAMBLE

Man has absolute rights that do not necessitate the violation of the rights of another. These individual rights supercede any public police or social power. They are the foundation of freedom, justice and peace in the world. Ignorance, disregard and contempt for these rights have led to most of today's problems and have led mankind close to the brink of extinction. One ignores individual rights only at one's peril. They are moral laws which like natural science laws are operating forces. They have consequences whether man knows and respects then or not. Knowledge and respect for them can do away with harmful consequences and promote optimum results for individuals.

SOME CHARACTERISTICS OF GENUINE INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS:

Only individuals have and can enjoy them. Others can only realize them by abstaining from meddling or by helping to protect them in an emergency. They describe an individual's authority to do something, not an authority to claim something from others, something that goes beyond non-aggression and common resistance against aggression. They are not interventionist claims. On the contrary, they harmonize arbitrary relationships by setting equal freedom limits, thus rendering arbitrariness not only harmless but also creative and productive. An individual right is of a general nature. It does not merely decide some organizational arrangement which could very well be settled otherwise e.g. the 'one man one vote' principle. 
While individual rights overlap and sometimes take precedence over others because of different priorities, they do not extinguish each other but coexist.

I. LIFE. LIBERTY, CONTRACTS AND PROPERTY

1,) LIFE: Everyone has the right to life - that is to exist, possess and control his own life - unless he forfeits it by actions contravening the right to life of other persons.

2.) LIBERTY: Everyone has equally the right to personal liberty unless he forfeits it by violating the basic rights of others.

3.) CONTRACTS: Everyone has the right to freedom of contract - provided the terms of a contract do not require infringement of the rights of a third party.

4.) PROPERTY: Everyone has the right to possess, use, control and dispose, without let or. hindrance, of honestly and voluntarily acquired property in goods, machines, money and other values which do not constitute a natural resource.
( Property is anything to which one has a moral claim. It may be earned, inherited, won or donated.)

II. PREDOMINANTLY ECONOMIC INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS

5.) MOVEMENT: Everyone has the right to unrestricted movement and residence, at his own expense, so long as he does not endanger the life, health, privacy or property of others.

6.) TRADE: Everyone has the right to trade freely, under all conditions acceptable to him, in all kinds of goods, products, valuables and services, with everybody, everywhere.

7.) MONETARY FREEDOM: Everyone has the right to clear his debts and arrange for the most convenient form of clearing. He may for instance issue or establish, offer, accept or refuse to accept (either totally or at par) any exchange medium or standard of value.

8.) WORK: Everyone has the right to support himself by his own efforts. He is free to select his profession, business or job and to train himself for it however and wherever he pleases. No occupation or profession, job or business may be denied to anyone by anyone else than his prospective employers, customers or clients. Everyone has the right to provide himself with productive paid work or sales for his services (without depriving anybody of any productive job or forcing anybody to provide it) by undertaking, alone or in association with others, all the monetary, financial, and organizational measures necessary for this purpose.

9.) NO MONOPOLIES: Everyone has the right to ignore or break any legal or other coercive monopoly.

10.) NATURAL RESOURCES: As everyone is a joint inheritor of the natural resources of this planet everyone has the right to free access to and the right to participate in the exploitation of all natural resources ( like land, minerals, energy sources, rivers, lakes, oceans, seabed, air space ) through freedom of movement into, settlement in, and use of areas where such resources are found. 
At the same time no one has any right to the capital labor, etc. already invested by others in the development of a natural resource - until he has come to a purchase, partnership, cooperative or lease contract with the present users and investors. 
(This right can and should only be realized by free market purchases of so far "closed" natural resources and free competition of "open" enterprises against the "closed" ones. )

11.) NO TAXATION WITHOUT INDIVIDUAL CONSENT: Everyone has the right to his earnings and his property and no one, not even those who govern by democratic consent, has the right to impose any kind of tribute on anyone. Thus everyone has the right to refuse payment for any disservice or charitable project or any service he has not ordered or individually consented to.

12.) FREEDOM TO EXPERIMENT: Everyone has the right to initiate or participate in tolerant experiments - not only in the natural sciences but also in the economic and social sphere - provided these experiments are undertaken only by volunteers, at their expense and risk and on their property or on a personal law basis.
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III. PREDOMINANTLY POLITICAL INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS

13) ASSOCIATION: Everyone has the right to form or to join any association. Such volunteer associations may even be autonomously and exterritorially organized to apply self-given personal laws to their members. They may federate worldwide and compete peacefully with other world federations established on other ideological principles.
This right to associate is limited only by the right to disassociate oneself and by the obligation to respect at least in the members of other organizations all basic rights so far discovered.

14.) INDIVIDUAL SECESSION: Nobody may be compelled to belong to or to remain in any association. Everyone has the right to secede from any of the present coercive institutions, including states, armies and unions, and naturally, from all volunteer associations, without losing as a result a single basic right.

Individuals may also opt out of particular laws, international treaties, just seceded nations and even out of world federations. In all such instances they become free to contract alternatives for themselves.

15.) ARBITRATION: Everyone is free to opt out of existing juridical systems and may set up or subscribe to arbitration courts (or a system of autonomous juries or to particular professional judges or groups of judges - J.Z., 25.10.05.) for the protection of his rights and his contractual arrangements.

16.) PROTECTIVE AGENCIES: Everyone has the right but nobody is obliged to set up and join or hire private, or cooperative protective agencies offering all police services.

17.) RESISTANCE: Everyone has the right to resist suppression or serious threats against individual rights, by all rightful means.

18.) WEAPONS: Everyone has the right ( not the duty ) to own and bear rightful arms ( arms which can be used discriminately ) even concealable ones, until he becomes convicted of a crime of violence. Every owner and bearer of arms is fully responsible for their use and abuse.

19.) MILITARY ORGANIZATION: Everyone has the right to train himself, alone and in association with others, for the protection of individual rights. As militia man he retains all individual rights and e.g. his obedience to orders given by his elected officers is limited by his primary obligation to uphold individual rights. 
IV. GENERAL INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS OF THE CONVENTIONAL TYPE

20.) HAPPINESS: Since every man has the moral right to live for his own sake, his own happiness, he has the liberty to pursue happiness in any way he chooses.

21.) PRIVACY: Everyone who has not interfered with the basic rights of others has the right to an undisturbed sphere of privacy including his own home, papers, private communications and meetings.

22.) EXPRESSION: Everyone has the right to express & publish by any means and without interference his observations, thoughts, opinions, ideas, artworks etc., anytime and anywhere, even when his utterances or productions are considered by others to be wrong, obscene, valueless or harmful This right does in no way infringe the right of readers, listeners, viewers, hosts, editors, publishers etc. to refuse to pay for, accept or tolerate in their own private sphere any such utterances or works or those who made them.

23.) INFORMATION AND SECRECY: Everyone has the right to seek and receive information by all rightful means on everything outside the private sphere of other living persons. He has the right to keep information secret if its disclosure would offend against or endanger individual rights and he may contractually oblige himself to secrecy if no infringement of individual rights is involved.

24.) EDUCATION: Everyone has the right, either at his own expense or that of voluntary donors or financiers 

a) to develop all his talents which do not endanger the individual rights of others,

b) to freely choose teachers, curriculum and educational institutions for himself and his,


children,


c) to offer his services, as a teacher or lecturer and

d) to set up or manage all kinds of schools and universities.

Nobody is obliged to pay for the education of other than his own children.
Nobody may be forced to acquire a minimum education.

25.) FAMILY: Men and women, regardless of age, race, nationality, or religion, have the right to marry, any numbers at a time. Unless they make contrary arrangements, they are entitled to equal rights during their marriage and at its eventual dissolution by one-sided declaration.

Parents have the right to determine freely the number and spacing of their children - but they alone are fully responsible for their offspring.

26.) INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY: While everybody is responsible for his own actions and may e.g., be forced to pay indemnity for damages and wrongs, he has the right to be held responsible only as an individual, for his own actions and not collectively for some actions of other members of a collective.

27.) PHYSICAL INVIOLABILITY: Everyone has the right to resist all attempts to subject him to any sort of mutilation or therapeutic or physical treatment - except with his own deliberate consent - unless he is verminous or infectious and has to be disinfected or quarantined for the protection of others.
No one may be forcibly handled except in restraint of his own violence.
No one may be tortured, assaulted or otherwise physically mistreated.
Everyone has a claim to damages against anyone who assaults him, e.g. by introducing polluting agents or poisons into his air or water or, without warning the consumer, into food, or by making an excessive and harmful noise in his vicinity.

28.) PERSONAL SECURITY: Everyone against whom there is no strong evidence for having committed an offence against basic rights - has the right to personal security from unreasonable interrogations, searches, arrests and detentions.

Note: The term "everyone" refers to adults who have not and are not interfering with basic individual rights of others.

Rights of children, criminals, mentally retarded people and possibly also of animals, will be listed separately, I hope, by one or the other member.

No one realizes more than I do myself the imperfections of the above draft. Shorten complete, correct it, please! Keep in mind that not all can or need be said in these statements of basic rights.
Further derived rights and advisable lengthy comments should be included in a separate statement. - 










J.Z.
_________________________________________________________________________________

To refresh your memory - here are, again, our 

FIRST PRINCIPLES OF LIBERTY

The ALLIANCE for INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS

holds


1.) That man is a rational being, who learns by choosing courses of action and experiencing their consequences, freedom of choice and action is essential to his welfare and his very existence.


2.) That each individual has the right to order his life as he sees fit, provided that in so doing he does not infringe the right of others to do likewise.


3.) That, consequently, no individual or group may interfere with the lives of those who are not themselves infringing the liberties of others; and that such interference itself constitutes a basic infringement of liberty which may justifiably be opposed by any free individual.


4.) That all social, political and economic relationships are, therefore, to be regarded as forms of contract, not valid unless freely accepted by both parties, and always revocable in terms of the original agreement.
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A PRELIMINARY LISTING OF
SOME DUTIES THAT ARE IN ACCORDANCE WITH INDIVIDUAL HUMAN RIGHTS,

together with some replies to a few common objections against human rights.

John Zube, Wilshire St., Berrima, NSW 2577, 7/1/71

Mrs Anne Heckers, 94 Pacific Highway, Gosford Nth., 2250.

Dear Mrs. Heckers,




thanks for your letter of Jan. 4th. and the explanation why you are not likely to attend AIR meetings. We plan some publications and I will keep you informed now and then by sending some. A few of the members are interested in the "environmental crisis" but few expect it to be solved by still further state intervention in this sphere. Laissez-faire - fully respecting the rights of others - is the answer, here also, is our general position. Some libertarian literature on this subject is mentioned in the enclosed copy of a letter. Please give me some details on your "Environment Association".

The children are well and happy - the latter as far as they can be within a coercive school system and being kept out of productive work against their will, through "protective" child labour laws. So far I was still unable to provide a home for them. Best wishes for the season in return.

I answer your letter so soon, only because you state one of the all too common objections against individual rights, one which can be effectively countered only with a clear statement of individual duties which follow, logically and inevitably, out of the concept of individual rights.

I would agree with your attack against "rights" if you would have meant ( you may, for all I know ) under "rights" the various welfare-statist claims e.g. to dignified treatment, equality in every respect (bar individual rights), right to minimum wages, accommodation, free schooling, health care, security, peace, whatever else is claimed by seemingly helpless human scum, as a "right".

If you read my draft again, carefully, and do not, from the beginning stumble. again, over this common misconception of rights, you just might ( if you do not share the common prejudice ) find your position not so opposite from mine as you think it to be at present.

So far, I have nowhere in the world noticed a "scramble" for individual rights of the type listed. Can you help me in my blindness?

It is rather easy to look down and more or less despise the "scramble for money, possessions, pleasure", if one has already as much of each of these as one can reasonably ask for. But, inevitably, this denigration becomes ridiculous in the eyes of people short of household money, of students, who take up a full time shift work jobs in order to finance their studies, of genuine music lovers ( of classical music ), who cannot, at present, afford more than a miserable mini-transistor to listen to concerts, of people who live in cramped quarters with insufficient space for their books or for friends to join in an evening's discussion etc. etc. Those people, who talk about affluence in our time, are usually rather affluent - but the others ...

Both, among the affluent and among those, whose basic personal requirements are not yet secured, you find those who are exclusively interested in further improving their material positions and their pleasures. But where does it get us if we condemn these people? Let us rather do what we perceive to be rightful and dutiful and set an example to be followed by those who are teachable. It's a waste of time to slander the others in any way. They have no concept of duties because they have no clear concept of all individual rights and their interrelationships.

In my books, duty, right and freedom are closely interrelated and not only that, they are to a large extent identical, being only different aspects of one and the same thing or possibility or relationship. Only linguistically are they often used as if they were opposed in essence. Whatever discrepancy appears is either between 


a) genuine duties and "rights" which are not rights but claims against others which ignore their 
rights or


b) genuine individual rights and presumed duties (like duty to obey any law, just because it is 
a formally passed law, "duty" to die for the "fatherland", whenever a ruler demands it, "duty" 
to sacrifice oneself or one's property for an ill defined and not definable "common good" or 
"public interest".

The duty idea has further been messed up through collectivist thinking which presumed that public bodies could and would have special duties ( beyond private contractual relationships between them and individuals ). Rightful or genuine duties are
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individualistic. They oblige an individual to do something, not a collective.
Another aspect of duties, which is all too often overlooked, is that duties do not oblige beyond one's ability to fulfill them. Celsus, about 100 A.D., is supposed to have clarified this aspect with his statement: "Ultra posse nemo obligator" ( Nobody is obliged beyond ability or possibility ).

Precisely, because some misunderstandings regarding duties were foreseen in this rights draft, all duty clauses, which might have been added, were intentionally omitted and held over for a separate declaration of duties to be compiled at a future date. One can do only so and so much at a time. If you are willing to draft a list of basic duties for rational beings, I am all ear and eye and quite open-minded, provided you do not attempt to throw rubbish into my mind, ideas which have been thoroughly rubbished long ago.
-----------------------------

Here you are, with a rough first draft of basic duties, as I see them.

Not all of these are really separate from each other. All relate conceptually to the idea of rights and of a rational way of life - being, presumably, superior to a merely animalistic or vegetative one.

1.) Categorical Imperative: A man ought to act in a way that he can and must rationally want the maxim of his action to become a general law. 
(This is my own free version of it. Kant supplied several ones. I am still very much impressed by his deduction and development of this principle in "Grundlegung zur Metaphysic der Sitten" (Foundations of the Metaphysics of Morals). I tried, some time ago, to summarize his ideas on the subject on a few pages - but he has already concentrated his ideas very highly in this small work. If you should know of a clear summary, I would like to reprint it in Peace Plans.)

2.) The basic and general duty of everyone consists in respecting all the rights of others ( according to their priorities ).

(This is one of the conclusions from the categorical imperative, applied to frequent situations in life. "Freedom or Slavery", Feb. 66, stated it thus:

"...man's only moral obligation ... is to respect the rights of others."

The latter viewpoint is, I hold, too exclusive. One should, somehow, include the moral, not the legal obligation to help protect these rights against "raiders" of all sorts. This is my interpretation of a basic "social contract between rational beings". This duty is supported by something like a moral sense or instinct, which is inborn and tends to make us sympathize with the victims of injustices and to help others, even at great risk to ourselves, when their lives or rights are violated.)

Thus one should, perhaps, rather speak of a duty not only to respect but also to help uphold the rights of others. See below.
3.) Duty to resist. There is a duty to resist infringements of one's rights. Rational beings would also consider it their duty to resist violations of the rights of others, for if others are not secure in their rights, they themselves are not, either, and may fall victim any time. This is one of the duties most neglected in our time.

The right to own and carry rightful arms, to revolt in certain situations and to kill tyrants, can also be expressed as duties, following from the above, for all rational beings. See article 27 of the French constitution of 1793.

4.) The duty to work towards a just society, is just another version of 1 and 2. We owe this to ourselves, our dependents, our offspring, our friends, our ideals - if we take ourselves serious as rational beings.


"The condition of the civilized world is very grave. There is a pressing need for remedial action, and it is the duty of every citizen, in the United States and elsewhere, who has the privilege of living under healthy political conditions, to address his or her mind to the claims of this need."


- said Alfred Zimmern in "The American Road to World Peace", New York, Dutton, 1953, 
page 186. 

Another, similar quote by Eric Linklater, "The Cornerstones", MacMillan, London, 1941, runs:

"If you're aware on the one hand of human bondage, and feel, on the other, some capacity, 
however small, to lighten the load, then you're doomed to action. You're at the mercy of 
your conscience. But I always envied the man who found contentment in fishing."

( I do find some wordings in these formulas objectionable. Nevertheless, they underscore the point I am trying to make.)

5.) There is also a duty for rational beings to work towards a peaceful society.
(There are several magnificent statements by Kant on this subject in his work: "Eternal Peace" but I am at present to lazy to look them up. Quite obviously, I am falling down on my duty!)
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This duty also follows from points 1 and 2.

Here are some other quotations on this subject which I found interesting and have on hand:


" ... I felt it to be my duty not to remain passive in a world which seems to be moving 
towards a self-chosen catastrophe.


" - Erich Fromm in "Beyond the Chains of Illusion".

(To what extent this situation is presently self-chosen - could be the subject of an interesting discussion.)


"All men and women are under a moral obligation to work, effectively, for peace, not merely to wish for it. Nobody has discharged this obligation until he has studied social science sufficiently to understand the forces in society which work for harmony and prosperity, and the forces which work for conflict and poverty."








- "The Standard", Oct. 64.


"Now, as a matter of fact, the morally practical reason utters within us its irrevocable veto: 'There shall be no war. So there ought to be no war, neither between me and you in the condition of nature, nor between us as members of states which, although internally in a condition of law, are still externally, in their relations to each other, in a condition of lawlessness; for this is not the way by which anyone should prosecute his right. Hence, the question no longer is as to whether perpetual pace is a real thing or not a real thing, or as to whether we may not be deceiving ourselves, when we adopt the former alternative, but we must act on the supposition of it being real. We must work for what may, perhaps, not be realized, and establish that constitution which yet seems best adapted to bring it about (mayhap republicanism in all states, together and separately).

And thus we may put an end to the evil of wars, which have been the chief interest of the internal arrangements of all the States without exception. And although the realization of this purpose may always remain but a pious wish, yet we do certainly not deceive ourselves in adopting the maxim of action that will guide us in working incessantly for it; for it is a duty to do this. To suppose that the moral law within us is itself deceptive, would be sufficient to excite the horrible wish rather to be deprived of all reason than to live under such deception, and even to see oneself, according to such principles, degraded like the lower animals, to the level of the mechanical play of nature.


"It may be said that the universal and lasting establishment of peace constitutes not merely a part, but the whole final purpose and end of the science of right as viewed within the limits of reason .. ."


- Immanuel Kant, in "The Science of Right", conclusion, translation by W. Hasie, in the collection "Great Books of the Western World".


The Salvation Army, in its "War Cry", 4.7.64, published a related thought:
"It is a sad and deplorable fact that multitudes of people waste their lives. They aim at nothing good, great, sublime or worthwhile. They merely exist. … They have no goal, no purpose in life. The precious moments, minutes, hours, days, weeks, months and years pass by and they make no preparation ... neither do they help their fellowmen. ... In the end, about all that can be said of such people, is that they were born at a certain time and died at a certain time. They wielded an influence, to be sure, but it was not for good. ... Are you amongst this number? What are you doing with your life?"


( I would take exception with regard to the stated and implied Christian sentiment.)

Apart from Kant's definition of right, I like the one by Prof. Dr. Felix Dahn, in "Deutsches Rechtsbuch", 1877, Beck, page 1 & 2:

"Right is the reasonable and peaceful order of a human society - in its external relations 
among the members and in its relations to objects."

6.) Duty to support oneself and one's dependents ( to the extent that these are, by their very nature, at least temporarily dependent ). This excludes parasitic living, be it fraudulent or coercive or relying on religious sentiments of others.

7.) Duty towards oneself - e.g. not to abuse one's gifts and abilities, mental and physical ones. Elaborated best, so far, to my knowledge, by Kant in "Metaphysics of Morals". One ought to regard not only others but also oneself primarily as an end and not only as a means. This relates to:

8.) Duty to enlighten oneself sufficiently, to be able to understand and respect the rights of others. This means a duty to become rational and to act rationally as much as possible, at least in public, when relating to others. This follows from 2. It implies also the duty not to put oneself in a position where one can no longer act rationally or responsibly, e.g. because one has drunk too much.


" ... how right the Buddha was in classing unawareness and stupidity among the deadly 
sins." - A. Huxley, Ends and Means, 1938, p. 32.

9.) Duty to improve oneself (perhaps even one's environment), Relates to 7 and 8.

Tolstoi believed:


"Man's supreme and unique duty is to perfect himself morally and not to cooperate with the 
wrong." - According to Victor Lebrun's article in "Progress", July 66, published by A. R. 
Hutchinson, Melbourne.
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10.) Duty to state the truth, wherever and whenever possible 
( Provided the hearer is entitled to hear it and could rightfully benefit from it. There is no obligation to tell the truth to a robber. The truth he is interested in, and not entitled to hear, is where your treasure stocking is hidden. Take a confirmation of this principle from the devil himself, quoted from one of my father's letters to his friend Grossman, back in 1935. ( Unexpurgated copies of "Mein Kampf", sufficiently well indexed, are hard to obtain.):


"Somebody, who knows something, realizes an existing danger, also sees the possibility of a 
remedy, has then the inescapable duty and obligation not to work quietly in isolation but to 
stand up against the evil and for the solution, in front of the public. If he fails to do this, he 
is a despicable weakling, who fails out of fear or laziness or inability."

11.) Duty to stick to one's word and one's contract - as long as these are binding and as much as is humanly possible.

12.) Duty to accept full responsibility for one's actions, to pay restitution or damages, to suffer the consequences etc.

Duty e.g. to take out a third-party-insurance when one is a driver.

13.) Duty to appoint an arbiter, if one opts out of an existing state or legal or contractual system. Kant, in Eternal Peace, calls this a duty to uphold civil relationships between oneself and others and brings an interesting example, comparing a total opting out without making any provision for possible future arguments with a state of wild nature and at least potential aggression.

14.) Duty to mind one's own business and not to meddle with the affairs of others. Laissez faire!

"II faut cultiver notre jardin." - Voltaire.

------------------------------
If you have anything to add or subtract or improve, let me know. Consider it your duty to talk and discuss the concept of duty.

Be explicit. It is a "sin" against the "holy spirit" to talk only in general terms.

One unstated premise, when discussing only duties instead of discussing them as flowing from the nature of man, a nature which requires certain rights and freedom to let him be a man as he was designed to be ( not as some planners imagine he ought to be ), is the idea that whatever has not been explicitly tolerated by the ruling religion or ideology, is a sin or a crime or against the common weal or too dangerous and risky etc., etc.

The concept of duty, because it is usually understood only by a few in all its implications, has left the world for hundreds, if not thousands, of years in its old rut and has largely upheld the authoritarian and hierarchic systems.
The concept of individual rights (rather new) has brought about most of the progress we achieved or ever had, temporarily, by releasing the creative potential in all or at least in a large number.

Compare the sorry spectacle of all charity organizations - compared with free enterprise - in fighting a common enemy: poverty.

There are, in my books, no duties to present states or societies because, in both cases, we do not have contractual relationships.

I do not recognize as duties the duties imposed by welfare states and warfare states upon taxpayers and citizens. Each of them amounts to a 

"...duty, which merely means doing what other people want because they want it."


- Oscar Wilde, "The Soul of Man under Socialism".

For me the idea that rights are accompanied by duties and responsibilities does merely express, in other words, that rights can be fully claimed only by rational beings, rational to the extent that they recognize and respect the basic rights of others. This distinction was. more or less clearly made in Peace Plans 4. Plan 110.
----------------------------

There are some other disagreements between our premises, according to your statements in your letter.


"One does not live for one's own sake at all!" ???

For whose sake then does one live, - for God's sake?
For the sake of the "Nation", the leader, the religion, the party?
For the sake of others?
Why should the others have the right to live for their own sake and have the right to our servitude for their benefit?

Do you realize what ancient myths or divinely inspired and upheld domination systems you are here perpetuating?
Should everybody live for the benefit of everybody else?

Is everybody better fit to do this than to live his own life?

I may have made less of a mess of my private and professional life than some other people. But does this mean that I could direct their activities better than they could?
The presumed duty to sacrifice
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one's own life for the benefit of the life of another ( when not an exchange, due e.g. to love ) is a renunciation of everything valuable in life, is a suicidal act which denies the self-supporting capabilities and the need for self-supporting activities of other beings. It reduces man, as Ayn Rand repeatedly said so well, to the status of a sacrificial animal. Count me out and consider it your duty e.g. to read "Atlas Shrugged" - from her pen.

" ... this over-emphasis on rights, liberty, freedom"
- where else but in this little sketchy draft do you find it? I was hard put to compile a list of 56 Sydney organizations which promote at least one aspect of liberty. Does our society really suffer from over-emphasis of these values?

Responsibility and obligation are automatically involved in the concept of individual rights - if you have the intellectual humility and take care to ponder this question for a little while (you will see it, too).

Your rights are my obligation to respect them and I am to be held responsible if I infringe them in the least.

One should always take the utmost care not to offend against them - and our constitution does not even list them and in wartime they are outright renounced, under the pretence that they would not be applicable then, just when, objectively, they are needed and ought to be respected most!

Humility? Yes, but towards nothing but the basic rights of others, expressing their creative, their "divine" potential.

Kant has an interesting footnote on this in "Eternal Peace":


"Many have criticized the high-sounding titles which are often given to a ruler, such as 'divinely anointed', 'executor of God's will on earth', 'God's representative', calling them coarse and flattering, but it seems to me without reason. Far from making the prince conceited, they should make him humble, if he has brains ( which, surely, one must assume) and, therefore, is conscious that he has assumed an office which is far too big for a man: to administer man's law (the rights of human beings), the most sacred thing that God has on earth. To have hurt this prized possession of God ( this eyeball of God ) in any way at any time, must surely worry any man."

Please, do tell me, who else "over-emphasizes" rights and freedoms?

The security of old people need not be achieved through family communism - since insurance was invented. But, have old people done their duty to see to it that insurance is

a) competitive,

b) not over-regulated,

c) not over-taxed,

d) not turned into a farce through the inflation of coercive paper money,

e) not over-expensive through artificially keeping interest rates down?

Have these old people done their duty to take care of themselves, not only in their daily leisure, during their working lives, but with some foresight for their old age period?

Is it the young people's duty to become the sacrificial lambs for the old fools?

Shall we have Isaac sacrificed to Abraham's fanciful dreams, over and over again?
Should we preserve slavery and servitude by nationalizing or continuing to nationalize it ( school children, conscripts, taxpayers)???

Children may need growing-up chances, which all too many non-working mothers don't give them, often much more so than they need a mother's over-protective care. The law does not permit it. The law often keeps father's income directly or indirectly so low that the children depend also on mother's income.
Anyhow, we can, at best, make only recommendations. Others do have the right to live their own life. You do not have the right or duty to meddle with their lives - but you have moral, not the legal right (so far: In ancient Athens it was otherwise, according the Constitution of Athens, as reported by Aristoteles!), to adopt children or take them into your care - when their rights are infringed and their parents genuinely neglect their duties towards them. But remember that ideas on the right kind of education and proper upbringing do differ somewhat and just consider the possibility that you, instead of the other parents, might be mistaken.

My mother used to work during most of my childhood - and still managed to smother my sister and myself with an excess of mother love. If a woman works, it does not exclude her any more than a man's job does - from various involvements with "community" work. First things first. She has to take care of her private life and this may very well include other aims than the ones you have set for yourself as ideal. One of the best contributions to the community women can make ( much better than all the charity work all women are involved in ), is their productive contribution to a free market. You disregard her really valuable contribution, which is in high demand and highly paid for by the consumers, - by you and me.

Quite right, it is not necessary to come up with the same answers - as long as each remains free to apply his findings in his own sphere. But as soon as one gets it in his head that it is his or her duty to impose his or her solution on the other - we have war, with one or the other weapon, the bayonet or the vote.
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_________________________________________________________________________________

We have so far taped all our discussions and intend to build up a documentation centre - but, to realize even a few of the many ambitious projects mentioned, will cost much time, effort and labour.

CONTACTS 7 is overdue - but, largely due to AIR, I have not got around to do my duty to edit and type it out on stencil for the Wayside Chapel. 

This letter was as good an excuse as any for not engaging this evening in the boring duty-task of stencil-cutting a few more pages.







Signed : John Zube.
(The rest of this page reproduced my mini-peace-questionnaire, once again, so here I have left it out. - J.Z., 05.)
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A FIRST ROUGH LISTING OF
VARIOUS COLLECTIVIST CLAIMS WRONGLY STATED AS RIGHTS

AIR members must make clear to outsiders that while they uphold a code individual rights 

( presently under discussion, with only 10 of 26 points so far accepted ) 
( always with the understanding that it is subject to further improvements),

they do at the same time OPPOSE most of the current codes of rights because of their contents.

One short statement of such non-rights together with some criticism is contained in "Man's Rights" in AYN RAND's: "Capitalism the Unknown Ideal". I recommend the re-reading of this article. 

I do know that this negative listing could and should be more comprehensive and assert that members should have a go at that task.

I. Collectivist Economic Claims wrongly called Rights

1.) Freedom from hunger and want.

2.) Right to a guaranteed income, minimum standard of living, minimum, wage, decent or fair wage, basic wage.

3.) Right to a fair price, to social security, to shelter, to medical care, to free education.

4.) Right to work ( interpreted as a right to a job to be supplied by the bureaucracy at the expense of the taxpayer).
5.) Every man has a right to his job and may protect this right against competition. (This "right" is tacitly assumed.)

6.) Right to rest and leisure, including reasonable limitation of working hour and periodic holidays with full pay.

7.) Right to strike, interpreted as an unqualified "right" to break contracts and to refuse to pay indemnities.

8.) Right to associate in monopolistic and coercive unions ( tacitly assumed and acted upon in practice. ).

9.) All peoples may, for their own ends, freely dispose of natural wealth and resources.
10.) Equal right to the use of land and minerals - to be realized by the "single tax" or government allocation.

11.) Right to equal pay for equal work, right to "flow-ons" ( pay increases because the pay of others happens to have increased.

12.) Right to equality of opportunity.

13.) Right to resist "economic power".

II. Collectivist Political Claims

1.) Freedom from fear ( expressed so generally that it becomes absurd ).

2. Right to security from external aggression.

3.) Right to police protection of person and property. 
(Compare this with the morality of those who hire night-watchmen.)

4.) Right to protection by competent tribunals.
( E.g. in the insurance sphere rational citizens often contract arbitration arrangements.)

5.) Equality before the law.

(No matter how unjust a law may be.).

6.) Right to vote according to the one-man-one-vote principle.

( Any other principle is as justified - among volunteers.)

7.) Right to have equal access to public offices. 
( Right to lord it over others! )

8.) Everyone is entitled to a social and internal order in which basic rights can be fully realized.

( Who is to provide it?)

(At the same time most people believe that exterritorially autonomous communities of volunteers, the only ones which have a good chance to realized their justice ideals among themselves, under personal laws, ought not to be permitted! - J.Z., 25.10.05.)

9.) All peoples have the right to national self-determination ( sovereignty ).

(And, presumably, individuals have no such right!)

10.) Every human being has the right to freedom from war and the fear of it.
(Is a God or the State to provide this peace?)
11.) Right to a nationality.

( Should individual rights depend on having a nationality? Do foreigners or aliens have no rights?)
III.) Collectivist General Claims

1.) Everyone is entitled to equal rights and privileges and treatment.

2.) Right to dignity or dignified treatment.

3.) Right not to be discriminated against. ( No matter how much one individually deserves it? ).

4.) The family is entitled to special protection.

5.) Everyone has the right to do what he wants to do. ( The collectivist slander of freedom, freedom described as an authority to rob and murder - if one is shortsightedly enough to ignore the same right of others.).

6.) Right to be preferred according to seniority.

7.) Freedom of thought ( but woe if you express it!) as if this had been threatened).

8.) Right to decent entertainment. 
( Censor the broadcasters! )

9.) Right to decide how one's body is to be disposed of after death.

( Wrong if one-sidedly obliging others. )

10.) Right to demand retraction and correction of wrong statements.

11.) Knowledge of family planning is a basic human right.
( The right to inform oneself misunderstood in a particular case. )

12.) Right of everyone to the enjoyment of the highest attainable standard of physical and mental health.

( Right to freedom from disease. All men have inalienable rights to their sanity. )

At whose expense? Who is obliged to provide these conveniences? Such questions never properly answered by those making the above and similar claims.

The following are some of the wrong formulations of rights, wrong because they impose unjustified restrictions expressed in clauses like "determined by law", "just requirements of morality, public order and the general welfare in a democratic society" in no case to be exercised "contrary to the purposes and principles of the U.N.":

1.) Right to peaceful assembly and association,

2.) Right to seek asylum,

3.) Right to do whatever one pleases as long as one does not harm or hurt someone,
4.) Everyone has the right to freedom of movement and residence within the borders of each state, 
Everyone has the right to leave any country, including his own, and to return to his country.
5.) No one shall be subjected to arbitrary interferences with his privacy, family home or 
correspondence ... to arbitrary arrest, detention or exile.


"These doctrines, derived mainly from economic theories, lead up to a demand for the 
acceptance of a tyrannical government and a fiendish code of ethics".










- "The Freeman", Nov. 60, p. 29.


"What we do propose to discard are those ethical goals that are conceptually impossible of 
fulfillment because of the inherent nature of man and of the universe "







M. N. Rothbard. "Power and Market", p. 151.


"It is a code of regulation for a dependent world!" ... Frank Dupuis on the UN declaration.


"To preserve the pride of their constituents, handouts are called rights".










- DeJan, "The Mutant", p. 9. 
Suggestions of further "non-rights" and short refutations for all are welcome.



John Zube, 35 Oxley St., Berrima, NSW, 2577. (2005) jzube@acenet.com.au 

_________________________________________________________________________________

From AIR invitation for 21/2/1971 meeting:

SHORT CODE OF BASIC RIGHTS
I. Primary Rights

1.) Everyone has the right to life, liberty, property, and freedom of contract.

( The short additions contained in the version so far accepted would be better placed in a 
commentary. )

II.) Derived Rights in the Economic Sphere

2.) MOVEMENT: Everyone has the right to unrestricted movement and residence, at his own expense, so long as he does not endanger the life, health, privacy or property of others. 
3.) TRADE: Everyone has the right to trade freely, under all conditions acceptable to him, in all kinds of goods, products, valuables and services, with anybody, anywhere.

( Trade in poisons, weapons, radioactive materials etc. is still subject to further discussion. )
4.) MONETARY FREEDOM: Everyone has the right to clear his debts and arrange for the most convenient form of clearing. He may for instance issue or establish, offer, accept or refuse to accept (either totally or at par ) any exchange medium or standard of value.
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5.) WORK: Everyone has the right to support himself by his own efforts. He is free to select his profession, business or job and to train himself for it however and wherever he pleases. No occupation or profession or job or business may be denied to anyone by anyone else than his prospective employers, customers or clients. Everyone has the right to provide himself with productive paid work or sales for his services (without depriving anybody of any productive job or forcing anybody to provide it ) by undertaking, alone or in association with others, all the monetary, financial, and organizational measures necessary for this purpose,

6.) VOLUNTARY TAXATION: Everyone has the right to his earnings and his property and no one, not even those who govern by democratic consent, has the right to impose any kind of tribute on anyone.

Thus everyone has the right to refuse payment for any disservice or charitable project or any service he has not ordered or individually consented to.
( There exists still some dissent among the members on this subject. )

7.) FREEDOM TO EXPERIMENT: Everyone has the right to initiate or participate in tolerant experiments - not only in the natural sciences but also in the economic and social sphere - provided; these experiments are undertaken only by volunteers, at their expense and risk and on their property or on a personal law basis.

III. Derived Rights in the Political Sphere

8.) ASSOCIATION: Everyone has the right to form or to join an association.
Such volunteer associations may even be autonomously and exterritorially organized to apply self-given personal law to their members.

They may federate worldwide and compete peacefully with other world federations established on other ideological principles.

This right to associate is limited by the obligation to respect at least in the members of other organizations all basic rights so far formulated.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

The above are all the rights so far agreed upon. The clause on MONOPOLIES (Everyone has the right to ignore any legal or other coercive monopoly ) was eliminated as being too controversial for some or as already implied in the right to property, freedom of contract and trade.

It has been re-formulated by a member into:


"Everyone has the right to the freedom of choice provided by a competitive market and 
therefore no monopoly may be imposed through legal or any other coercion."

The clause on NATURAL RESOURCES was also eliminated as being still too controversial among members. To become accepted would require at least one lecture and lengthy discussion. It ran:


"As everyone is a joint inheritor of the natural resources of this planet everyone has the right to free 
access to and the right to participate in the exploitation of all natural resources ( like land, minerals, energy sources, rivers, lakes, oceans, sea-beds, air space ) through freedom of movement into, settlement in, and use of areas where such resources are found. 

At the same time no one has any right to the capital, labour, etc-already invested by others in the development of a natural resource - until he has come to a purchase, partnership, cooperative or lease contract with the present users and investors.

( This right can and should only be realized by free market purchases of so far "closed" natural resources and free competition by "open" enterprises against the "closed" ones. )

From the political section the clauses on INDIVIDUAL SECESSION and ARBITRATION were eliminated as being at present still too controversial subjects among the members. These clauses ran - with minor changes - as follows:


INDIVIDUAL SECESSION: Nobody may be compelled to belong to or to remain in any association. Everyone has the right to secede from any of the present coercive institutions, including states, armies and unions, and naturally, from all volunteer associations, without losing as a result a single basic right.
Individuals may also opt out of particular laws, international treaties, just seceded nations and even world federations. In all such instances they become free to contract alternatives for themselves.


ARBITRATION: Everyone may opt out of existing juridical systems and set up or subscribe to arbitration courts (or a system of autonomous juries or to particular professional judges or groups of judges - J.Z., 25.10.05.) for the protection of his rights and to guarantee his contractual, arrangements.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

9.) PROTECTIVE AGENCIES: Everyone has the right but nobody is obliged to set up, join or hire any policing agency of his choice for the protection of his individual rights.

10.) RESISTANCE: Everyone has the right to resist suppression of individual rights. ( The added clause referring also to serious threats was considered by some as being too doubtful. )
11.) WEAPONS: Everyone has the right (not the duty ) to own and bear rightful arms ( arms which can be used discriminately), even concealable ones, until he becomes convicted of a crime of violence. Every owner and bearer of arms is fully responsible for their use and abuse. (There was dissent in favor of banning all fire arms.) 
12.) MILITARY ORGANIZATION: Everyone has the right to train himself, alone and in association with others, for the protection of individual rights. As militia man he retains all individual rights.

IV. Derived rights of the general and conventional type:

13.) Happiness: Since every man has the moral right to live for his own sake, his own happiness, he has the liberty to pursue happiness in any way he chooses.

14.) PRIVACY: Everyone who has not interfered with the basic rights of others has the right to an undisturbed sphere of privacy including his own home, papers, private communications and meetings.

15.) EXPRESSION: Everyone has the right to express and publish by any means and without interference, his observations, thoughts, opinions, ideas, artworks etc., anytime and anywhere, even when his utterances or productions (creations - J.Z., 05) are considered by others to be wrong, obscene, valueless or harmful. This right does in no way infringe the right of readers, listeners, viewers, hosts, editors, publishers etc. to refuse to pay for, accept or tolerate in their own private sphere any such utterances or works or those who made them.
16.) INFORMATION AND SECRECY: Everyone has the right to seek and receive information by all rightful means on everything outside the private sphere of other living persons. He has the right to keep information secret if its disclosure would offend against or endanger individual rights and he may contractually oblige himself to secrecy if no infringement of individual rights is involved.

17.) EDUCATION: Everyone has the right, either at his own expense or that of voluntary donors or financiers,


a) to develop all his talents which do no endanger the individual rights of others,


b) to freely choose teachers, curriculum and educational services for himself and his children,

c) to offer his services as a teacher or lecturer and 

d) to set up or manage all kinds of schools and universities.

Nobody is obliged to pay for the education of other than his own children. Nobody may be forced to acquire a minimum education.

18.) FAMILY: Men and women, regardless of age, race, nationality or religion. have the right to marry, any numbers at a time. Unless they make contrary arrangements they are entitled to equal rights during their marriage and at its eventual dissolution by one-sided declaration.

Parents have the right to determine freely the number and spacing of their children - but they alone are fully responsible for their offspring.

19.) INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY: While everybody is responsible for his own actions and may e.g., be forced to pay indemnity for damages and wrongs, he has the right to be held responsible only as an individual, for his own actions and not collectively for some actions of other members of a collective.

20.) Physical INVIOLABILITY: Everyone has the right to resist all attempts to subject him to any sort of mutilation or therapeutic or physical treatment - except with his own deliberate consent - unless he is verminous or infectious and has to be disinfected or quarantined for the protection of others.

No one may be forcibly handled except in restraint of his own violence.
No one may be tortured, assaulted or otherwise physically mistreated.
Everyone has a claim to damages against anyone who assaults him, e.g. by introducing polluting agents or poisons into his air or water or, without warning to the consumer, into food, or by making an excessive and harmful noise in his vicinity.

21.)PERSONAL SECURITY: Everyone against whom there is no strong evidence for having committed an offence against basic rights - has the right to personal security from unreasonable interrogations, searches arrests and detentions.





Convenor :John Zube, 23 Hargrave Lane, Paddington, 327652






( temporarily ).
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From Notes in Invitation to AIR meeting on 7/3/1971:
A comprehensive rights declaration containing a sufficient commentary is still planned by me.
Send in your suggestions and criticism. 
Also, notify me if you want to join an editorial committee for this purpose - provided you are not afraid of revealing, in this code, all of individual liberty's stark naked beauty. If you insist that the Statue of Liberty ought to be "decently" covered then you are not welcome in this committee. - J. Z.

SOME NOTES REGARDING THE INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS DRAFT,

WHICH, UNFORTUNATELY, IS STILL MERELY UNDER DISCUSSION
1.) The preamble and the characterization of individual rights, also the footnote regarding "everyone", all contained in the invitation text for 10/1/71, should perhaps, be included.

2.) The discussion so far leaves us two major options:

a) A listing of moderate freedom principles upon which both the moderates (as their 


maximum aim) and the radicals ( as their minimum aim) can agree or:


b) 2 listings, clearly separated in one leaflet, one to satisfy the moderates among present and 

potential members, the other for the radicals.

The AIR leaflet could thus demonstrate that members do their own thing and do differ in their 

final aims.

Such different listings should perhaps be headed with comments like:

I.    All members agree on ....

II.   Most members agree on ...

Ill,  Some members insist on ...

IV. One member insists that the following rights also exists and hopes to prove this program to the satisfaction of others in future meetings.

The most distinct division among members at present appears to be that between the advocates of constitutional and severely limited government ( minimum government action ) and the anarcho-capitalists / pluralists / panarchists / autarchists / individual anarchists.

Why should we be hypocritical towards outsiders and cover up this disagreement among us? An alliance does not require uniformity of beliefs. 
One listing would contain the less controversial, largely accepted, soon realizable, practical, short term principles expressing the ideal of limited government and laissez faire economy.
The other listing would contain these and in addition also the more controversial or radical, the long-range, "theoretical", "utopian", anarcho-capitalist individual rights.

Unless both groups do their own thing we will end up with an inconsistent and incomplete mixture of both.

I am satisfied, for the time being, with a moderate platform only and willing to draft the more radical one later, together with others who are interested.

A separate study and action group might publish such a listing as its own work.

3.) Let me offer some quotes to those who considered some of the proposals in the individual rights draft as too radical or even dangerous:

Some members seem to think that at least for public appearances we should not "rock the 
boat - let's stick with tried and true injustices rather than venture off into the unknown." - 
Lynn Kinsky, PROTOS, Jan. 71.


"We can easily forgive a child who is afraid of the dark : the real tragedy of life is when 
men are afraid of light." - Plato.

Do you really believe that:

"It is only when society acknowledges it as a right and backs it by the power of the state and 
the respect of a majority of its responsible citizens that the right exists" ?? and that:


"Democracy's greatest flaw rests in its intransigent commitment to individual freedom"? - 

Spiro T. Agnew was guilty of both these utterances.

In other words, freedom is still the great unknown, even among AIR members - and it is not yet sufficiently recognized for what it is - the most powerful weapon.
I hope we will never have to conclude one day:
"AIR pollution became commoner than AIR".




- David Nolan, PROTOS, Jan. 71. Stress inserted by myself.


"As individuals we clearly have a long way to go to overcome the collectivist virus

 in ourselves."



- K. S. Templeton Jr., THE FREEMAN, July 63.

Sometimes, during past discussions I was under the impression that E. Fromm's "The Fear of Freedom" should be a bestseller among the members of AIR. But then I found my impatience restrained by remarks like the following ( and the realization that I had so far failed to pass on information on certain freedom ideas ):


"Only a fool looks for truth in a finite formula: only a knave would want to acquire it without 
toil and heartache. Final truth is tantamount to stagnant knowledge; there is no substitute for 
self-correcting, progressing, self-improving understanding. Dismiss your quest for. truth in 
final-formulation and 
embrace the greatest human virtue called Eternal Search for Truth.


There are no short cuts to Truth, this being the first lesson we have to learn."





- Henry Margenau: THE FREEMAN, July 63, p. 21.

4. Regardless of how many members at this stage are likely to subscribe to it - an attempt will be made by me in the near future to submit to members an as complete draft of individual rights as I can compile. You can then take it or leave it or improve it - without further meetings - as you please.
(This remained one of my many unfinished projects. One needs sufficient feedback for such efforts. - J.Z., 25.10.05.)


"A truth is no less the truth because few believe it, nor is this a reason or excuse for 
withholding the truth." - D. M. Westerholm, THE FREEMAN, June 63.

5.) It has been suggested by Mr. Puce to include definitions of "Right", "Freedom" and "Obligation" In the draft. Here are some sets to choose from:

RIGHT

"A 'right' is a moral principle defining & sanctioning .man's freedom of action in a social context. ... the source of rights is man's nature ... man is a rational being., he cannot function successfully under coercion. … rights are a necessary condition of his particular mode of survival." - Ayn Rand

"Right is the agreement of everybody's arbitrary actions with the arbitrary actions of everybody else according to a general principle of freedom. It is setting limits between liberty and licence and is accompanied by the authority to enforce it." - free wording based on Kant's definitions.
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"A right ( a natural human right ) is a principle which morally prohibits the use of force against anyone whose behavior is non-coercive. Non-coercive behavior is any behavior which does not make use of initiatory force." - Tanny, L.C, 13, p. 27.
I suggest that no discussion take place at this stage but rather a quick vote on the most acceptable of the three. If changes are desired - postpone them. We have to get a first platform finished. Same applies to the following explanations:

FREEDOM

"Freedom is invulnerability to coercion, coercion being physical violence initiated by other volitional beings." - El Ray, L.C. 15, p. 1.

"Freedom is the societal condition that exists when every individual has full (i.e. 100 % ) control over his own property." - Joseph A. Galambos.

"Freedom is a necessary presupposition of all action as well as of all thinking."


- H. J. Paton, "The Moral Law", p. 42.

"Freedom is a condition in which each being can exercise all its rights unhindered. It must not be mixed up with arbitrariness. Arbitrary actions even of a single man lead almost always to the infringement of the freedom of others. Arbitrariness has therefore nothing in common with a general condition of freedom. Right and freedom are closely related. The 'law of equal freedom' is just another name for 'right' ". - Peace Plan 4, plan 110.

Let me know if you want to make a thorough search for the best freedom definitions. I have a large file and some books on the subject and large libraries contain numerous references. But, don't waste time here and now by further discussion - unless you have a generally acceptable definition right in your pocket.

OBLIGATION
Categorical Imperative: Everybody ought to act towards others in a way that as a rational being he can and must want the maxim of his action to become a general law.


- Free version after Kant.


The basic and general duty of everyone consists in respecting all the rights of others - 
according to their priority.


"Obligation is the act of binding oneself to do something. The promise, contract etc. by 
which one is bound." - Merriam-Webster Pocket Dictionary.

The Shorter Oxford speaks of "moral restraint, force or influence". Speak up if you have a better definition - but don't start here and now another long discussion.

If you are interested in the concept of duty, responsibility or obligation and would like to state specific individualist duties as opposed to the claimed collectivist ones - please contact me.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
The INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS DRAFT
- as amended and accepted so far:

PREAMBLE: Man has absolute rights that do not necessitate the violation of the rights of another. Those individual rights supercede any public, police or social power. They are the necessary conditions for the achievement and preservation of freedom, justice and peace in the world. Ignorance, disregard and contempt for these rights have led to most of today's problems and have led mankind close to the brink of extinction. One ignores individual rights only at one's peril. They are moral laws which like natural science laws are operating forces. They have consequences whether man knows and respects them or not. Knowledge and respect for them can do away with harmful consequences and promote optimum results for individuals. ( Not yet discussed. )

SOME CHARACTERISTICS OF GENUINE INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS: Only individuals have and can enjoy them. Others can only realize them by abstaining from meddling or by helping to protect them in an emergency. They describe an individual's authority to do something, not an authority to claim something from others, something that goes beyond non-aggression and common resistance against aggression. They are not interventionist claims. On the contrary, they harmonize arbitrary relationships by setting equal freedom limits, thus rendering arbitrariness not only harmless but also creative and productive. An individual right is of a general nature. It does not merely decide some organizational arrangement which could very well be settled otherwise, e.g. the "one man one vote" principle. While individual rights overlap and sometimes take precedence over others because of different priorities, they do not extinguish each other but coexist. ( Not yet discussed. )

I. LIFE. LIBERTY, PROPERTY & CONTRACTS
1. Everyone has the right to life - that is to exist, possess & control his own life.

2. Everyone has the right to personal liberty.

3. Everyone has the right to possess, use, control and dispose, without let or hindrance, of honestly and voluntarily acquired property in goods, machines & money.

4. Everyone has the right to freedom of contract - provided the terms of a contract do not infringe the rights of a third party.
( There was some protest when in invitation for 21/2 this was condensed to the following wording : 'Everyone has the right to life, liberty, property, & freedom of contract.")
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